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Justice in handling complaints and its impact on satisfaction 
and loyalty in higher education
Problem and aim. In providing services to students, universities often get complaints from 
students as customers. Universities must respond to and resolve complaints wisely and fairly to 
satisfy students with the services provided. The article aims to measure student complaint-handling 
strategies and their effect on satisfaction and loyalty as customers. The study will examine whether 
justice in addressing students' complaints, interactional justice, procedural justice, and distributive 
justice affect student satisfaction and does student satisfaction mediate the relationship between 
complaint-handling strategies and student loyalty. 

Research methods. The study involved 328 students from several universities in Indonesia. Samples 
selected using the purposes sampling method. Data were analysed quantitatively using SmarPLS 
version 3.3.3. 

Results. The study resulted that interactional justice significantly affected student satisfaction with 
a value of 0.019 < 0.05. Procedural justice significantly affects student satisfaction with a value 
of 0.000 < 0.05, and distributive justice significantly affects student satisfaction with a value of 
0.014 < 0.05. This study also found that student satisfaction mediated the relationship between 
interactional justice, procedural justice, distributive justice and student loyalty with a significance 
level of value < 0.05. 

Conclusion. This study confirms that the fair and wise handling of student complaints affects 
student satisfaction with higher education services and can potentially increase student loyalty. This 
study strengthens several previous studies, emphasizing that fair complaint handling at companies 
and other institutions affects customer satisfaction and loyalty. Therefore, universities should care 
for student satisfaction and loyalty by continuously improving service handling student complaints, 
both interactional, procedural, and distributive. 
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic hit the world, presenting many problems in all aspects of 
human lives, including education. This pandemic has changed almost all educational 
activities. Of the elements of educational activities that have changed because of the 

COVID-19 pandemic is the lecturing system, from the luring to the daring model [1]. Almost 
all education institutions over the world run their education system online, starting from 
elementary education to higher education. 

Indonesian government released the decisions regarding guidelines for the 
implementation of learning in the Academic Year 2020-2021 during the coronavirus disease 
(COVID-19) pandemic. The policies, compiled due to collaboration and synergy between 
ministries, aim to prepare academic units for the time they are going through a new period 
of habit. The government decided the implementation of the education system into zones. 
Educational institutions in the green zone can conduct offline learning, while those in the 
yellow, orange, and red zones have to perform online learning. All education institutions in 
these zones continue to study from home [2].

Initially, the implementation of the online education system was not easy. Some facilities 
and resources must be provided despite personal discipline to study independently. 
Many complaints come from students, lecturers, and staff about implementing education 
during this pandemic. Universities are required to provide adequate facilities for the 
performance of the online education program for lecturers and students. Many parents 
and educators have difficulty providing learning tools such as cell phones and laptops and 
credit for internet connections. In other words, this online learning system can potentially 
widen the socio-economic gap that has been happening so far during the pandemic [3]. 
Online learning has received many complaints from students regarding the management 
of learning implementation, infrastructure provision, and financing. The problem is 
how higher education institutions respond to complaints submitted by students during 
the COVID-19 pandemic. Can they be fair in responding to those complaints during the 
COVID-19 pandemic?

Students as customers greatly determine the survival of universities. They must 
maintain students' existence by creating good customer relationships in the long 
term[4]. Optimal customer relationship maintenance improves sustainable higher 
education performance. One of the effective ways that drive universities as companies 
to maintain relationships with customers is to handle customer complaints [5]. The 
impact of a well-established customer relationship is the satisfaction and loyal behavior 
of customers to the university. Furthermore, it will increase public interest to generate 
profits and ultimately affect the stability of universities. Handling customer complaints in 
universities is a strategy that improves universities' quality, aiming to prove universities' 
reliability in customers' eyes [6].

