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Abstract

The present paper aims to present the concept of justice focusing on the theory of John Rawls
to cover health and social determinants of health in Greece. The administrative Justice is also
analyzed with an emphasis on employees’ perceptions of Organizational Justice, employee
performance and organizational justice and finally in the relationship between organizational
justice and citizen satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of justice from ancient times to the present day is a concept that is not
easy to define. The concept of justice has preoccupied human beings and this has to do both
with their need to feel that they are not wronged, and with their need to feel that they are not
unfair to others. In this context, of course, the criteria for each are different and most often
relate to the selfishness that characterizes each individual. Absolute justice is utopian and
impossible to exist (Bennis & Nanus, 2003). Since man is the measure of all things in
everyday life and in organizations, then justice is his own justice, that is, a specific idea
humans have of the concept of justice and expresses it in their own laws. In organizations,
justice is characterized by how people in key administrative positions understand justice and,
on the other, how their subordinates want to identify with the specific justice that is imposed
on them (Erkutlu, 2011).

Based on the above, one can understand the concern of people to recognize justice, as
well as the organizations that operated based on the meaning of justice, of course what they
consider to be justice. Organizations today recognize the important role that organizational
justice plays in the perception of justice within them. Recent studies on the importance of
organizational justice are currently studying this theory (Ambrose & Schminle, 2003)

The field of organizational justice continues to be influenced by additional factors that
are not always measurable, such as the size of an organization, distribution channels,
collaborations, interpersonal relationships within an organization, level of satisfaction,
organizational commitment, the process of evaluating power, organizational politicization,
internal behaviors, performance, etc. (Colquitt et al., 2001).
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JOHN RAWLS'S THEORY OF JUSTICE

John Rawls in his book “A Theory of Justice” advocates a free, fair and politically viable
society. He deals with the way in which a society of inequalities could take fairer forms while
maintaining its freedom. He argues that it is up to the individual will to create such a society,
provided that the physical and social predispositions that intrinsically affect each individual are
exceeded. According to the principles of liberalism, the individual has the “right” and also the
means for the ideal “new state” (Wolthuis, 2017).

Focusing on this direction, he conducts an experiment to lead the reader to a just society. He
calls this experiment “original position”. It is about a state of affairs where its members are equally
represented as ethical persons, without being affected by random circumstances and factors. He
challenges everyone to imagine a society exactly the way they want it, but without knowing what
position one will assume in it. Justice for him is exactly what we choose when negotiating behind
the veil of ignorance. The participant in the experiment is asked to decide on the future of the whole
society based on the following risks (Miele, 2017):

If he creates a world of total inequality and injustice, where some are at a disadvantage over
others, this entails the risk of finding himself in the lower strata, experiencing the injustice he
“built”.

If he creates a world that is completely just, where everyone enjoys equal rights, for
example, he will be in the same social position as the rest, having lost whatever privileges he
enjoyed so far.

The substantive dilemma is whether the “ignorance” of the outcome of the decision and the
fear that accompanies it determines the final decision. Also, everyone’s present position (the
privileges one enjoys today) in the social community will determine the final decision. This view
can also be extended to international relations, as a series of events such as decisions of
international bodies on military interventions, their causes, the rationale that justifies their necessity,
and others, form an unprecedented humanity framework of rules, often testing the strengths of the
international community in matters of justice and ethics.

In the theory of justice, Rawls deals with the idea of justice as fairness in a liberal society.
The principles of justice are seen as the subject of prime agreement in an initial situation. To this
end he constructs a thought experiment. He selects a portion of rational individuals who are
interconnected in different ways and each driven by their own ends and seeks the principles of
justice in them. The behaviors of these people are determined by their choices and interests. The
outcome that will occur effortlessly between them will lead to a state of equilibrium, an original
position, where any agreement that will be “concluded” will be characterized as fair (Soh, 2017).

