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ABSTRACT

Employees' work dynamics in companies are very diverse. Some employees have high commitments,
and others are very low. Likewise, the counterproductive behavior of employees in every company is also
high or low. The importance of the two factors for the continuity of company operations incites the
investigation to ponder the role of the dimensions of justice on affective commitment and
counterproductive work behavior of employees in Islamic Financial Institutions (LKS) in DIY.
Researchers distributed questionnaires to 219 employees from several LKS in DIY with purposive
sampling. The data were then analyzed through SEM-PLS, which measures the research instrument and
the influence between the research variables. The results of this study indicated that only procedural and
interactional justice trigger affective commitment and deviant workplace behavior, while distributive
justice is unable to influence these two variables. The study contributed to LKS managers maintaining a
work environment that upholds the principles of justice to increase affective commitment and minimize
employees' deviant behavior.
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INTRODUCTION

Affective commitment is an essential factor that companies want their employees to have. The
emotional attachment of employees to their organization gives employees more leverage in carrying out the
work. Allen et al. (2016) described affective commitment as an employee's pride in the organization and
willingness to exert effort for the organization. With affective commitment, the company's management
benefits because employee behavior is formed based on love for the company so that employees are willing
to sacrifice for the advancement of the company. Employees who have an affective commitment to the
company are earnest in carrying out the tasks assigned to them because employees believe that the tasks
given are steps to achieve company goals. Several previous studies have confirmed the role of affective
commitment on OCB (Buch, Kuvaas and Dysvik, 2019), employee performance (Ogbonnaya, 2019;
Khalid, 2020; Kim, 2020), and innovative behavior (Ogbonnaya and Messersmith, 2019).

In addition to affective commitment, the researcher tried to look at the factors that the company
does not expect from its employees, known as counterproductive work behavior. This behavior is
undesirable because it can harm the company and have a negative influence on other employees. This
employee's counterproductive work behavior is certainly based on the employee's perception of company
support. Referring to the Social Exchange theory, employees will reciprocate the organization's treatment
of themselves as the organization treats itself so that employees who feel aggrieved by the organization
employees will perform counterproductive work behavior. Employees who feel low job satisfaction and
think about leaving the company are also very likely to engage in counterproductive work behavior
(Holtom, Burton and Crossley, 2012; Mai et al., 2016). Mitchell & Ambrose (2007) defined
counterproductive work behavior as voluntary behavior that violates organizational norms and is
detrimental to the organization and its members. Several previous studies have confirmed the negative
impact of counterproductive work behaviors such as harming the organization, threatening employee
welfare, increasing employee stress, financial losses to the company, and harming customers (Robinson
and Bennet, 1995; Xu, Zhou and Du, 2016; Lavelle et al., 2018; Chi and Grandey, 2019). Given the
importance of the variables of affective commitment and employee counterproductive work behavior, it is
necessary to look at the antecedents of these variables.

One of the critical factors causing affective commitment and counterproductive work behavior of
employees is the perception of organizational justice felt by employees. Several previous studies have
proven the vital role of organizational justice on affective commitment (Ohana, 2014; Bashir et al., 2020)
and counterproductive work behavior (Lavelle et al., 2018; Rubino et al., 2018). Research by (Hadi,
Tjahjono and Palupi, 2020) also explains that organizational justice has a positive effect on Pay satisfaction,
Ethical decision, Job satisfaction, Affective communication, Intention to join and keep working, and
Commitment. Perceptions of justice are felt by employees as a form of relationship between employees and
the organization, so that perceived justice is caused by the organization's treatment of its employees.
Organizational justice is also perceived differently between employees in an organization because the
perceptions felt by employees of the justice provided by the organization are different. For this reason, the
increase in affective commitment and counterproductive work behavior of employees can vary within an
organization. Several types of organizational justice that have been defined by experts are suspected of
having a significant effect on increasing employees' affective commitment and work behavior, such as
distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice (Majang Palupi and Tjahjono, 2016; Lavelle
et al., 2018; Bashir et al., 2020).