According to Smith [7], customer satisfaction in handling complaints consists of three 
dimensions are interactional justice (IJ), procedural justice (PJ), and distributive justice 
(DJ). Interactional justice (IJ) related to the interpersonal treatment received by customers 
during the complaint procedure [8]. IJ describes politeness, empathy, and honesty during 
the complaint process, providing meaningful explanation and effort in dissolving conflicts. 
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Procedural justice (PJ) related to the decision-making process in solving existing 
problems. PJ describes aspects of process control, decision control, accessibility, timing 
speed, and flexibility that aim to resolve conflicts to encourage the continuation of productive 
relationships between disputing parties [9]. Distributive justice (DJ) is related to settlement 
decisions on the handling of customer complaints. This justice describes charges, refunds, 
repairs, credits, replacements, and apologies [10].

Effective complaint handling provides opportunities to turn dissatisfied customers into 
satisfied customers or even regular customers. An effective complaint handling process starts 
from identifying and determining the source of the problem that causes unhappy customers 
and complaints [11]. The involvement of top management in handling customer complaints also 
has a positive impact because customers prefer to deal with people who have the power or 
authority to make decisions and take action to solve their problems [12]. Responsiveness to 
handling customer complaints is a solution to customer problems and also provide opportunities 
for product development, maintain market share, and encourage customer loyalty levels [13].

Satisfaction with the handling complaints can be a mediator that connects perceptions 
of justice dimensions with the behavior and attitudes of customer complaints. The 
consequences of customer satisfaction attitudes and behaviors play an essential role in the 
continuity of long-term relationships between universities and customers [14]. Customer 
satisfaction affects the performance of the college because every student as customer 
who satisfied with the handling of complaints given will one day be loyal and bring other 
prospective students to the college where he is studying [15].

Research on the relationship between service quality and university customer 
satisfaction has often been carried out [14; 16; 18]. However, research on university 
complaints handling strategies and their effect on customer satisfaction and loyalty 
has rarely been done. One of the earliest studies on this subject was a study conducted 
by Dolinsky [19] on customer complaints and their implications for forming a handling 
strategy. However, this study is limited in the dimensions used to measure fairness in 
handling student complaints. Waqas et al. [20] adopt management theories that are often 
applied to companies by measuring the principles of justice recovery in handling student 
complaints and their effect on student satisfaction. However, this research is still too 
general in looking at the impact of justice in handling student complaints. It still needs 
to be reaffirmed with the need to adopt other strategies for handling student complaints 
and their effects on student satisfaction. One of them is the theory of justice in handling 
complaints, consisting of three elements: interactional justice, procedural justice, and 
distributive justice [21]. Although this theory was initially applied to the business world, 
considering that universities are currently no different from the business world in many 
ways [22], this theory is also applicable to universities to see its effect on universities 
student satisfaction and loyalty.

The study seeks to overcome the limitations in previous studies, especially in measuring 
customer complaint handling strategies and their effect on student satisfaction and loyalty 
as customers. This study used a sample of students from several universities in Indonesia, 
which the researchers considered representative to serve as a place to collect data.

This study aims to know how interactional, procedural, and distributive justice affects 
student satisfaction with universities in handling their complaints during the COVID-19 
pandemic. Furthermore, this research wants to understand how student satisfaction with 
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universities handling the complaints during the COVID-19 pandemic affects student loyalty. 
For this reason, the formulation of the problem in this study are as follows:

1. Does interactional justice, procedural justice, and distributive justice in handling 
student complain at universities affect their satisfaction?

2. Does students' satisfaction with problem-solving somewhat moderate them to 
increase their loyalty to higher education?

Literature review

Interactional justice
Interactional justice (IJ) is the first dimension of handling customers' complaints. It is 

the interpersonal treatment received by the customer during the complaint procedure and 
describes aspects of politeness, caring, and honesty during the complaint process, such 
as providing explanations and meaningful efforts to resolve conflicts [8]. Interactional 
factors explain why people feel mistreated, although they will describe fair decision-
making procedures and outcomes. Several studies indicate that the communication 
aspect between customers, employees and leaders to resolve conflicts or disputes affects 
customer satisfaction [23; 24]. Research on service quality [16] and complaint handling [21] 
supports the critical role of interactional justice in decision-making. The factor determining 
the customer's behavior is whether the customer is treated with courtesy and respect or 
not. Customers who are treated fairly, politely, and respectfully will behave to prevent the 
spread of negative issues and continue their relationship with the company to become loyal 
customers. On the other hand, customers who feel they are not being treated fairly will 
spread negative points and end relationships with the company [12].

