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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this study was to determine directly or indirectly the effect of rewards and 

punishments and training on employee performance through organizational commitment as an 

intervening variable at the Bondowoso Regency Environmental and Transportation Agency. The 

number of samples in this study was 114. The analytical technique used was the Structural 

Equation Model (SEM) using WarpPLS 5.0. The results of data analysis show that the variable 

rewards and punishments have a significant effect on organizational commitment, training has a 

significant effect on organizational commitment, rewards and punishments have a significant 

effect on employee performance, training has a significant effect on employee performance, 

organizational commitment has a significant effect on employee performance. 

Keywords: Rewards and Punishments, Training, Commitment and Performance 

INTRODUCTION 

Human resources are important assets and play a role as the main driving factor in the 

implementation of all agency activities or activities, so they must be managed properly through 

Human Resource Management (HRM). According to Desseler (2015), human resource 

management is the process of acquiring, training, appraising, and compensating employees and 

for managing labor relations, health and safety, and matters relating to justice. 

Meanwhile, to improve performance, managers provide incentives for workers who can 

provide work performance that exceeds the expected performance standards. In addition to 

wages, salaries and incentives, leaders often provide other additional receipts in an effort to 

better appreciate their work performance. In other words, the company provides awards or 

rewards (Wibowo 2016). Meanwhile, according to Mahmudi (2005) "award is a positive 
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assessment of employees". Punishment or punishment is also defined as a tool used by leaders to 

communicate with employees so that they are willing to change a behavior as well as an effort to 

increase awareness and availability of someone obeying all rules and regulations. company 

regulations and applicable social norms (Rivai 2004). 

The importance of employee work ability in carrying out their duties and functions, 

training is one way to increase knowledge in their field.According to Wilson (2012) Build 

training itself is a process to maintain or improve employee skills to produce effective work. 

According to Wilson (2012) said that training (training) is a learning process that involves the 

acquisition of skills, concepts, rules, or attitudes to improve employee performance. Meanwhile, 

according to Wursanto (2011), training is a process of developing employees both in the fields of 

skills, knowledge, skills, expertise as well as employee attitudes and behavior. 

Organizational commitment is a condition in which an employee sided with a particular 

organization and its goals and desires to maintain membership in the organization. According to 

Jennifer and Gareth (2012), there is a dimension of organizational commitment, namely affective 

commitment, namely commitment when the employee becomes a member of an organization, is 

happy, believes, and feels good to be there. Sopiah, (2008) suggests that employees have high 

organizational commitment when: have trust and accept the goals and values of the organization, 

desire to strive towards achieving organizational goals, have a strong desire to survive as a 

member of the organization. According to Luthans (2006) organizational commitment is a strong 

desire to remain as a member of a particular organization, 

Performance (performance) is defined as the work of an employee, a management process 

or an organization as a whole, where the results of the work must be shown concrete evidence 

and can be measured (compared to predetermined standards). Hasibuan (2011), said that 

"Employee performance depends on ability, work effort and job opportunities which are assessed 

from the output". Timpe (2011), suggests that performance (job performance) is: “The level of 

individual performance, namely the desired outcome of individual behavior. 

Based on the theory which states that there is an influence in improving performance, then 

based on the results of previous studies, there are research results which state that there is a 

research gap in Wasiati researchers (2018), indicating that rewards and punishments either 

partially or jointly have a positive and non-significant effect. on job satisfaction. Reward and job 

satisfaction partially have a positive and non-significant effect on employee performance, while 

punishment partially has a negative and non-significant effect on employee performance. 

Together, reward, punishment and job satisfaction have a positive effect on employee 

performance. Thus, all hypotheses proposed in this study are accepted. 

Subsequent research was conducted by Hok, Hubeis, and Kuswanto (2014), research using 

multiple linear regression analysis showed that motivation had a significant effect on 

performance, but training had no significant effect on performance. Research (2016), shows 

simultaneously that the variables of competence, job satisfaction and organizational commitment 

have an effect on employee performance. Partially only the competence variable, which affects 

the performance of employees. While the variables of job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment have no effect on employee performance. 