Distributive justice refers to the fair allocation of results according to performance (Sherf,
Venkataramani and Gajendran, 2016; Tamta and Rao, 2017). This justice is for someone whose work
motivation is money-oriented, so companies need to pay close attention to this type of justice. This fairness
is perceived by employees by comparing the income they receive with the income of their co-workers or
employees in other companies with similar work positions. In addition, employees also compare the income
they receive with the performance so that employees will feel unfair if the compensation given is not in
accordance with their contribution. By comparing income with employee performance, the perception of
distributive justice can be felt. If distributive justice is perceived as high by employees, it is possible to
create an employee's affective commitment (Sahu and Pathardikar, 2014). Likewise, high distributive
justice may reduce counterproductive work behavior because the company has given rights in accordance
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with the justice felt by employees (Marcano and Castafio-Collado, 2020).

The second justice is procedural justice, defined as giving influence over the decision-making
process and the way to appeal decisions, making decisions based on accurate and consistent data (Sherf,
Venkataramani and Gajendran, 2016; Lavelle et al., 2018). This fairness shows how the company provides
procedures that are in accordance with the applicable provisions for decision-making. Employees who are
involved in the work and activities of the organization can feel the procedural justice that occurs in the
company. Employees will perceive procedural justice given to them through work processes such as sharing
authority and responsibility so that the role of leaders and organizations in improving procedural justice is
needed. Employees who feel they are treated fairly by the organization will feel emotionally attached to the
organization so that it is possible to create affective commitment from employees. Vice versa, employees
who feel that there is no procedural justice in the organization, do not feel emotionally attached to the
organization, so counterproductive work behavior may occur (Marcano and Castafio-Collado, 2020).

In addition to these two justices, interactional justice is also seen as necessary in creating affective
commitment and counterproductive work behavior of employees. Employees who feel they are treated
fairly, such as good communication, providing clear information, and good interpersonal relationships with
superiors and organization members, will create an emotional attachment for these employees. According
to Tamta & Rao (2017), interactional justice refers to the perceived fairness of the interpersonal treatment
of the person who controls the procedure in determining the outcome. Interactional justice is emerging as
an essential component of managerial justice because of its prominence on the human aspect in
organizational contexts. Well-cared employees will feel that they have an emotional attachment and
affective commitment, leading to decreased counterproductive work behavior.

The purpose of this study was to examine organizational justice perceived by the employees of
Islamic banks in DIY. The justice felt by Islamic Bank employees is expected to increase affective
commitment and reduce counterproductive work behavior. The selection of Islamic banks is because the
industry has very good prospects in Indonesia with the Muslim majority (As’ad, 2020; Dawami, 2021;
Hasan, 2021; Muchlis and Fathurrahman, 2021) and McKinsey & Company (2012) also predicted the good
financial industry prospects in Indonesia, although research from (Listiono, 2020) explains that Islamic
religious institutions do not affect economic growth in Indonesia. Also, Islamic banking is relatively new
when compared to conventional banks, and public awareness of Islamic banks is still minimal which highly
need commitment from employees in order to compete (Sheikh, 2021; Sulaiman et al., 2021). Besides,
banking institutions are very vulnerable to counterproductive work behavior and fraud/deviation (Mason
and Bohm, 2017). To overcome these problems, organizational justice is needed to provide facilities to
employees so that they do not take actions that harm the company.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Social Exchange Theory explains that a person will reciprocate the treatment of others as how a person treats
himself (Zakiy, 2019; Utami and Zakiy, 2020). The organizational support in the form of providing good
justice will be adjusted by employees by reciprocating the treatment through increased commitment and
avoiding counterproductive work behavior. On the other hand, inappropriate organizational justice is very
likely to reduce employee commitment and increase counterproductive work behavior. The dynamics of
diverse organizational life possibly give employees a feeling of unfairness between co-workers.