Research on organizational behavior and social psychology provide five essential 
interactional justice elements: explanation, honesty, politeness, effort, and empathy. 
Interpersonal justice describes aspects of politeness, caring, and honesty during the 
complaint process, such as providing explanations and meaningful actions in resolving 
complaints that occur [15]. Interactional justice has a positive effect on satisfaction with 
handling customer complaints [7].

Procedural justice
Procedural justice (PJ) is handling the customer's problem by following established 

procedures [9]. When the customers telling the issues, the company provides an acceptable 
explanation [25]. Procedural justice (PJ) is fundamental because it aims to resolve conflicts 
and encourage productive relations between the disputing parties. There are five essential 
elements of procedural justice used in some research are process control, decision control, 
accessibility, timing/speed, and flexibility [15; 26].

Several previous studies shown that the relationship between procedural justice and 
customer satisfaction has been investigated using variables such as accessibility, timing or 
speed, and process control [25]. Although a limited number of marketing studies have tested 
that procedural justice directly affects customer behavior [23], other studies indirectly 
support the effect of procedural justice on customer satisfaction [27]. Procedural fairness 
is a significant predictor that significantly affects satisfaction, company performance, and 
company commitment [28].
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Distributive justice
The third dimension of justice is distributive justice that emphasizes the allocation of 

compensation and costs [15]. Some important principles that are usually used to measure 
distributive justice are equity, equality, and need. Most marketing research focuses on 
equity, and some studies say that equity affects customer satisfaction [29]. Equity, equality, 
and need are also relevant for evaluating complaints on distributive justice [15].

The result of handling complaints with distributive justice can be seen from corrections 
of charges, refunds, repairs, credits, replacements, and apologies [10]. Distributive justice 
has a strong influence on satisfaction in handling customer complaints by a company [28]. 
Companies that promise to provide satisfaction will create customer expectations and 
manage various complaints within a framework that refers to need rules [30].

Customers will evaluate the appropriateness of compensation differently based on:
1. Previous experience with both the company in question and with other companies.
2. Knowledge of the roots of the settlement obtained by other customers.
3. Perception of the losses experienced.
Distributive justice is the most appropriate strategy for handling complaints applied in a 

general framework for meeting the needs and fairness of customers [31]. Distributive justice 
is a significant predictor and affects company satisfaction, performance, and commitment 
[28]. Distributive justice includes allocating compensation such as discounts, reimbursement 
of costs, coupons, and replacement of goods—response by the company to repair the failure 
of the services provided. Distributive justice provided by the company positively influences 
encounter service satisfaction. Based on the research results, the calculation of distributive 
justice has the most significant percentage value of the overall effect of justice on customer 
satisfaction [32].

Satisfaction with handling customer complaints
Satisfaction is a feeling of pleasure or disappointment from a customer when he 

compares his perception of the performance of a product or service with his desired 
expectations. Satisfaction can also be interpreted as the experience experienced by a person 
on the version of the product received and compared with the performance of a standard 
product, a person's impression during or after using a product, or direct evaluation part 
by part of the company's products and services. The evaluation can provide input to the 
company to create an added value to the management of a product. Satisfaction is giving 
what customers want and responding or responding to customer complaints [33]. Overall 
customer satisfaction will reduce the level of complaints, and increasing overall satisfaction 
will increase customer loyalty [31; 34].

From the perspective of university profitability, the steps of universities to respond 
to customer complaints will affect their behavior in carrying out promotions in the future 
[17]. Satisfaction is usually considered the primary mediator of loyal behavior, related to 
trust in choosing a product or service, customer communication, and behavior to remain 
dedicated to the university. Satisfaction with the handling of complaints can also be the 
primary mediator related to perceptions of the dimensions of justice in the attitudes and 
behavior of complaints [35].