That is why the principles that govern each agreement must be fair. Rawls made a
hypothesis that the people involved in the endeavor would be behind the veil of ignorance. They
could not know, when legislating, whether they were the rulers or the ruled. Also, they would not
know how their judgments and choices could affect them individually, but would evaluate them by
general criteria, that is, they would attempt to make an assessment of whether these solutions would
benefit the whole. None of the participants could be aware of the position they would take in the
society themselves, nor the socio-political and economic conditions that would prevail, and nothing
else that might affect them, such as gender, color, religion, ethnicity (GaliSanka, 2019).

The principles that they end up with should be able to be integrated into society and applied
by citizens by sharing their sense of justice and maintaining a symmetrical relationship between the
parties. The veil of ignorance aims, given the ignorance of the particular characteristics of each, to
make citizens treat each other with respect and selflessness and to ensure neutrality in some way.
By not knowing their interests, it is impossible for the actors to adapt the principles of justice to
their own measures. It is equality and impartiality that will ensure justice. Justice is a virtue, a moral
duty of the individuals in a society. For Rawls all social goods, such as freedom, opportunities,
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wealth, must be distributed fairly and equitably, unless an unequal distribution is to the benefit of
the weak (Wolthuis, 2017).

On a philosophical-political level, the concept of justice is related to the concept of
impartiality. Significant at this point is the contribution of John Rawls and his theory of justice
(Rawls 1971). Rawls attempts to answer the question “What rules of justice, defining their rights
and obligations, would individuals choose for the functioning of social institutions if their views
were not affected by the position in which these individuals are?”. He adopts the concept of the
“original position”, where the original members of society do not know the position they will have
and are covered by a “veil of ignorance”. In this original position people will set rules for the
distribution of “primary goods”, that is, the necessary - in addition to physical - goods - Marshall
(1965) calls them social, political and civil rights - for the attainment of their goals (Daryaei &
Haghighat, 2017).

Therefore, the basic rule of justice for the distribution of primary goods is that they should
be distributed equally unless the unequal distribution of a good benefits all people. This rule entails
two principles: (a) equal rights for the most extensive fundamental freedoms for all and (b) potential
inequalities should be based either on the benefit of those who are in a more difficult position
(maximin) or they should be derived from the positions for which everyone has equal opportunity to
take (Akrami et al., 2017).

The question posed by the World Health Organization is: Assuming that the citizens of a
country were in the original position where they were covered by the ignorance veil, what rule
would they choose as law to finance health services? The answer it adopts is that citizens would all
choose to pay the same percentage of their income. On this basis, equitable distribution is linked to
the ability of households to pay, that is to say, the real disposable income. The real disposable
income is the income that households have at their disposal for consumption, after deducting
expenditure on essentials such as food, clothing and housing, and taking into account assets and
future income. The distribution of financial burden is considered fair when the ratio of households’
total financial contribution for the financing of health services to the total household expenditure,
excluding basic living expenses, assumes the same value for all households, regardless of household
health level or the use of health services (Akrami et al., 2017).

From the outset, however, one must point out the intrinsically intersubjective nature of the
primary goods. That is, their offer raises questions of reciprocity, depending on the circumstances
of justice: the objectively limited resources and the subjective (legitimate) conflict of perceptions
and interests. Reciprocity means, however, that, as evil must have a general (independent of specific
principal names) and abstract form, for example, it should be punishable by a fine or deprivation of
freedom, likewise the contribution of each to the public burdens should only be monetary (tax) and
not, for example, provision of personal labor (as in the case of pre-modernism community morals);
so, in principle, primary goods must also be general and abstract. Before their beneficiary converts
them into special and specific skills, they should only exist as exceptions in kind, such as for
example the benefits of a national health system, to tackle problems of economies of scale. In any
case, our claims based on social rights, or better yet on the principle of equality, against the state,
usually require, for their satisfaction, the participation of all of us in a narrow conceptual framework
of cooperation, such as, for example, compulsory social security. Otherwise, a national health
system, without the financial contributions of all of us as quasi-taxes, would be impossible.
However, the very principle of the difference itself presupposes a narrow conceptual framework of
cooperation, which is not, however, effortlessly justified by the principles of non-distributive justice
that have the regulatory primacy (Daryaei & Haghighat, 2017).