In addition to the Social Exchange Theory, the fairness felt by employees is closely related to the Equity
Theory, where employees will compare their work results with the work of their colleagues (inputs) linked
to the income (outputs) produced by both. If the work results between the two are the same, then the income
earned must be the same. If the income earned between these two individuals is different, then there is a
distributive injustice that causes employees to be dissatisfied with their work. Gollwitzer et al. (2009)
explained that employees who feel injustice in the organization would be motivated to defend themselves by
engaging in uncooperative behavior and hostile attitudes towards the organization. Thus, organizational
justice perceived by employees is closely related to the attitude of commitment and counterproductive work
behavior.
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Distributive justice, affective commitment, and counterproductive work behavior

Cases of employee counterproductive work behavior often occur because employees feel that there is no
match between work results and the income provided by the organization. This condition will indirectly give
a loss to the organization because counterproductive work behavior of employees can reduce performance
and affect the performance of other employees. Giving fair salary incentives by the company can make
employees feel emotionally attached to the company and willing to give their best for the advancement of
the company. Scheller & Harrison (2018) argued that providing incentives for work results that are in
accordance with employee performance provide employee satisfaction so that employees' counterproductive
work behavior can be minimized by the company. Several previous studies have proven that distributive
justice can increase commitment and minimize counterproductive work behavior (Sahu and Pathardikar,
2014; Scheller and Harrison, 2018; Marcano and Castafio-Collado, 2020). Thus, the following is the first and
second hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Distributive justice has a positive effect on employees' affective commitment.
Hypothesis 2: Distributive justice has a negative effect on counterproductive work behavior.

Procedural justice, affective commitment, and counterproductive work behavior

The company's work environment greatly determines the comfort of employees' work (Kowo and Akanmu,
2021), so the need for procedural justice provided by the organization must be adequately maintained.
Making fair rules, consistent policies, and not in favor of certain individuals or groups are examples to create
good procedural justice in the organization. The decision-making process in the company is an essential thing
that employees pay attention to while in the company. Employees who perceive that the company's decision-
making process is fair will feel that the organization pays attention to employee rights so that employees'
affection rises. Vice versa, counterproductive work behavior is very likely to be carried out by employees if
they feel that the decision-making process carried out by the company is not in favor of them. Xiao et al.
(2018) explained that low procedural fairness could lead to hostility towards the organization and reduce
employee commitment so that they spend less time on their work and even commit absenteeism or theft for
self-compensation. For the above reasons, the next hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 3: Keadilan prosedural berpengaruh positif terhadap komitmen afektif karyawan.
Hypothesis 4: Keadilan prosedural berpengaruh negatif terhadap perilaku kerja kontraproduktif karyawan.

Interactional justice, affective commitment, and counterproductive work behavior

Humans are social creatures who need good interactions with one another. Likewise, employees who
consider the need for interaction with leaders and organization members are vital to achieving employee job
satisfaction. Good interpersonal communication between leaders and employees, as well as providing clear
information regarding the results of decisions made by company leaders, make employees feel close to the
organization so that employees' affective commitment can be created. On the other hand, employees who
feel they have been treated unfairly, provide unclear information, and have bad interpersonal relationships
with company leaders are very likely to engage in counterproductive work behavior. Several previous studies
have proven that interactional justice can increase affective commitment and decrease employee
counterproductive work behavior (Lavelle et al., 2018; Ohana and Stinglhamber, 2019). Therefore, the
subsequent hypotheses are:

H5: Interactional justice has a positive effect on employees' affective commitment.
H6: Interactional justice has a negative effect on employees' counterproductive work behavior.