Complaint handling is a strategy used by companies to improve and learn from service 
errors to prove the company's reliability in customers' eyes [36; 37]. Customer complaint 
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data is a guide in improving management quality to correct service design and delivery 
problems that will enhance the company's performance [15]. The complaint handling 
strategy is an essential part of managing customer relationships in the service business. 
The challenges in quality management combined with the critical rules played by customers 
in the service process and the fact that customer loyalty can be profitable, then handling 
customer complaints is an important time of truth in maintaining and developing these 
relationships [18].

Although many requests for increased investment are related to handling customer 
complaints, not much is known about how customers rate their response to their complaints 
or how its efforts influence customer relationships [23]. In principle, customers prefer 
companies that deal with their problems by replacing the defective product or service 
or refunding their money. This aspect of customer service is beneficial to the long-term 
profitability of the company. Companies with a consistent reputation in improving customer 
complaints will build customer loyalty and increase their market share. On the other hand, 
companies with a bad reputation in handling complaints will slowly lose customers [21].

In this case, a customer-oriented company should provide an opportunity for its 
customers to submit suggestions, opinions, and complaints. They can use the media 
in the form of suggestion boxes placed in strategic places and provide comment cards, 
telephone lines, and others. Businesses that emphasize handling customer complaints 
can significantly improve the company's financial development and market performance 
[12]. A comprehensive understanding of various complaints handling evaluations can help 
company managers create more effective complaint handling programs [10].

Student loyalty
Customer loyalty is a repetitive buying behavior that has become a habit, which has a 

high degree of relevance and involvement in the customer's choice of a particular object and 
is characterized by the absence of external information seeking and alternative evaluation 
[38]. Customer loyalty is a manifestation and continuation of customer satisfaction in using 
the company's facilities and services and the company's remaining customers [32]. Loyalty is 
evidence of customers who are always customers, have power, and have a positive attitude 
towards the company. The main factor of excellence for an institution in competition is its 
ability to increase customer loyalty. It will be the key to short-term success and sustainable 
competitive advantage. Customer loyalty has strategic value for all organizations [39]. When 
the customers are satisfied with universities' services, especially in handling complaints 
against universities, it can increase their love and loyalty to the institution. In turn, they will 
maintain, defend and promote their institution to other parties so that they become new 
customers at the college [17].

Research model and hypothesis
Several studies emphasized that the concept of justice is essential in explaining a 

person's reaction in dealing with conflict situations. Fairness or justice provides a broad 
framework for understanding the complaints process and its initiation to settlement [9]. 
From a process perspective, complaint handling can be described as a series of events in 
which a procedure that begins with communicating a complaint results in an interactive 
process where ultimately decisions are made and errors are corrected. Satisfaction with 
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handling customer complaints is influenced by three variables, namely: interactional justice 
(related to interpersonal treatment during the procedure), procedural justice (related 
to the decision-making process), and distributive justice (related to decision outcomes). 
When these three variables are adequately implemented, it will affect student satisfaction 
with handling complaints submitted to the institution. If they are satisfied with handling 
the complaints they submit, their loyalty will increase [31]. To overcome the limitations 
in research concerning interactional justice, procedural justice, and distributive justice in 
university context, this study adopts the dimensions that have been developed by Blodgett 
[21] and Kelley [10].

Based on this theoretical framework, the research model is developed, as shown in the 
following figure.