ADMINISTRATIVE JUSTICE
The concepts of leadership and of the leader in Administrative Science have been
portrayed as the person on top of the administrative pyramid of a business or organization,
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which is certainly not true. And herein lies the difficulty of defining its place in relation to
organizational justice, which by its very nature in people who lack the relevant education, has
been incorrectly identified. For these people, the leader of an organization is the one who
defines the organizational justice according to his or her own standards and they are bound to
follow it, but this is not the case since they themselves can adjust justice to their own
circumstances (Bourandas, 2008).

One guiding definition in this regard is as follows: “leadership in organizational justice
is the process of influencing a group of people by a person based on specific rules and in such
a way that they volunteer and are willing with appropriate cooperation to do their best to
achieve effective goals arising from the mission of the group and its ambition for progress or
for a better future” (Bourandas, 2008; Cheung, 2013; Mahajan & Benson, 2013).

Leadership involves organizational justice, while the latter defines the former, in part,
but its foundations are largely based on emotional intelligence. The notion of justice
“awakens’ emotions at times good and at times bad for employees, affecting and determining
them (Skarlicki, 2001).

The true leader creates and continuously develops an effective, value-creating, fair-
functioning organization that meets the needs of all stakeholder groups, such as customers,
employees, shareholders, society, etc. (Carton, 2008)

The leader achieves short-term results, that is, “wins the day” and at the same time
develops the organization, “builds the future”. Lastly, the leader makes his/her colleagues
follow him/her voluntarily and willingly, that is, the leader ensures organizational justice
through appropriate attitudes and behaviors, commitment, and predisposition to the highest
possible performance (Bourandas, 2008)

What links leadership with organizational justice is profoundly essential. In most
regions of the developing world, best business practices have not yet taken their definitive
form. An organization based on principles of togetherness and genuine leadership would hire
people with the skills needed to practice genuine leadership. Continuous learning of these
abilities would be part of the daily operation and the whole organization would evolve into a
place of human progress and well-being (Skarlicki et al., 1999; Cropanzano et al., 2001).

As more and more women enter the business world dynamically, concerns about a
balanced attitude to both professional and personal obligations are heightened. But as social
values change, concern about achieving professional and social balance is also expressed by
men. However, this is a difficult case as organizations nowadays face strong competition
worldwide, employees are increasingly pressured to increase their efficiency and consequently
the hours required to spend in the workplace are increasing. Thus organizations try as much as
possible to increase their profitability by increasing the expectations of their employees
regarding their time, energy and commitment to their work (Erkutlu, 2011).

The phrase “family-friendly” describes the various policies that companies follow to
support the striving for professional and personal balance. An effort that yields satisfactory
results sometimes and other times results less satisfactory results depending on the culture of
each organization. Burke (2000) describes a study that refers to the relationship between the
values that exist in an organization to enhance the balance between work and personal life, the
experience and commitment in the workplace, and the existence of physical and mental well-
being. The research was conducted on men who held a managerial position and found a desire
for values that support this balance more, for less hours of work, less stress, more fun, more
career prospects, fewer chances of resignation, more opportunities for community
participation and having fun with friends and higher levels of peace of mind.

Various researchers describe and evaluate more intensively projects from companies
that are interested in contributing to the best possible Quality and work-personal life
relationship. These companies have realized that the personal needs of the employees and the
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goals of the organization need to be taken into account in order to properly adapt the strategy
of the company and ultimately benefit both the company and its workforce.