Based on the performance theory and supported by the results of similar previous studies, 

the research object selected is in The Department of Environment and Transportation of 

Bondowoso Regency has employees with competencies that do not support each other between 

their education, work experience, and training. An example of a position as a financial manager 

with competencies required for D3 Management/Accounting education, but held by someone 
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from another department. There are also several functional positions such as archivist (archives 

manager) carried out by employees who are not in accordance with their competencies. 

According to Romberg (2007) an employee has high competence if the employee has work 

experience, educational background that supports the profession, has expertise/knowledge, and 

has skills. 

Observations in iBondowoso iRegency iEnvironment iand iTransportation iService, iit iis iknown 

ithat ithe ioverall iwork idiscipline iof iemployees ihas inot ioptimal. iBased ion iobservations iin ithe ifield, 

ithe icondition iof isome iemployees iis inot icomply iwith ithe iregulations iset iby ithe iagency. iThe 

iDepartment iof iEnvironment iand iTransportation iof iBondowoso iRegency ihas imade isignificant 

iprogress, ibut ithere iare istill ivarious iregional idevelopment iproblems, iwhich iare igaps ibetween ithe 

icurrent iand iplanned idevelopment iperformance iand ilead ito ithe iachievement iof iincreasing 

icommunity iwelfare. iPotential iregional idevelopment iproblems igenerally iarise ifrom istrengths ithat 

ihave inot ibeen iutilized ioptimally, iweaknesses ithat iare inot iaddressed, iopportunities ithat iare inot 

iexploited, iand ithreats ithat iare inot ianticipated. 

As ian iinitial idescription iof ihow iOPD iproblems iare isolved, ieach iproblem iis ialso iidentified ithe 

ideterminants iof iits isuccess iin ithe ifuture. iThe icritical isuccess ifactors iare icritical ifactors, 

iperformance iresults, iand iother ifactors ithat ihave ihigh ileverage iin isolving idevelopment iproblems ior 

iin irealizing ithe isuccessful iimplementation iof igovernment iaffairs. 

The iimplementation iof ithe itop ipriority iprograms irelated ito ithe iEnvironment iand 

iTransportation iService, iof icourse ithere iare iinhibiting iand idriving ifactors ifor ithe iEnvironmental iand 

iTransportation iService's iservice ito ithe iachievement iof ithe ivision, imission iand iprograms iof ithe ilocal 

igovernment. iStrategic iissues iare ione iof ithe ienrichment iof iexternal ienvironmental ianalysis ion 

idevelopment iachievements ifor ithe ilast i5 i(five) iyears, ias iwell ias iproblems ithat iare istill ifaced iin ithe 

ifuture iby iidentifying iconditions ior ithings ithat imust ibe iconsidered ior iput iforward iin idevelopment 

iplanning ibecause iof itheir isignificant iimpact ion ithe ientity i(region/community). i) iin ithe ifuture. iA 

icondition/event ithat ibecomes ia istrategic iissue iis ia isituation iwhich, iif inot ianticipated, iwill icause 

igreater ilosses ior ivice iversa. 

The iformulation iof istrategic iissues iis icarried iout iby ianalyzing ivarious ifacts iand iinformation 

ithat ihave ibeen iidentified ito ibe iselected ias istrategic iissues ias iwell ias iconducting ia istudy iof ithe 

ivision, imission iand iprograms iof ithe ielected iRegent iand iDeputy iRegent, iso ithat ithe iformulation iof 

ithe iresulting iissues iis iin iline iwith ithe iaspirations iand iexpectations iof ithe icommunity itowards ithe 

iRegent. iand ithe ielected iDeputy iRegent iand igovernment ipolicies iin ithe imedium iterm. iDevelopment 

iplanning iis iintended, iamong iother ithings, iso ithat iOPD iservices iare ialways iable ito ialign ithemselves 

iwith ithe ienvironment iand ithe iaspirations iof iservice iusers. iTherefore, iattention ito ithe imandate iof ithe 

icommunity iand iits iexternal ienvironment iis ian ioutside-in iplanning ithat ishould inot ibe iignored. 

iBased ion ithe iissues iabove, ithe iresearchers ican isummarize ithe iproblems ithat iexist iin ithe iDepartment 

iof  iEnvironment iand iTransportation. 