113|Page



International Journal of Human Capital Management, Vol. 6 (1), June 2022

Distributive
Justice

Afective
Commitment

Procedural
Justice

Counterproductive
behavior

Interactional
Justice

Figure 1. Research Model

METHODOLOGY

Sample and Procedures

A total of 219 LKS employees of Bank Muamalat, BPRS Madina, Pegadaian Syariah, Asuransi
Syariah Takaful Keluarga, BMT Bina Insanul Fikri, dan BMT Tamzis were treated as research samples
through purposive sampling. Respondents who filled out questionnaire data online and offline were 263
employees. However, there were 44 respondents who did not complete the questionnaire and were not
serious in answering the questionnaire questions, so that the final data that could be processed in this study
were only 219 (83.27%). The gender of respondents was dominated by men, with 131 (59.8%) people.
For their age, most of them were 21 - 30 years old, with a total of 99 people (45.2%). In the education
category, undergraduate employees were the most with 149 people (68%). For the working duration, 71
respondents have worked for 3-5 years (32.4%). In the income category, the majority earned 3.1 — 5
million of 38.4%. Lastly, the majority of respondents (62) were marketing staff (28.3%).

Measures

To measure all variables in this study, we adopted the instruments in previous studies. Employees
were asked to explain their perceptions of the research variables. The study used a 5-point Likert scale
with the following scores: 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. After that, the employees answered
questions related to demographics and then continued with questions about the latent variables in this
study. The test continued with instrument testing and hypothesis testing using SEM-PLS.

Distributive Justice

Distributive justice is the allocation of fair results according to performance (Sherf,
Venkataramani and Gajendran, 2016; Tamta and Rao, 2017). The study applied four developed statement
indicators (Colquitt, 2001). Some statements such as compensation describe the effort, according to the
workload, according to contribution to the organization, and according to performance. An example of a
statement item is “Compensation earned at work reflects the effort put in by the employee”.

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice is defined as giving effect to the decision-making process and the way to appeal
decisions, making decisions based on accurate and consistent data (Sherf, Venkataramani and Gajendran,
2016; Lavelle et al., 2018), and measured by a 7-item statement (Colquitt, 2001). The statements consisted
of consistency, free of bias, the accuracy of the information, correctness of representation, and ethics. An
example of a statement item is “Employees can provide opinions or views when making a decision”.
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Interactional Justice

Interactional justice refers to the perceived fairness of the interpersonal treatment of the person
who controls the procedure in determining the outcome (Tamta and Rao, 2017). The indicators in
measuring interactional justice used nine indicators developed by Niehoff & Moorman, 1993.
Interactional justice was measured using 9 statement items using a Likert scale. An example of a statement
item was “The leader treats employees well”.

Affective Commitment

Meyer & Allen (1991) defined affective commitment as an employee's emotional
attachment, self-identification with the organization, and involvement in the organization. To measure
affective commitment, we used an 8-item statement developed by DSC (Allen & Meyer, 1990). An
example of a statement item in this variable was, “I feel happy spending my career with this organization”.

Counterproductive Work Behavior

Counterproductive work behavior refers to intentional behavior and has a negative impact on the
interests of the organization and its members (Gruys and Sackett, 2003; Lavelle et al., 2018). The
measurement was through 16 statement items compiled in 4 developed dimensions (Robinson and Bennet,
1995). An example of a statement item was “I intentionally slowed down the completion of a task”.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Descriptive Statistics

The average value, standard deviation, and correlation between variables could be seen in table
1. From the 5 points Likert scale, the affective commitment had a mean of 3.84, counterproductive work
behavior of 1.95, distributive justice of 3.85, procedural justice of 3.94, and interactional justice of 3.94.
For the correlation between variables in this study, counterproductive work behavior was negatively
related to all other variables, while affective commitment was positively related to the dimension of
justice.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation
M SD 1 2 3 4 5

3.84 0.719

Affective
commitment
CounterprO(_juctlve 195 0876 -0.276%*
work behavior

Distributive justice 3.85 0.860 0.252** -0.528**

Procedural justice 394 0.761 0.327** -0.555**  (0.526**
Interactional justice 394 0761 0.360** -0.617** 0.631**  0.667**

Note: N = 168; *p < .05, **p < .01.