When employees perceive that leaders are fair and when leaders’ behaviors are
attributed to their good intentions, employees tend to conclude that leaders are committed to
them and that high quality exchanges occur. Leaders can try to shape the work environment so
that they provide more opportunities for efficient work behavior. Indeed, it would be difficult
for an employee to self-sacrifice if he/she had little contact with colleagues (and therefore
there were no opportunities to meet his/her needs for help) or if the rules of work were so rigid
that the employee could not help colleagues (Fujimoto et al., 2013). Similarly, employees
would find it difficult to participate responsibly in the administration of the organization or to
make constructive suggestions if there were no staff meetings or other meetings for that
purpose. Leaders can enhance workplace behavior by changing the structure of tasks
employees perform, the conditions under which they perform their work and/or the human
resources management practices that govern their behavior. Thus, leaders need to understand
which characteristics of their behavior tend to be more related to work behavior in different
contexts (Hegtvedt & Clay-Warner, 2004).

One explanation for employees involved in workplace behavior is related to cognitive
assessments of employees’ fair treatment by an organization. This view is theoretically rooted
in the fundamental theory of Adams (1965), which states that employees evaluate their work
situations by cognitively comparing their inputs to the organization with the results they
receive in return. If employees perceive their organization to be fair, then they are likely to
perform better. It appears, however, that some forms of justice provide for better work
behavior. For example, Moorman (1991) found that the best predictor of work behavior is
interactive justice. On the contrary, other studies have found that procedural justice is a better
predictor of work behavior (Yadav & Gupta, 2017). When employees believe that they are
being unfairly treated by the organization or supervisor, they are likely to believe that social
exchange has been violated. If these employees realize that the cost of staying in the
relationship outweighs the benefits, they are likely to withdraw from the relationship. This
withdrawal may be in the form of lower performance (Cowherd and Levine, 1992), increased
absenteeism and turnover (Hulin, 1991), divergent behaviors (Skarlicki et al., 1999),
decreased emotional commitment (Ozel & Bayraktar, 2018) and reduced citizen satisfaction
(Yadav & Gupta, 2017; Moorman, 1991). When employees perceive a fair work environment,
they are likely to respond to social exchange and perform more.

Greenberg (1987 as cited in Greenberg & Colquitt, 2013) considers organizational
justice as the way in which an employee evaluates both the organization and his/her behavior
towards the organization (for example, if a company dismisses half of its employees,
employees feel mistreated) (Tabibnia, Satpute, & Lieberman, 2008).

A person’s perceptions of these decisions as right or wrong can influence his or her
subsequent behavior. Justice is often of central interest to organizations because the
consequences of perceptions of injustice can affect work behaviors. Justice in organizations
can include issues related to perceptions of fair remuneration, equal opportunities for
promotion and staff selection procedures (Korsgaard et al., 2015).

Organizational justice is seen as a multidimensional construct. Its four proposed
components are distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational justice. Distributive
justice is regarded as the justice associated with the outcomes of decisions and the allocation
of resources. The results or resources distributed may be tangible (e.g. payment) or intangible
(e.g. praise). Perceptions of distributive justice can be reinforced when the results are
considered to be equally applicable (Olafsen et al., 2015). Procedural justice relates to the
processes that lead to results. When individuals feel they have a voice in the process then
procedural justice is high (Rupp et al., 2017). Interpersonal justice is about how fair
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employees are treated. Finally, informational justice relates to the information provided to
employees (Blader & Tyler, 2013).

Research also indicates the importance of influence and emotion in assessing the
fairness of a situation, as well as the reactions of one’s behavior to the situation (Barsky,
Kaplan, & Beal, 2011).

One concept related to organizational justice is corporate social responsibility (CSR).
Organizational justice generally refers to perceptions of equality within the organization,
while corporate social responsibility focuses on justice in dealing with individuals outside the
organization (Rupp et al., 2015).

Corporate social responsibility refers to a mechanism by which companies monitor and
regulate their performance in accordance with ethical and social standards, so that they have a
positive impact on all stakeholders. Thus, corporate social responsibility includes
organizations that behave in ways that benefit members of society at large. It has been
suggested that an employee’s perceptions of the level of corporate social responsibility of the
organization in which he or she is working can influence one’s attitudes and perceptions about
justice even if he or she is not mistreated (Rupp et al., 2015).