Table i1. iIssues iat ithe iDepartment iof iEnvironment iand iTransportation iKab. iBondowoso 

No Environmental iAffairs 
Program 

irealization 
Transportation iAffairs 

Program 

irealization 

1 waste imanagement iand 

ienvironmental ihygiene 

82% It iis inecessary ito iimprove ithe 

iservice iof iroad iequipment 

ifacilities iand iinfrastructure ito 

iminimize itraffic iaccidents iin 

iaccident-prone ilocations 

78% 
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No Environmental iAffairs 
Program 

irealization 
Transportation iAffairs 

Program 

irealization 

2 Limited iwaste imanagement 

ifacilities iand iinfrastructure 

72% The ineed ifor iincreased 

isocialization i/ iawareness iraising 

iawareness iof itraffic iorder iin 

iorder ito ireduce ithe inumber iof 

itraffic iaccidents 

85 i% 

3 The isocialization iand 

ioutreach ihave inot ibeen 

icarried iout ievenly idue ito 

ibudget iconstraints 

79% It iis inecessary ito iincrease ithe 

ioperation iof ijustice iin ithe ifield iof 

itraffic iin iorder ito ireduce ithe 

inumber iof itraffic iaccidents 

 i80% 

4 Lack iof igreen iopen ispace ias 

ia ipublic ispace 

81% - - 

5 Not iyet ioptimal ihandling iof 

iB3 iwaste 

74% - - 

Source: iDepartment iof iEnvironment iand iTransportation iKab. iBondowoso i(2021) 

Based ion ithe iproblem idata iabove, iit ican ibe iseen ithat ithe itarget ifor ithe irealization iof ithe iwork 

iprogram iat ithe iDepartment iof iEnvironment iand iTransportation iKab. iBondowoso iby ishowing ithe 

iresults iof ithe irealization iof ithe iproblem iissue iprogram iat ithe iDistrict iEnvironment iand 

iTransportation iService. iBondowoso, ithen ithe iperformance iphenomenon iin ithis istudy iis: ithe ilack iof 

ieffectiveness iof iemployee iperformance iin icarrying iout itheir imain itasks iand ifunctions, iso ithat iin ithis 

istudy, iresearchers itried ito iraise iseveral ifactors ithat iwere iassumed ito ibe iimportant iin iimproving 

iemployee iperformance iby iproviding isolutions irelated ito ithe iinfluence iof ithe ivariable irewards iand 

isanctions ias iwell ias itraining iwhich iis iassumed ito iimprove iemployee iperformance ithrough 

iemployee icommitment ias ian iintervening ivariable. 

RESEARCH iMETHODS 

Research idesign 

Based ion ithe iconsideration iof ithe iresearch iobjectives, ithis iresearch iwill ibe idescriptive iand 

iverification iwhere idescriptive iresearch iis iresearch ithat iaims ito iobtain ia idescription ior idescription iof 

itraining irewards iand ipunishments, iorganizational icommitment, iand iemployee iperformance. iWhile 

iverification iresearch iis ito idetermine ithe irelationship ibetween ivariables ithrough ia ihypothesis itesting 

ibased ion idata iin ithe ifield. iSince ithis iresearch iconsists iof idescriptive iand iverification iconducted 

ithrough idata icollection iin ithe ifield, ithere iare i2 i(two) isurvey imethods iapplied, inamely idescriptive 

isurveys iand iexplanatory isurveys. iTherefore, ithe itype iof iinvestigation i(investigation itype) iin ithis 

istudy iis ithe itype iof icausality. iThe iunit iof ianalysis iin ithis imain iresearch iis ithe iemployee iof ithe 

iDepartment iof iEnvironment iand iTransportation iKab. iBondowoso 

Population iand iSample 

Determination iof ithe isample iin ithis istudy iusing ithe islovin iformula. iThe iSlovin iformula iis ia 

iformula ior iformula ito icalculate ithe iminimum isample isize iif ithe ibehavior iof ia ipopulation iis inot 

iknown iwith icertainty. iThis iformula iwas ifirst iintroduced iby iSlovin iin i1960. iThis iSlovin iformula iis 

icommonly iused iin isurvey iresearch iwhere ithe inumber iof isamples iis iusually ivery ilarge, iso ia iformula 
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iis ineeded ito iget ia ismall isample ibut ican irepresent ithe ientire ipopulation. iThe iSlovin iformula ican ibe 

iseen ibased ion ithe ifollowing inotation: 

