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ABSTRACT

KSP Artha Mulia is a savings and loan cooperative with many members scattered from all regions in Kediri. This
study aimed to determine employee performance indicators at KSP Artha Mulia Kediri with multiple linear regression
methods. The method used is quantitative. This population includes all 70 employees in KSP Artha Mulia. The sample
in this study was employees who worked in the administration as many as 12 people—purposive sampling technique.
And for the collection of data is used the questionnaire method. The analysis techniques in this study used t-test,
multiple linear regression, and F-test. This study shows that several employee performance indicators, namely
leadership, and motivation, positively and significantly affect KSP employee Artha Mulia Kediri. Meanwhile, the
work environment has no significant impact on employee performance at KSP Artha Mulia Kediri. Of the three

indicators that are the most dominant indicator is motivation.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Cooperative Save Borrow Artha Mulia Kediri or
known as KSP Artha Mulia is one of the savings and
loan cooperatives that have a large number of members.
KSP Artha Mulia Kediri has a number of members who
continue to increase every year. KSP Artha Mulia
Kediri has a complex organizational structure with
different tasks and functions in each administrator so
that KSP Artha Mulia Kediri can run a structured
working mechanism in achieving goals. The ability of
these tasks and functions cannot be separated from the
responsibility of each employee of KSP Artha Mulia
Kediri. One of these responsibilities is the commitment
of KSP Artha Mulia employees to maintain their
performance to always be productive. However, not all
employees of KSP Artha Mulia Kediri have a
performance that is always productive at all times. This
is certainly a challenge for KSP Artha Mulia Kediri in
managing the resources they have to achieve their goals.

Employee performance is the result achieved by
employees in carrying out the work that has been given.
Employee performance is influenced by several
indicators. From several previously conducted studies,
indicators that are widely used in measuring employee
performance include leadership, work environment, and

motivation [1]. In research conducted in Jordan,
leadership became an important indicator that affects
employee performance [2]. The behaviour of a leader
who tends to put common interests above his own can
make employees experience greater well-being and a
more positive attitude.[3]. Conversely, the attitude of a
leader who tends to be indifferent and cruel to his
employees will make the welfare of employees
disturbed. It shows that leadership affects employee
performance.[4]. In addition to leadership, another
indicator that has been widely used by previous research
to determine employee performance indicators is the
work environment.[5]. The work environment is a
condition created around employees working. The work
environment can have a significant effect on the
psychological, physical, and social life of an employee
at work.[6]. A comfortable work environment can
improve the mood of an employee so that it can increase
the spirit of an employee in work.[7]. However, if an
employee feels uncomfortable or depressed because of
their work environment, it can demoralize them at work,
so it can affect their performance.[8]. In addition, in
research conducted in France, work motivation affects
employee performance.[9]. Motivation is the drive in a
person to do something with excitement [10]. Work
motivation is the encouragement in employees in doing
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a job with passion [11]. A study stated that employee
work motivation is an indicator that has a significant
effect on the performance of an employee.[12]. This can
be seen from the more positive the encouragement or
motivation that arises in the employee, the more positive
the performance of the employee.[13]. Meanwhile, if an
employee loses their motivation at work, then the
resulting performance will also decrease along with the
decrease in motivation that arises in the employee. This
can happen because motivation affects the
psychological of an employee is doing a job.

Based on the above problems, this study was
conducted with the aim to determine the indicators of
Employee Performance in KSP Artha Mulia Kediri with
Multiple Linear Regression Method

2. METHOD

This research is a type of quantitative research
designed to determine the influencing relationships
between each indicator through hypothesis testing.[14].
The data used in this study are primary data obtained
from the results of the dissemination of questionnaires
conducted by researchers to respondents. The
population in this study was all employees of KSP Artha
Mulia Kediri, who numbered 50 people. The sample in
this study was 12 employees who worked in the
administration department. The sampling technique
used in this study is a non-probability sampling
technique and sampling method that is purposive
sampling, where the determination of sampling is based
on certain criteria. The data collection method in this
study used questionnaires. The data analysis technique
in this study used several multiple linear regression
tests. Multiple linear regression analysis is used to
predict how far the value of a dependent indicator
changes if the value of an independent indicator is
manipulated [15].

3. RESULT AND DISCUSSIONS

Based on the answers of 12 respondents studied can
be obtained the results of validity tests show that all
question items have a corrected item-total Correlation
(r-calculate) > r-table, which is 0.793. This means that
all existing items can be declared valid. Reliability tests
showed that Cronbach's Alpha was 0.676>0.60. So it
can be concluded that the entire construct of questions
in this study is reliable. Based on research conducted on
12 respondents obtained the results shown in the
following table:
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Table 1. Result t-Test

Based on the table of results of the t-test can be
obtained the result that the leadership indicator (X1) has
a positive and significant effect on employee
performance (Y) in KSP Artha Mulia with a value of t
calculated > t table, which is 2,278 with a significant
level of 0.047. In the Work Environment indicator (X2),
it is known that the indicator does not have a significant
effect on employee performance (Y) with a value of t
calculated < t table, which is 1,480. This shows that
indicators of the work environment cannot have a
significant influence on performance in KSP Artha
Mulia employees. While in the motivational indicator
(X3), the value of t calculates the < t table is 5,421 with
a significant level of 0.001. Based on these results, it
can be known that the motivational indicator (X3) has a
positive and significant influence on the employee
performance (Y) of KSP Artha Mulia Kediri.

Indicators F count F table ' sig.

count
X1, X2, X3 - 15,045 | 3,259 0,001 0,05
Table 2. Result of F Test

Based on the table of F test results that have been
conducted, the value of F calculates 15.045 > F table
3.259 with a significant level of 0.001 < 0.05, which
means significant. This shows that leadership indicators
(X1), work environment (X2), and motivation (X3)
simultaneously have a significant effect on employee
performance at KSP Artha Mulia. Based on the table of
F test results that have been conducted, the value of F
calculates 15.045 > F table 3.259 with a significant level
of 0.001 < 0.05, which means significant. This shows
that leadership indicators (X1), work environment (X2),
and motivation (X3) simultaneously have a significant
effect on employee performance at KSP Artha Mulia.

Based on the results of multiple linear regression
analysis obtained the following equations:

Y = 0,651 X1+ 0,254 X2 + 0,709 X3 + 11,77

From the equation, it is known that the most
dominant indicator in influencing employee
performance is motivation. This shows that the higher
the motivation of KSP Artha Mulia Kediri employees,
the higher performance of KSP Artha Mulia Kediri
employees in completing their work.

Indicators t count t table sig. count sig

Leadership (X1) 2,278 2,23 0,047 0,05
Work Environment (X2) 1,480 2,23 0,177 0,05

Motivation (X3) 5,421 2,23 0,001 0,05
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R Standard Errors of
Estimation

R Square  Adjusted

Square

,849 ,793 577
Table 3. Results of Coefficient of Determination (R2)

In table 3, the results of the coefficient of
determination (R2) can be known that leadership, work
environment, and motivation give a value of 0.793
(79.3% to the performance of the work on KSP Artha
Mulia while the remaining 20.7% is influenced by other
indicators).

4., CONCLUSION

Based on the statistical analysis conducted obtained
the results that from several indicators of employee
performance, namely leadership, work environment, and
motivation, simultaneously affect the performance of
KSP employee Artha Mulia Kediri. Of the three
indicators that are the most dominant indicator is the
work environment.
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