Figure 1 Model of research

Previous research says that interactional justice attempts to resolve conflicts or disputes 
that affect customer satisfaction [24]. Procedural justice is fundamental because it aims 
to resolve disputes to encourage productive relations between the disputing parties [25]. 
Distributive justice has a strong influence on handling customer complaints by a company 
[28]. Based on the literature review and theoretical framework that has been stated in 
Figure 1 above, this study proposed some hypotheses as follows:

H1. Interactional justice will be positively related to student satisfaction.
H2. Procedural justice will be positively related to student satisfaction.
H3. Distributive justice will be positively related to student satisfaction.
H4. Student satisfaction will positively relate to student loyalty.
H5. Student satisfaction will partially mediate the relationship between interactional 

justice and student loyalty.
H6. Student satisfaction will partially mediate the relationship between procedural 

justice and student loyalty.
H7. Customer satisfaction will partially mediate the relationship between distributive 

justice and customer loyalty.
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Material and methods

The research was conducted at some universities in Indonesia, especially in the cities 
of Malang and Manado. This study employs the purposive random sampling technique, 
which determines the number of samples from a population with specific characteristics 
until the desired quota is met [40; 41]. Data is collected in various ways, through mass 
media such as WhatsApp, Facebook, Telegram, and others. Respondents who completed 
filling out the questionnaire were 368 students; after checking in detail, only 328 met the 
requirements for analysis. 

Table 1 shows in terms of gender, the number of male respondents was 57%, and 
females were 43%. While in the term of the semester of the participant, the researcher limit 
from the third semester to the seventh semester only because we suppose that student in 
the first and second semesters are considered newbie students, and student in the eighth 
semester usually has no lectures and focus only in writing a research. 

From the semester aspect, the table shows that participants from the fourth semester 
had more complaints by 26%, and students in the third semester had lower complaints by 
10%. At the same time, the rest semesters have a middle complaint between 20% to 24%.

Table 1
Participant demographic data

No Category Amount Percentage (%)
1 Gender

      Male
     Female

185
143

57%
43%

2 Semester
      III
      IV
      V
      VI
      III

34
85
64
66
79

10%
26%
20%
20%
24%

The questionnaires in this research developed from three main theories that contain 14 
questions. The questionaries of interactional justice (IJ) were developed based on Brown's 
theory with five indicators; explanation, honesty, politeness, effort, and empathy [15]. The 
questionnaire about procedural justice (PJ) was compiled based on J. Greenberg's theory 
which contains five indicators; process control, decision control, accessibility, timing/speed, 
and flexibility [25]. While the questionnaires about distributive justice (DJ) were derived 
from the Brown theory with indicators are equity, equality, and need [15]. 

The Questionnaires were designed using the Likert rating scale [42]. The measurement 
scale used in the questionnaire has an assessment score between 1-7, where a score of 
1 to state the respondent's answer strongly disagrees (SD) to a score of 7 to note that 
the respondent's answer strongly agrees (SA). The rating scale is described as follows: 1: 
Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: The tendency to disagree is big, 4: Tendency to agree, 5: 
The tendency to agree is big, 6: Agree, and 7: Strongly agree [43]. 

This study was conducted to analyze the effect of interactional justice (IJ), procedural 
justice (PJ), and distributive justice (DJ) with customer satisfaction (CS) as an intervening 
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variable on customer loyalty (CL). Data were collected via a survey via a google form and 
distributed through social media such as WhatsApp, Telegram, and Facebook. In addition, 
the researcher also asked for help from lecturers and higher education administrations to 
distribute the questionnaire through student groups, both at the department, faculty, and 
university levels. After the desired data is achieved, the google form will be closed, and the 
data will be analyzed based on the procedures established in quantitative data analysis. The 
data was analyzed using the Partial Least Square Path Modeling (PLS-PM) approach with the 
help of the SmartPLS 3.3.3 software program.

Results

Before testing the research hypothesis, the researchers will ensure whether each 
question item posed in this study has met the requirements for further analysis or not. 
Researchers tested the Validity and reliability of the indicators through several stages, 
including Convergent Validity, Discriminant Validity, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), 
Composite Reliability, and Cronbach Alpha.

