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ABSTRACT

The difference between procedural justice and consequential justice
constitutes a very important conceptual distinction in contemporary the-
ories of justice. Different theories of justice offer different ways of under-
standing procedures, consequences and the conceptual relationship
between them. This paper attempts to explore the roles of procedural
justice and consequential justice in theories of justice. The main focus is
to examine the development of David Miller’s theory of justice and
reveal its distinctiveness. Rawls’s notions of “pure procedural justice”,
“perfect procedural justice” and “imperfect procedural justice” will be
discussed for the purpose of constructing an analytical framework to
accommodate different theories of justice, including process theories,
outcome theories and hybrid theories. According to our analysis, Miller’s
theory has changed from an outcome theory to a hybrid theory of justice.
This change stimulates us to rethink the ways by which social justice
theory may be constructed.
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