Measurement Model

The validity test used confirmatory factor analysis with SEM-PLS with the loading factor of each
item 0.70. In this study, the convergent validity and discriminant validity approaches were applied. For
convergent validity, a loading factor of 0.70 was applied for a more convincing validity indicator. In
testing the instrument, there was 1 question item that was not valid because the loading factor was less
than 0.70 in CWB 1. Therefore, it was excluded. The validity test could be seen in table 2 below:
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Table 2. Factor loadings (FL), average variance extracted (AVE)
and composite reliabilities (CR)

Construct Items FL AVE CR

AC1 0.779
AC?2 0.786
AC3 0.810

Affective AC4 0.825

commitment AC5 0.812 0.673 0.943
AC 6 0.819
AC7 0.872
AC38 0.857
CWB 2 0.798
CWB 3 0.869
CWB 4 0.849
CWB 5 0.847
CWB 6 0.910
CwB7 0.902
CWB 8 0.903

Counterproductive

work behavior CWB 9 0.913 0.783 0.982
CWB 10 0.865
CWB 11 0.867
CWB 12 0.907
CWB 13 0.876
CWB 14 0.918
CWB 15 0.928
CWB 16 0.913
DJ1 0,940
Distributive DJ2 0,945
justice DJ3 0,949 0.893 0.971
DJ4 0,945
PJ1 0.845
PJ2 0.852
PJ3 0.875
Procedural justice PJ4 0.853 0.737 0.951
PJ5 0.879
PJ6 0.822
PJ7 0.880
1J1 0.871
12 0.895
13 0.708
Interactional \J4 0.801
justice 1J5 0.859 0.721 0.959
1J6 0.851
17 0.881
1J8 0.884
1J9 0.878

To test discriminant validity, it could be seen from the cross-loading value of each variable with
its constructs or by comparing the AVE roots. From the results of the discriminant validity test, the cross-
loading value of each variable was greater than the loading of a variable with other variables. The
measurement of discriminant validity was in table 3 below:
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Table 3. Discriminant Validity

Variable AC DwB DJ PJ 1J
AC 0.821
CwB -0.375 0.885
DJ 0.314 -0.573 0.945
PJ 0.410 -0.681 0.586 0.858
1J 0.460 -0.681 0.662 0.728 0.849

Structural Model
Hypothesis testing was to answer research questions by analyzing the structural model. Structural
analysis in this study could be seen from the value of standardized regression weight to explain the
coefficient of influence between variables in this study. An explanation of the causal relationship was in
table 4 below.
Table 4. Hypotheses Tests

Hypothesis Independent variables — Dependent variables Std. Beta  T-value  P-value
H1 Distributive justice Affective commitment -0.013 0.151 0.880
H2 Distributive justice Counterproductive behavior -0.151 1530 0.126
H3 Procedural justice Affective commitment 0.163 1.752  0.080*
H4 Procedural justice Counterproductive behavior -0.361 3.043  0.002***
H5 Interactional justice Affective commitment 0.350 3.539  0.000***
H6 Interactional justice Counterproductive behavior -0.318 2.332  0.020**

* P<0,10 **P < 0,05; *** P<0,001

From the results of hypotheses tests in table 4, the regression coefficient of the effect of
distributive justice on affective commitment (= -0.013; t= 0.151; p> 0.10) showed that distributive justice
had no effect on affective commitment. The results of testing the hypothesis proved that the first
hypothesis was rejected. For the second hypothesis, the regression coefficient of the effect of distributive
justice had no effect on counterproductive work behavior (= -0.151; t= 1.530; p> 0.10). Thus, the results
did not support the second hypothesis in this study.