    

   

  (             )
 

      

   

  (              )
 

      

   

        
 i= i171.42 irounded iup ito i171 

Referring ito ithe icalculation iresults iabove iand ibased ion ithe iconsiderations ithat ihave ibeen iput 

iforward, ithen ithe inumber iof isamples iused iin ithis istudy iwere i171 irespondents. iThe isampling 

itechnique iused iin ithis istudy iis inon-probability isampling, inamely ithe ipurposive isampling imethod. 

iPurposive isampling iis ia isampling itechnique ibased ion icertain iconsiderations, iwhere ithe isample iis 

iobtained ifrom ia icertain itarget igroup iwho iis iable ito iprovide ithe idesired iinformation ibecause ithey ido 

ihave ithe iinformation iand ithey imeet ithe icriteria idetermined iby ithe iresearcher i(Augusty.F, 

i2006).The iconsiderations iused iin iselecting irespondents iare ibased ion ithe iprovisions ithat ithe 

irespondents iin ithis istudy iare ias ifollows: 

a. employees iwho ihave iattended itraining. 

b. Have ian ieducation ilevel iof iS1 

c. Have ia iminimum irank iand iclass iIIIa 

RESULT ANALYSIS 

a. iOuter iModel iEvaluation  

Validity itest 

The ivalidation itest icriteria iis ito iuse ithe iloadings ifactor icriteria i(cross-loadings ifactor) iwith ia 

ivalue iof imore ithan i0.70 iand iaverage ivariance iextracted i(AVE) iwith ia ivalue iexceeding i0.50 ifor ithe 

iconvergent ivalidity itest iand ifor ithe idiscriminant ivalidity itest iusing ia icomparison iof ithe iroots iof ithe 

iAVE iwith icorrelation ibetween ivariables. iThe iconstruct iAVE ivalue ishould ibe ihigher ithan ithe 

icorrelation ibetween ilatent ivariables i(Solihin iand iRatmono, i2013). iThe iresults iof iWarpPLS i5.0 iare 

ias ifollows: 

Table i2. iCombined iloadings iand icross-loadings 

 X1 X2 Z Y Type i(a SE P ivalue 

X1.1 0.765 0.643 -0.476 -0.367 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

X1.2 0.714 0.232 -0.107 -0.689 Reflect 0.066 <0.001 

X1.3 0.752 -0.889 0.463 0.302 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

X1.4 0.826 -0.304 0.262 0.128 Reflect 0.064 <0.001 

X1.5 0.760 0.717 -0.300 -0.125 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

X1.6 0.683 -0.414 0.152 0.783 Reflect 0.066 <0.001 

X2.1 0.166 0.864 -0.418 0.077 Reflect 0.064 <0.001 

X2.2 0.088 0.753 -0.257 0.718 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

X2.3 -0.907 0.755 0.768 -0.151 Reflect 0.070 <0.001 

X2.4 -0.591 0.750 0.702 -0.198 Reflect 0.069 <0.001 

X2.5 0.648 0.771 -0.190 -0.569 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 
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 X1 X2 Z Y Type i(a SE P ivalue 

Z1.1 -0.002 -0.480 0.763 0.222 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Z1.2 -0.123 0.204 0.777 -0.267 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Z1.3 0.128 0.273 0.762 0.050 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Y1.1 -0.035 0.348 0.101 0.840 Reflect 0.064 <0.001 

Y1.2 0.385 0.335 -0.041 0.784 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Y1.3 0.093 -0.887 0.109 0.738 Reflect 0.066 <0.001 

Y1.4 -0.235 -0.044 0.143 0.775 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Y1.5 -0.208 0.177 -0.322 0.761 Reflect 0.065 <0.001 

Source i: iProcessed iby iresearchers i(2021) 

 

Reliability iTest 

 

Reliability itesting iis icarried iout iwith ithe iaim iof iensuring ithat ithe iresearch iinstrument iused ican 

iprovide ia iconsistent imeasurement iof ithe iconcept iwithout iany ibias. iThe iresults iof iWarpPLS i5.0 idata 

iprocessing iare ias ifollows: 

