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ABSTRACT


Currently, the transportation sector is experiencing a disruption with the introduction of technology-based transportation services such ridesharing, bike-sharing, and car-sharing which is becoming increasingly popular in Indonesia. One of the companies of this technology-based transportation is PT XY. In order to keep its sustainability, PT XY tried to give the best service to its customer by making their human resource as their competitive advantage. One effort they made to control the performance of their human resources is by applied performance appraisal for the driver. With current performance management system, the drivers are not satisfied with the performance appraisal system which being perceived as unfair. Additionally, because of this system, there are some drivers who resigned and choose the competitor. This research aims to discover the relationship of perceived fairness in performance appraisal with the organizational commitment at PT XY. The research used quantitative method with multiple regression analysis by distributed questionnaire to 126 respondents. This research expect to find the relationship between perceived fairness in performance appraisal with organizational commitment.
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1. Introduction

Technology-based transportation’s company which provides public transportation linked with application on smartphone devices growth rapidly in Indonesia. It can be seen from the amount of worker in transportation sector which is increasing each year. According to Badan Pusat Statistik (2016) data, from 2015 to 2016, the amount is increasing from 5.1 million into 5.6 million. These growth has cause the sector getting more competitive. One of the companies which try to win the competition is PT XY. In order to keep its sustainability, PT XY tried to give the best service to its customer by making their human resource as their competitive advantage. 

PT XY wants to control the performance of their human resources, therefore they applied performance appraisal for the drivers. Walsh (2003) stated that performance appraisals are commonly used as tools to manage the performance within an organization because it related with employee’s development. Grote (2002) stated that performance appraisal is important and cannot be eliminate from performance management system because it provides data to give feedback, encourage the improvement of company’s performance, and identify training and development needs. 

However, on the implementation of the performance appraisal, PT XY faced some problems. The rating system of the performance appraisal mainly rely on the customer, so every customer who order a driver after used the service they have to rate the driver. The drivers complained about it because they feel the rating system was not fair from the way the company decide their performance objectives, and the errors which exist on the system made their effort was not equal with the ratings. Based on the survey which is conducted by the researcher to 126 respondents, 87% felt dissatisfied with the current performance appraisal system. Those problem actually might become a threat for PT XY, as performance appraisal satisfaction has a linkage with organizational commitment. Chiaburu & Lim (2008) found that the result of performance appraisal might affect employee to have an intention to leave the organization.

One important factor in performance appraisal satisfaction is the employee’s perceived fairness. According to Greenberg (1986), employee not only cares about the fairness of the evaluation received relative to the work outcome decision (distributive justice), but also about the procedures by which the evaluation are determined (procedural justice). 

Additionally, perceived fairness in an organization also has a linkage to organizational commitment. From the definition, Meyer & Herscovitch (2001) stated that commitment is some kind of force which can create employees to do more than what they should have done (obligatory). Tang and Sarsfield (1996) has found that perceived fairness both on procedural and distributive justice has a positive relationship with organizational commitment.

Thus, it is important to know the relations between perceived fairness in performance appraisal to organizational commitment to know the impact of perceived fairness in performance appraisal, so the company can prevent undesirable outcomes. Because of that, the objective of this research is to discover the relationship of perceived fairness with the organizational commitment at PT XY.  

2. Literature review
2.1 Performance Appraisal
By definition, performance appraisal can be defined as the tool to evaluate the aim of employee’s current and or past performance relative to his or her performance standards (Dessler, 2015). It means that performance appraisal can be used to judge the employee’s work performance by comparing their performance with the set of performance standards or objectives. However, in the process, employee can be assess not only by their supervisor but also by many parties, because of that there are several technique to do performance appraisal and each technique has its own strength and weaknesses. The reason behind those variant technique is because to evaluate employee’s performance, it needs people who is in the best position to observe their behavior and interact with them directly. For some cases, the evaluator might be employee’s peer, subordinate, customers or any person who interacts with the employee (Kondrasuk, 2012).

2.2 Perceived Fairness 
The research about perceived fairness at first was started at 1960s when Adams (1965) introduced the equity theory which discussed about how employee compared their inputs (effort) with the outcomes which they obtained. The equity theory predicts that the employee will have two reactions toward inequity, they will either adjust the performance level or adjust the input/output. However this theory does not specify the conditions when those reaction will occur, and this limitation has led some researchers to extend the theory to organizational justice research about procedural justice. Greenberg (1986) presented the idea about organizational justice with the mindset how employee’s attitude or reactions regarding the organization behavior by categorized perceived fairness into two main principle, distributive and procedural justice.