Next, the regression coefficient of the effect of procedural justice on affective commitment ( =
0.163; t = 1.752; p <0.10) proved that procedural justice had a positive effect on affective commitment.
The results of testing the hypothesis provide support for the third hypothesis. Thus, the higher the
procedural justice perceived by LKS employees in Yogyakarta also led to higher affective commitment.
For the fourth hypothesis, the regression coefficient of procedural justice had a negative effect on
counterproductive work behavior (f= -0.361; t= 3.043; p<0.010). The results of the hypothesis testing
supported the fourth hypothesis. Consequently, the higher the procedural justice perceived by LKS
employees in Yogyakarta caused lower counterproductive work behavior.
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Figure 2. Path Coefficient Inner Model

For the following hypothesis, the regression coefficient of the effect of procedural justice
positively affected affective commitment (B = 0.350; t = 3.539; p <0.010). The results of testing the
hypothesis supported the fifth hypothesis. Thus, the higher the interactional justice felt by LKS employees
in Yogyakarta, the higher the employee's affective commitment. For the sixth hypothesis, the regression
coefficient of the effect of procedural justice on counterproductive work behavior (= -0.318; t= 2.332;
p<0.050) proved that interactional justice had a negative effect on counterproductive work behavior. The
results of hypothesis testing supported the sixth hypothesis. Also, the higher the interactional justice felt
by LKS employees in Yogyakarta, the lower the counterproductive work behavior.

The testing of the first hypothesis indicated that distributive justice has no effect on the affective
commitment of LKS employees in Yogyakarta. Accordingly, the provision of organizational obligations
to employees, such as compensation, was not able to have an impact on employee commitment. The
rejection of the first hypothesis was because the provision of compensation had been given by the
company as the company's obligation to fulfill the employee's rights. Thus, employees considered
compensation as something done by the company not to increase their affective commitment. Second,
Cognitive Evaluation Theory explained that intrinsic motivation would weaken if employees are given
extrinsic motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2000; Koh, Lee and Joshi, 2019). Giving fair compensation from
the company is extrinsic motivation, while the employee's affective commitment to the company is
intrinsic, so the size of the compensation given does not affect the employee's sense of emotional
attachment to the organization. In line with the statement of Malhotra et al., (2007) that intrinsic reward
is a stronger determinant of affective commitment than extrinsic reward.

Testing the second hypothesis in this study indicated that distributive justice had no effect on
counterproductive work behavior. In other words, the compensation provided by the company did not
have an impact on the counterproductive work behavior of employees in LKS. This second hypothesis
was not supported by several reasons. First, counterproductive work behavior mostly occurred due to
employee internal attitudes and morals (Lavelle et al., 2018). Hence the compensation provided by the
company cannot change a person's characteristics. If the employee has a good personality, then the
employee will maximize his performance regardless of the compensation given to him. Likewise, in
contrast to the high and low compensation given to employees with bad personalities, counterproductive
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work behavior will still occur. Second, counterproductive work behavior is largely determined by job
satisfaction that comes from intrinsic instead of extrinsic motivation, so that extrinsic compensation is not
able to have an impact on employees' counterproductive work behavior. This opinion is in line with the
Two Factor Theory by Herzberg that job satisfaction can be formed from intrinsic motivation, not hygiene
factors classified as extrinsic motivation (Scheller and Harrison, 2018).

The results of testing the third hypothesis in this study emphasized that procedural justice had a
positive effect on affective commitment. The provision of procedural justice within the company, such as
clarity in decision making, fair regulation for employees, will increase the employee's affective
commitment. Employees who experience the impact of company decisions will judge whether the
decisions made are in accordance with expectations and fulfill the rights of employee justice so that these
employees will feel connected to the organization. These results support the Social Exchange Theory,
which explains that employees will increase their affective commitment if the employee feels that the
policies made by the organization are fair to them. These results are also in line with research by (Outlaw
et al., 2019) that procedural justice can increase employee affective commitment. The fairness of
procedural outcomes can be evaluated from many aspects of procedural justice, such as the selection of
decision-makers, appeal procedures, and methodologies of gathering information for making decisions
(Qureshi et al., 2017). For this reason, employees need to have clarity about the reasons for making
decisions in an organization that has an impact on them.