The idea of organizational justice comes from the equity theory (Adams, 1965), which
assumes that judgments of equality and inequality come from comparisons between self and
others based on inputs and outputs. Inputs refer to what a person perceives (e.g. knowledge
and effort), while the results are what an individual perceives to come out of an exchange
relationship (e.g., pay and recognition). The benchmarks on which these inputs and outputs
are evaluated may be internal (older selves) or external (other people) (Greenberg & Colquitt,
2013).

EMPLOYEES’ PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

Higher levels of justice are perceived when employees feel they have an input into the
process rather than when employees do not perceive that they have the opportunity to
participate (Cropanzano et al., 2015; Bies, 2015; Xu et al., 2016).

The perception of organizational justice is also dependent on communication, which
affects interpersonal and informative perceptions of justice (Xu et al., 2016). Effective
communication improves perceptions of justice by improving employees’ perceptions of the
manager’s reliability and by reducing feelings of uncertainty (Al-Zu'bi, 2010; Cropanzano et
al., 2015).

Employees’ perceptions of injustice within the organization affect organizational
justice as a whole. Commonly reported outcomes include counterproductive behaviors,
absences, turnover, and emotional exhaustion (Ibrahim & Perez, 2014).

EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE AND ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

The impact of organizational justice perceptions on employee performance is as
follows (Cohen, 2015): improving perceptions of justice improves productivity and
performance and vice versa (Karriker & Williams, 2009).

Greater perceived injustice leads to lower levels of job satisfaction while greater
perception of justice leads to higher levels of job satisfaction (Al-Zu'bi, 2010; DeConick,
2010; Cohen, 2015).

Increased procedural injustice crises can lead to low productivity (Cohen, 2015),
because the relationship between perceived procedural injustice and counterproductive work
behaviors can be mediated by perceived regulatory conflict in which employees perceive
conflict between the rules of their work group and the rules of the organization. Thus, more
perceptions of procedural injustice lead employees to perceived regulatory conflict, which is
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likely to lead to counterproductive work behaviors (Gruys and Sackett, 2003; Zoghbi-
Manrique-de-Lara & Verano-Tacoronte, 2007).

Burnout is related to general perceptions of organizational justice (Liljegren & Ekberg,
2009; Schunck et al., 2015). Perceptions of injustice are important predictors and determinants
of turnover intention (Nadiri & Tanova, 2010). In other words, turnover intention is an
important result of the employee’s perceptions of justice. Interpersonal and distributive
justices are more predictive of turnover intention than procedural justice (Thomas &
Nagalingappa, 2013).

ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE AND CITIZEN SATISFACTION

While many researchers have attempted to identify design and performance aspects
that significantly affect end-user satisfaction, it can be argued that the management process
involved in introducing such changes (e.g. a new facility or workspace) may be just as
important if not more important for satisfaction. Finch (2004) suggested that customer
satisfaction from facilities is determined not only by technical performance but also by a
“complex set of exchange processes” such as effective communication and expectations
management.

However, in every organization there are uncontrollable variables and unforeseen
changes that result in changes in deadlines and scarce resources. How can organization
managers meet customer needs when both those needs and the environment in which they
operate change so often? Uncertainties arise in (1) matching unforeseen space requirements
with supply, (2) managing obsolete facilities renovation, (3) contradictory approaches of
internal and contracted service providers, (4) addressing competing space and service
requirements, 5) combining long-term strategy (e.g. neighborhood needs) with immediate
requirements (e.g. arrival of new employees).

As the size of an organization increases, so does the complexity of the facility’s
strategy. Explaining to department managers that their needs have been incorporated into the
strategic plan and will be fulfilled over the next four years has little impact when faced with
the impending arrival of staff. So how can teams relax their clients in the mean time?
Customer satisfaction can be achieved by adopting a service rather than a technical approach
to facility management, focusing on organizational justice and maintaining customer
perceptions of justice. In particular, emphasis should be placed on procedural justice, as it is
considered the most important form of justice in the provision of services.