2.2.1 Distributive Justice
The research about distributive justice discussed the fairness of the outcomes allocation, for example fairness in payment decision, appraisal results score, and promotion (Schminke, Ambrose, and Noel, 1997. Therefore, distributive justice in performance appraisal will discussed about the result of the appraisal which the employee got, and the fairness can be investigated by compared the scored on the performance appraisal with the work or effort which the employee has done to the company. Based on the equity theory, if the result is in accordance with the effort which the employee give, it means the distributive justice on the company is already good (Adams, 1965).

2.2.2 Procedural Justice
Different with distributive justice, on procedural justice Schminke, Ambrose, and Noel (1997) stated that in 1980s, the research about procedural justice focused on the decision-making of payment and also the process of appraisal system. It means that procedural justice is all about the process of making a decision.  Cropanzano & Folger (1989) believed that decision-making procedures played an important role in shaping the perceived fairness of a treatment. This research predicted that employees will react negatively even if the outcome was fair when the procedures to determine the outcomes were perceived to be unfair, and vice versa.

2.3 Organizational Commitment
Meyer and Allen (1997) stated that organizational commitment might be able to predict organizational outcomes such as performance, turnover, absenteeism, and organizational goals. In their research, they developed three different components of organizational commitment: (1) Affective commitment, refers to employee’s emotional attachment. It means that employees will stay in a company because they want to do it. (2) Continuance commitment, refers to the cost of leaving the company. It means that employees choose to stay in a company because they need to do it, when the cost of leaving is greater than staying in the company. (3) Normative commitment, refers to employee’s morality or obligation. It means that employees choose to stay in a company because they feel it was wrong to leave the company.  








2.4 Research Framework and Hypothesis
Based on research which conducted by Tang and Sarsfield (1996), they found that perceived fairness both on procedural and distributive justice has a positive relationship with organizational commitment, because of that the research framework of this research: 
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Figure 1. Research Framework

In this research, procedural justice and distributive become independent variable (X) while organizational commitment become dependent variable (Y). Based on the theoretical framework above, the following hypotheses in this research are: 
H1 : There is positive relationship between procedural justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment. 
H2 : There is positive relationship between distributive justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment
H3 : There is significant relationship procedural justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment. 
H4 : There is significant relationship between distributive justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment.

3. Methodology
3.1 Data Collection
The data collection consist of two types: 
1. Primary Data 
Primary data were collected from interview, and survey which obtained directly. Interview was conducted to get deeper information in order to identified problem and clarify information which was obtained from secondary data. Additionally, the primary of data were collected from distributed questionnaire to the PT XY’s drivers in Bandung. There are two part questionnaire which distributed to motorbike drivers of PT XY in Bandung, Indonesia. Part I consist of questions to determine employee’s perception of fairness in performance appraisal by adapting the questionnaire from Colquitt (2001). Respondents indicated agreement based on Likert scales which consist of five rating scale. Part II consist of questions to determine employee’s organizational commitment, which consist of affective, continuance, and normative commitment from Meyer and Allen (1990). This research also required 69 minimum respondents based on Lemeshow Formula with 90% confidence level and 10% margin error. Before spread the questionnaire, the researcher did pilot test to few respondents in order to know the validity and reliability of the questionnaire.
2. Secondary data were collected from another sources to support the primary data. The secondary data mainly comes from PT XY’s official websites.

3.2 Data Processing and Analysis
This research is a quantitative research and used Multiple Linear Regression to find the relationship between procedural and distributive justice. Multiple Regression was conducted because the research wants to find the relation between two independent variable with one dependent variable. Before do the multiple linear regression test, the researcher must convert the ordinal data into interval or ratio data by method of successive interval. After that, classical assumption test was conducted which consist of: multicollinearity test, heteroskedasticity test, normality test, and autocorrelation test. Then, the researcher conduct hypothesis test which consist of T-Test, F-Test and see the determinant coefficient to know how significant the relationship is. 

4. Results and discussion
4.1 Classical Assumption Test
4.1.1  Multicollinearity test
The purpose of multicollinearity test is to find the correlation among independent variable. A good regression model should not consist multicollinearity. To decide whether data does not contain multicollinearity, the VIF value should be more than 0.05 and the Tolerance value should be lower than 10.00. Since the VIF value is greater than 0.05 and the Tolerance value is lower than 10.00, therefore there is no multicollinearity in the data. 

Table 1. Multicollinearity Test
	No
	Variables
	Collinearity Statistics 

	
	
	VIF
	Tolerance

	1
	Procedural Justice (X1)
	0.874
	1.144

	2
	Distributive Justice (X2)
	0.874
	1.144



4.1.2 Heteroskedasticity with Glejser
To decide whether a data is not contained heteroskedasticity, the significance value should be more than 0.05. Heteroskedasticity happened when there is unequal variation of variable.  Based on the result, the data is not contained heteroskedasticty because the significance values are more than 0.05. 