Convergent Validity is a correlation between reflexive indicator scores and latent 
variable scores, while Discriminant Validity is a reflexive indicator measurement with latent 
inconsistent scores [44]. The expected value for Convergent Validity is more significant than 
0.7. Discriminant Validity is the value of the cross-loading factor that is useful for knowing 
whether the construct has an adequate discriminant by comparing the loading value 
with other constructs. The value of Average Variance Extracted (AVE) meets the expected 
requirements if it is more significant than > 0.5. As for Composite Reliability, the data have a 
high composite reliability value if > 0.7. The Cronbach Alpha value is expected to exceed the 
number > 0.6 for all constructs [45]. 

Table 2
Factor loadings and VIF value of all dimensions

Dimension Item Factor Loading 
(Outer Loading) VIF Cronbach’s α Rho_A CR Value AVE

Customer 
Satisfaction

CS1 0,875 2,677

0,946 0,950 0,957 0,790

CS2 0,868 2,104
CS3 0,926 2,235
CS4 0,929 1,859
CS5 0,792 1,933
CS6 0,933 2,648

Distributive 
Justice

DJ1 0,919 1,571

0,810 0,936 0,858 0,609
DJ2 0,649 1,573
DJ3 0,888 3,307
DJ4 0,616 2,105

Interactional 
Justice

IJ1 0,930 2,325

0,904 0,923 0,930 0,728
IJ2 0,850 1,915
IJ3 0,693 3,474
IJ4 0,927 3,063
IJ5 0,842 1,672
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Loyalty

LY1 0,815 3,630

0,902 0,905 0,928 0,720
LY2 0,845 3,941
LY3 0,781 3,038
LY4 0,922 2,116
LY5 0,872 2,677

Procedural 
Justice

PJ1 0,688 2,104

0,850 0,880 0,893 0,627
PJ2 0,919 2,235
PJ3 0,776 1,859
PJ4 0,778 1,933
PJ5 0,780 2,648

Table 2 shows the full prerequisite test results using SmartPLS. The data shows that the 
value of outer loading on all dimensions indicators is more than 0.7, so theoretically, it has 
met the criteria for item validity. The data also shows that the Cronbach's Alpha value for all 
constructs is above 0.6. The lowest value is 0.616, and the highest value is 0.930. This data 
indicates that all the latent variable constructs in this study are reliable.

For the AVE value, Table 2 shows that the AVE value of all the latent variables greater 
than 0,5 indicates a good measure of the validity of the indicators. The AVE value of the 
interactional justice variable is 0,728. The AVE value of the procedural justice variable 
is 0,627. The AVE value of the distributive variable is 0,609. The AVE value of customer 
satisfaction is 0,790, and the AVE value of loyalty variable value is 0,720. The data in Table 2 
also shows that the composite validity value is more than 0.7.

Table 3
Reliability analysis of all dimensions

Dimension
Formell–Larcker

1 2 3 4 5
1 Customer Satisfaction 0,889     
2 Distributive Justice 0,880 0,780    
3 Interactional Justice 0,887 0,935 0,853   
4 Loyalty 0,957 0,801 0,809 0,848  
5 Procedural Justice 0,940 0,889 0,946 0,886 0,792

To sum up, the data from the collinearity analysis, reliability, and construct validity 
show that all the data above have reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant 
validity. Therefore, the structural model analysis is eligible for a causal path test 
between dimensions.

Hypothesis 1 predicts that interactional justice has a positive effect on customer 
satisfaction. Table 3 shows that the value of the parameter coefficient for the IJ variable to 
CS is 0.337 which means a positive effect of IJ on CS, so the higher the value of IJ, the CS 
will also increase. An increase of one unit of IJ will increase CS by 33.7%. The IJ estimation 
coefficient test on the bootstrap result CS is 0.170 with a t-count value of 3.562 and a 
standard deviation of 0.216. Then the p-value is 0.019 < 0.05, so H1 accepts, which means 
IJ directly affects CS statistically.
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Figure 2
The results of bootstrapping path analysis using smart PLS

Hypothesis 2 predicts that procedural justice (PJ) has a positive effect on customer 
satisfaction (CS). The data in Table 5 shows that procedural justice has a positive 
impact on customer satisfaction with a p-value 0.000 <0.05, which means that 
procedural justice positively affects customer satisfaction. The hypothesis test shows 
the path coefficient value of 0.936, which means that procedural justice positively 
affects customer satisfaction and has a positive relationship. It means that there is 
a significant positive effect of procedural justice variables on customer satisfaction. 
When procedural justice increases, customer satisfaction will also increase. Thus, 
hypothesis 2 of this study is accepted. 