Distributive justice refers to the allocation of resources (Homans, 1961) or to the
perceived impartiality of the results an individual receives from organizations (Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998). The results can be distributed on the basis of equality, need, or
contribution (Leventhal, 1976), and individuals determine the fairness of the distribution by
comparison with others.

However, with the finding that the procedures used to determine the results may have
more influence than the outcome itself, the emphasis has gradually shifted from distributive to
procedural justice. Procedural justice can be defined as the fair method, the mechanism and
the processes used to determine outcomes (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998), or the perceived
justice of the processes used in decision making (Su et al., 2019).

Lind and Tyler (1988) investigated relational approaches to justice and argued that
rules developed through group identification lead individuals to develop a commitment to
social processes and power relations. These in turn are used to make decisions about the fair
process. Fair procedures must be consistent, free, precise, have error correction mechanisms,
take into account the concerns of all parties and be ethically acceptable (Leventhal, 1980).

Support for the beneficial effects of procedural justice and its primacy on distributive
justice in the impact of behavior has emerged in a wide variety of settings. Thibaut and

29



IIYBJIMYHUA ITOJIUTUKN.hg Volume 12/ Number3/ June 2021

Walker (1975) examined the concept in a legal context and found that dissenters were willing
to accept a decision that they disagreed with if they could see that the process by which it was
decided was fair.

Similarly, Tyler and Folger (1980) found in police-citizen encounters that individuals
who felt that they had been treated fairly had more positive evaluations of their relationships
with the police and police in general, whether or not the police solved the problem for which it
was called.

It was reported by Greenberg (1987) that where outcomes or rewards were perceived
as unfair, simple procedures lead to an increase in the means of assessing the impartiality of
those outcomes. That is, perceptions of procedural justice can change and affect perceptions
of distributive justice. It has also been shown that fair procedures were considered fair
regardless of the outcome of those procedures. This is in line with Leventhal’s (1980)
hypothesis that “if the procedures are considered fair, then the final distribution is likely to be
accepted as fair, while it may be disadvantageous” (p. 36).

Studying this hypothesis within a multinational organization, Kim and Maugborgne
(1996) examined the effects of perceived procedural justice on the manager’s commitment to
implement decisions. They found that as perceptions of procedural justice in the decision-
making process increased, their commitment to implement the decisions (i.e. the outcome of
this process) is also increased.

A further form of organizational justice that managers of organizations can use to
influence customer satisfaction levels is transnational justice. Justice is defined as the quality
of the agency (Bies & Moag, 1986). This method is used to investigate a person’s behavior.
Simply put, it’s the way information is communicated. In the context of managing
organizations, this involves addressing customer concerns, listening to their needs, and
encouraging and understanding.

Bies and Moag (1986) reported that the treatment of those affected by a decision in a
polite and political manner helped to maintain perceptions of justice. There are two different
components of interactive justice, namely interpersonal sensitivity and social accounts (Folger
& Cropanzano, 1998). Interpersonal sensitivity refers to maintaining a polite and attentive
approach to others, while social accounts include the provision of adequate explanations for
adverse effects. There has been much debate as to whether this represents an independent
construct or is a sub-form of procedural justice, but regardless of such a discussion, the results
of the research to date suggest that courtesy of individuals contributes to a positive perception
of organizational justice.

Concerning the dimensions of procedural justice in service provision, the findings
underscore that employees understand that while managers often cannot control the effects,
they can influence processes. Organizational managers do not have the resources to meet the
needs of all clients (i.e. the ability to maintain perceptions of distributive justice), but have the
ability to influence the way resources and services are distributed among the organization’s
clients.

As defined by Osburn et al. (1990), forms of procedural justice can be classified
according to the level of employee engagement or, in this case, customer engagement.
Customer engagement in an organization’s activities can range from simple communication to
decision-making to ongoing customer focus groups that are appropriate actions and engage in
problem solving activities. Indeed, input levels can be further increased to give focus groups
the power to make decisions about which managers have a veto right.
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