Table 2. Heteroskedasticity Test
	No
	Variables
	Sig.

	1
	Procedural Justice (X1)
	0.682

	2
	Distributive Justice (X2)
	0.198







4.1.3 Normality Test
Normality test must be conducted to know the residual value of variable is normally distributed. In this research, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was conducted, the data can be determined as normally distributed if the significant value is more than 0.05. From the result, it can be conclude that the data is normally distributed. 

Table 3. Normality Test
[image: ]

4.1.4 Autocorrelation Test
The data can be conclude to have no autocorrelation problem when the Durbin Watson value is higher than dU and lower than 4-dU. The Durbin Watson value for k=2 (independent variable), n =126 (sample size), and alpha 5% is 1.715. Therefore, the Durbin Watson value of the data must between 1.715 and 2.285. Since the Durbin Watson value is 1.988, it means that the data is not containing autocorrelation. 

Table 4. Autocorrelation Test 
[image: ]

4.2 Multiple Regression Analysis 
Multiple regression is an extension of simple linear regression. It is used when we want to predict the value of a variable based on the value of two or more other variables. Independent variables in this research are procedural justice (X1) and distributive justice (X2) while the dependent variable is the organizational commitment (Y). The following is the result of multiple regression analysis. 


Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis
	Variable Dependent
	Regression Coefficient
	t
	Prob. Sig

	Constanta
	10.451
	4.449
	0.000

	Procedural (X1)
	0.623
	4.098
	0.000

	Distributive (X2)
	0.843
	4.392
	0.000

	F   = 27.957
R2  = 0.313



Based on the table 4.8 above, it can be interpret in the equation below: 
Y = a + b1X1 +b2X2 + e
Y = 10.451 + 0.623X1 + 0.843X2

Y   : organizational commitment
X1 : procedural justice
X2 : distributive justice 

From the equation above, it can be interpreted as: 
1. a = 10.451 means that if the value of X1 and X2 is constant then the value of Y is 10.451. It means that if the procedural and distributive justice does not change, then the value of organizational commitment also does not change. 
2. b1 = 0.623 means that if the value of X1 changed then the value of Y is also increased by 0.623. It means that if the company value of organizational commitment will increased by 0.623 if the company applied better procedural justice and with the assumption that the X2 does not change. 
3. b2 = 0.843 means that if the value of X2 changed then the value of Y is also increased by 0.843. It means that if the company applied better distributive justice then the value of organizational commitment will increased by 0.843 with the assumption if the X1 is constant. 

Based on those founding above, it can be concluded that procedural and distributive justice supported organizational commitment because those two variables has positive values on the equation. It means that if the company has good procedural and distributive justice will leads the drivers to have better organizational commitment and vice versa.

The positive relationship between procedural justice and organizational commitment means that the more employees perceived the decision-making process of performance appraisal in the company as fair, the more likely they will be commit to the company. Otherwise, if they perceived it as unfair, then it will decrease the organizational commitment. 
	
The result might be the reason why some of the drivers choose to leave PT XY and work to the competitor because they felt the performance appraisal system was unfair. Based on the interview, the drivers felt the procedures as unfair because the management often created a decision without communicate it to the driver’s representative before. This process leads them to believe that the management only creates decision which gives benefit to the company only without giving a consideration from the driver’s point of view.

The positive relationship between distributive justice with organizational commitment means that the more employees perceived the performance appraisal result as fair, the more likely they will be commit to the company. Otherwise, if they perceived the performance appraisal result as unfair, it will decrease the organizational commitment.

Based on the interview which was conducted, the drivers complained about how their performance percentage decreased when customer cancel the order and also the occurrence of error in the performance appraisal system which make their performance rate lower than it supposed to be, because of that some of the drivers used hacking application to the performance appraisal system and justified their action that they hack it to make the system to be more accurate. However, not all drivers used hacking application, and the drivers who did not use it felt that the drivers who used the hacking application made the performance appraisal system result to be unfair. This might be also the reason why some drivers choose to work for the competitor. 

Those results are similar with the research which was conducted by Beugre (1996) and Tang and Sarsfield (1996). Tang and Sarsfield (1996) stated that both procedural and distributive justice is important in predicting employee’s organizational commitment.

4.3 T-Test 

The purpose of this test is to determine how influence of the independent variables in
explaining the variation individually dependent variable. This test is used to test the effect
of procedural justice (X1) and distributive justice (X2) to organizational commitment (Y) individually. The Criteria of the T-Test are: 
1. If calculation value of t t table or significant value 0,05, then there is significant
relationship between dependent and independent variables.
2. If calculation value of t t table or significant value 0,05, then there is no significant relationship between dependent and independent variables.