Table 5
Path Coefficients

VARIABLES 
CORRELATION

Original Sample 
(O)

Sample Mean 
(M)

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV)

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) P Values

Interactional Justice > 
Customer satisfaction 0,337 0,170 0,216 3,562 0,019

Procedural Justice -> 
Customer satisfaction 0,936 0,793 0,231 4,044 0,000

Distributive Justice > 
Customer satisfaction 0,363 0,344 0,147 2,462 0,014

Customer satisfaction 
>Loyalty 0,999 0,053 0,181 6,082 0,000
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Hypothesis 3 examines whether distributive justice has a positive effect on customer 
satisfaction. The data in Table 5 shows that distributive justice positively impacts customer 
satisfaction with p-value of 0.014 < 0.05. It means that distributive justice positively affects 
customer satisfaction. Hypothesis testing with a path coefficient value of 0.363 indicates that 
procedural justice positively affects customer satisfaction. It implies that distributive justice 
has a significant positive effect on customer satisfaction. When distributive justice increases, 
customer satisfaction will also increase. Thus, hypothesis 3 in this study is accepted.

Hypothesis 4 tests whether customer satisfaction has a positive and significant direct 
effect on customer loyalty. The data results in Table 5 from the path model coefficient 
analysis show the p-value of 0.000 <0.05. Customer satisfaction has a positive and significant 
effect on customer loyalty.

The fifth hypothesis examines whether interactional justice affects loyalty through 
customer satisfaction. Table 6 shows the results of the analysis of the indirect relationship 
between the tested variables. The analysis of the coefficients of the structural path model 
shows that interactional justice affect loyalty through customer satisfaction with p-value 
0.025 < 0.05. It means that interactional justice has positive effect on loyalty through 
customer satisfaction.

Table 6
Total Indirect effect

Variables Correlation Original Sample 
(O)

Sample Mean 
(M)

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV)

T Statistics (|O/
STDEV|) P Values

Distributive Justice -> 
Loyalty 0,399 0,354 0,151 2,645 0,008

Interactional Justice 
-> Loyalty 0,370 0,186 0,241 2,535 0,025

Procedural Justice -> 
Loyalty 1,029 0,849 0,318 3,230 0,001

The following hypothesis is to test whether distributive justice affects loyalty through 
customer satisfaction. The analysis of the coefficients of the structural path model used 
to determine the factors that have a significant effect indicates that distributive justice 
positively affects loyalty through customer satisfaction with a p-value 0.008 < 0.05. It means 
distributive justice positively affects loyalty through customer satisfaction.

While the last hypothesis tested in this study is to predict whether procedural justice 
affects loyalty through customer satisfaction. The data results in Table 6 from the analysis 
of the coefficients of the structural path model show that procedural justice positively 
affects loyalty through customer satisfaction with a p-value 0.001 < 0.05, which means that 
distributive justice positively affects loyalty through customer satisfaction.

Discussion

Many literatures explain the theory of satisfaction with handling student complaints. 
Some findings of the study strengthened theoretical concepts and empirical support regarding 
the relationship between interactional justice, procedural justice, and distributive justice to 
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satisfaction with handling student complaints. The study's results support that satisfaction 
with handling customer complaints is influenced by interactional justice, procedural justice, 
and distributive justice [11; 21; 46]. This finding also support several previous studies [15; 
21], which stated that interactional justice has a positive and significant effect on customer 
satisfaction. Mohr and Bitner [24] also found that interactional justice is an attempt to 
resolve conflicts that can positively affect customer satisfaction. In this case, an aspect that 
needs to be considered is the attitude of company employees who treat customers politely 
and provide proper explanations to show that the company cares and tries hard to handle 
customer complaints [26].