The results on the fourth hypothesis in this study indicated that procedural justice negatively
affected counterproductive work behavior. Consequently, the decision-making process perceived by
employees as fulfilling the principles of fairness may weaken counterproductive work behavior instead.
Lavelle et al. (2018) explained that low organizational justice could increase counterproductive work
behavior for both supervisors and organizations. Limited information of individuals in responding to
organizational policies forces them to evaluate justice subjectively (Tjahjono, Fachrunnisa and Palupi,
2019). Counterproductive work behavior is detrimental to the organization and other employees (Baer et
al., 2018), so companies need to minimize this by increasing procedural justice. This study is in line with
previous research, which explains that organizational justice can induce positive emotions that increase
employees' willingness to engage in OCB, and injustice in organizations can worsen counterproductive
work behavior (Baer et al., 2018; Rubino et al., 2018). Marcano & Castafio-Collado (2020) also stated
that procedural justice is closely related to employee counterproductive work behavior.

For the fifth hypothesis, interactional justice brought a positive effect on affective commitment.
The provision of interactional justice in the company, such as communication and providing good
information to employees, could increase the affective commitment of employees. Interpersonal
communication is crucial in an organization so that employees feel valued and have clarity in doing their
work. In addition, the provision of information provided to all employees can reduce disinformation that
may affect employee compliance so that employees perceive the organization to support and appreciate it
and will have an impact on employee commitment. These results also supported the Social Exchange
Theory, which explains that company support for employees in the form of providing good justice will be
interpreted by employees by increasing a sense of belonging to the organization (Outlaw et al., 2019).
Consequently, interactional justice emphasizes humanity (Tamta and Rao, 2017; De Backer et al., 2020),
so it is possible to explain the emotional attachment of employees to the organization.

Lastly, the results of statistical testing supported the sixth hypothesis that interactional justice had
a negative effect on counterproductive work behavior. Interpersonal injustice is very likely creating
employee hatred in the organization, which can increase counterproductive behavior. Companies that pay
personal attention to employees make employees feel that the organization cares so that employees are
reluctant to engage in counterproductive behavior within the organization. These results were in line with
the empirical research conducted by Wang et al. (2012) that interactional justice could affect
counterproductive behavior. Interactional justice is more prominent than the other two justices because it
describes the behavior of employees when they feel fairness in the organization (Qin et al., 2018).
Therefore, the low interactional justice is very likely to be seen by the organization with the increasing
counterproductive work behavior.
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CONCLUSION

Justice in the organization should be fairly distributed for all employees so that employees can
increase affective commitment and minimize counterproductive behavior. This study succeeded in proving
the role of procedural and interactional justice in increasing affective commitment and reducing the
counterproductive behavior of employees in LKS in Yogyakarta. However, distributive justice could not
affect the affective commitment or counterproductive behavior of employees. This research had also
succeeded in strengthening the Social Exchange Theory, which scientists widely used to predict individual
behavior in organizations. Finally, this research was able to contribute to LKS managers in Yogyakarta for
organizational management.

This research has succeeded in making several contributions to LKS managers so that they can be
applied to increase affective commitment and reduce employees' counterproductive work behavior.
Procedural justice needs to be considered by managers because the results of this study may increase
affective commitment and reduce counterproductive behavior. Managers can make policies that benefit all
parties, including employees, not only concerned with organizational goals without considering employee
goals. In addition, managers also need to pay attention to interactional justice in order to increase employee
affective commitment and reduce counterproductive behavior. This can be done by providing clear
information to employees and paying attention to the rights of employees in the organization.

This research is inseparable from several weaknesses found during the research and is expected to
be a reference for further research. First, the selection of counterproductive behavior variables is very likely
to bias because the measurements are self-reported, which allows respondents to answer according to
subjective norms applied in their environment. Researchers had tried to minimize this by presenting this
study only for academic purposes and not reported individually but collectively. Further research needs to
add confirmation to colleagues and organizations regarding cases that occur in the organization. Second,
mediating variables are required for this study, such as job satisfaction, to explain the indirect effect between
distributive justice on affective commitment and counterproductive work behavior.
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