Table 6. T-Test 
[image: ]

Based on table above, it can be seen that the t value of procedural justice (X1) is 4.098 and the significance value is 0.000, it means that the t value is higher than t table (1.908) and the significance value is lower than 0.05. It can be concluded that procedural justice (X1) has significant relationship with organizational commitment. 

For the distributive justice (X2), the t value is 4.392 and the significance value is 0.000, which means that the t value is higher than the t table (1.908) and the significance value is lower than 0.05. It can be concluded that distributive justice (X1) has significant relationship with organizational commitment. Based on those T- test result, both procedural and distributive justice has significant relationship with organizational commitment.

From the beta and coefficient of each variable it can be seen that distributive justice has higher positive influence to organizational commitment. This result contradicts with Chiaburu and Lim (2008) who stated that procedural justice is more important to organizational commitment. The result were different perhaps because of the different characteristics and circumstances which the respondents had, in PT XY, the distributive justice has bigger influence might be because of the result from the performance appraisal is directly related with the amount of money they will obtained. 

4.4 F-Test
F test is a test to determine the relationship between dependent variable and independent
variables together. F value can be seen in the table of ANOVA (Analysis of Variance). To calculate using F test, researcher compared the F value with F table. The criteria of the F-Test are:
1. If the F value > F table or the significant value < 0.05, then the model is significant.
2. If the F value < F table or the significant value > 0.05, then the model is not
significant.



Table 7. F-Test
[image: ]

From the table above, the F value of the regression model is 27.957, it means it has higher value than the F table (3.0718). It can be concluded that procedural and distributive justice has significant relationship with organizational commitment. This result means the hypotheses can describe the entire population. The reason behind this research might be because of the drivers obtained the same treatment from the company which can cause the drivers to have the same circumstances.

4.4 Determinant Coefficient 
Determinant Coefficient (R2) used to measure how the model's ability to explain variation
in the variables. The coefficient of determination is on the range of zero and one. Smaller
value of R2 means the ability of the independent variables in explaining the dependent
variable is very limited.

Table 8. Determinant Coefficient
[image: ]
Based on the table above, it can be seen that the R Square value is 0.313. It means that procedural and distributive justice can affect the organizational commitment by 0.313 or 31. 3 %, while the other 68.7% is influenced by other factors. The reason behind this result might be because of the drivers who currently stay in the company perceived the compensation system of the company is better than the competitor.

5 Conclusion and recommendation
Based on the multiple regression between procedural justice and distributive justice to organizational commitment, it can be concluded that: 
1. Based on the data analysis, there is a positive relationship between procedural justice and distributive justice with organizational commitment. It means that fair outcomes combined with fair procedures will make the employees to be more likely commit with the company because when employees are fairly being reward and fair procedures are being implemented to them, they will considered to be remained in the company. Therefore, the first hypothesis which stated “There is positive relationship between procedural justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment” and the second hypothesis stated “There is positive relationship between distributive justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment” is supported. 
2. Based on the data analysis, there is a significant relationship between procedural justice and distributive justice with organizational commitment, either partially and concurrently. Thus, the third hypothesis which stated “There is significant relationship procedural justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment” and the fourth hypothesis which stated “There is significant relationship between distributive justice of performance appraisal toward organizational commitment” is supported. 

Based those result above, it provided evidence that procedural justice and distributive justice affect positively and significance to organizational commitment at PT XY. It means that the company should pay attention to the drivers’ perceived fairness toward the performance appraisal system because if they perceived it as unfair, it will decrease their organizational commitment. If the company does not do anything to improve the perceived fairness of the drivers toward the performance appraisal system, it might be a threat in the future. 

In order to improve the perceived fairness in the company, there are several suggestions which can be implement in the company: 
· Two way communication
Tang and Sarsfield (1996) stated that frequent communication between employer and employee will improve the employee understanding about the process of the system, improve their performance, and their trust to the employer as those factors were related to procedural and distributive justice. Because of that, the company should communicate and discussed with the drivers before created a decision, therefor the drivers will perceived that the procedures and outcomes of the performance appraisal to be fair. 
· Upgrade the performance appraisal system
In order to improve the distributive justice, the company should upgrade the system, not only by prevent the hacking application but also minimizing the error on the system. This is important for the company because distributive justice has bigger influence than the procedural justice. 

For further research, there are some recommendation such specified the relationship between procedural justice and distributive justice with each components of the organizational commitment. Additionally, the research can be expanded not only in performance appraisal but also in other subject of human resource management such compensation, job satisfaction and so on to be relate with the organizational commitment of the organization. 
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