Satisfaction with handling customer complaints is positively influenced by procedural 
justice, so procedural justice will also affect the level of satisfaction with handling customer 
complaints. The research finding strengthened and supported empirically the theory of 
research results that have been carried out by Ambrose and M. Schminke [47; 49], which also 
stated that procedural justice has a positive and significant influence on service satisfaction 
in organizations. The higher the level of procedural justice carried out by the institution, 
the higher the level of satisfaction [15]. To carry out procedural justice properly, the higher 
education institution must pay attention to the convenience of customers in submitting 
complaints in detail. In addition, the institution's speed in dealing with these problems must 
also be considered. For this reason, it is necessary to facilitate the adjustment of problem-
solving procedures. All of this customer satisfaction on complaints given to the higher 
education institution.

Satisfaction with handling customer complaints, positively influenced by distributive 
justice. Therefore, the higher the level of distributive justice, the higher the satisfaction with 
handling customer complaints. This finding strengthens and empirically supports the theory of 
previous research, which suggests that distributive justice has a positive and significant effect 
on satisfaction with handling complaints [32; 49]. To provide distributive justice can be focused 
on delivering compensation (reimbursement of costs) for losses received by customers. In 
addition, the company's attitude is also required to continuously make improvements and 
corrections to its services in handling complaints. In addition, the company's efforts to 
apologize to customers are also essential. Apologizing can show an effort to repair service 
errors for economic losses and repair emotional customer losses [50].

This study also proves that customer satisfaction increase customer loyalty in 
universities. The results of this study support several previous studies which confirm that 
customer satisfaction with solving problems they face in a company or organization can 
increase customer loyalty to a particular company or organization [32; 51]. Universities have 
to improve their ability to resolve student complaints as customers. If they are satisfied with 
their services, they will be loyal to the college, support higher education programs, and 
promote them to other parties to enter the university.

Conclussion

This study examines whether the strategies for handling student complaints increase 
student satisfaction, which implies increasing student loyalty in private universities. Based 
on the data analysis in the previous chapter, this research shows that the universities' 
strategies in handling student complaints through interactional justice, distributive justice, 
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and procedural justice have a positive and significant effect on student satisfaction. Student 
satisfaction mediates the relationship between the strategies for handling complaints and 
student loyalty to universities.

The results of this study suggest managerial policies in universities to evaluate how 
they respond to students' complaints as customers, either through interactional justice, 
procedural justice, or distributive justice to students, to increase their satisfaction with 
higher education services and increase their loyalty. Applying interactional justice, college 
employees have to tell the truth and provide an explanation that is acceptable to customers 
why the problem occurs. Employees also need to pay attention, be polite in dealing with issues 
faced by students, and try hard to solve these problems. University employees can carry out 
procedural justice by giving students the freedom to accept or reject the results of handling 
problems presented, providing convenience in raising issues, providing opportunities to 
explain problems, responding quickly to dealing with issues, and being willing to adjust 
procedures problem handling. University employees can carry out distributive justice by 
being ready to provide compensation costs to students as customers who were harmed, 
improve services, correct any mistakes made, and are eager to apologize for these mistakes. 
Higher education institutions should have a particular unit that accommodates and handles 
student complaints to increase satisfaction with handling their complaints. These employees 
can help bridge customers' desires with the company's interests.

Based on the study's limitations, future research suggests improving this research by 
adding more respondents from higher education service users to be more accurate and 
accounted for. Further research needs to be done on different research objects, not only 
from private universities but also from state universities, to obtain a broader picture of the 
role of justice variables in handling customer complaints in universities.

Further research also can be done qualitatively with data collected through interviews, 
observation, and documentation. It is necessary to see the different variations in universities 
in resolving customer or student complaints. To get better results, adding other independent 
variables, such as disconfirmation, the level of satisfaction with handling customer 
complaints, and linking the satisfaction variable on handling customer complaints with the 
customer loyalty variable as the final result.
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