 

Table i3 iReliability iTest 

 

Composite ireliability icoefficients 

---------------------------------- 

X1 X2 Z Y 

0.886 0.809 0.811 0.886 

 

Cronbach's ialpha icoefficients 

--------------------------- 

X1 X2 Z Y 

0.845 0.706 0.750 0.839 

Source i: iProcessed iby iresearchers i(2021) 

 

The ibasis iused iin ithe ireliability itest iis ithe ivalue iof iComposite ireliability icoefficients iand 

iCronbach's ialpha icoefficients iabove i0.7. iThe iresults iin itable i3 ishow ithat ithe iquestionnaire 

iinstrument iin ithis istudy ihas imet ithe irequirements iof ithe ireliability itest. 

b. iInner iModel iEvaluation 

Direct iEffect iPath iCoefficient iCalculation 

This isection idescribes ieach ipath iin ithe imodel isection iusing ipath ianalysis. iEach ipath itested 

ishows ithe idirect iand iindirect ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions i(X1) iand itraining i(X2) ion iemployee 

icommitment i(Z) iand iemployee iperformance i(Y) iin iBondowoso iRegency. iBy iknowing iwhether ior 

inot ieach ipath iis isignificant, iit iwill ianswer iwhether ithe iproposed ihypothesis iis iaccepted ior irejected. 

iEach ipath itested irepresents ithe ihypothesis iin ithis istudy. iThe ipath icoefficient ivalues ican ibe iseen iin 

ithe ifollowing itable: 
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Table i4. Coefficient iValue iof iDirect iEffect iPath 

Path icoefficients 

----------------- 

 i X1 X2 Z Y 

X1     

X2     

Z 0.258 0.582   

Y 0.468 0.362 0.159  

 

P ivalues 

-------- 

 i X1 X2 Z Y 

X1     

X2     

Z <0.001 <0.001   

Y <0.001 <0.001 <0.016 

 

Source: iprocessed iby iresearchers i(2021) 

 

a. The iresults iof itesting ithe ireward iand isanctions ivariable i(X1) ion iemployee icommitment 

iobtained ia iPath icoefficient ivalue iof i0.258 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis 

ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), ithen iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof 

irewards iand isanctions i(X1) ion iemployee icommitment i(Z). 

b. The iresults iof itesting ithe itraining ivariable i(X2) ion iemployee icommitment i(Z) iobtained ia 

iPath icoefficient ivalue iof i0.582 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller 

ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), ithen iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof itraining i(X2) 

ion iemployee icommitment i(Z). 

c. The iresults iof itesting ithe ireward iand isanctions ivariable i(X1) ion iemployee iperformance 

i(Y) iobtained ia iPath icoefficient ivalue iof i0.468 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-

value iis ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof 

irewards iand isanctions i(X1) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y). 

d. The iresults iof itesting ithe itraining ivariable i(X2) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y) iobtained 

ia iPath icoefficient ivalue iof i0.362 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller 

ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), ithen iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof itraining i(X2) 

ion iemployee iperformance i(Y). 

e. The iresults iof itesting ithe iemployee icommitment ivariable i(Z) ion iemployee iperformance 

i(Y) iobtained ia iPath icoefficient ivalue iof i0.159 iwith ian i-value iof i0.016. iBecause ithe 

ivalue iof i-value iis ismaller ithan i(0.016 i< i0.05), ithen iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia 

isignificant ieffect iof iemployee icommitment i(Z) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y). 

Indirect iInfluence iPathway 

Indirect ieffect itesting iis idone iby ilooking iat ithe iresults iof ithe ipath itested, iif iall ithe ipaths 

itraversed iare isignificant ithen ithe iindirect ieffect iis ialso isignificant, iand iif ithere iis ia inon-significant 

ipath ithen ithe iindirect ieffect iis isaid ito ibe inon-significant. iThe iindirect ieffect ipath icoefficient iis 

ipresented iin itable i5. 
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Table i5. iCoefficient iof iIndirect iEffect iPath 

Indirect ieffects ifor ipaths iwith i2 isegments 

------------------------------ 

 i X1 X2 Z Y 

X1     

X2     

Z     

Y 0.041 0.093   

 

P ivalues iof iindirect ieffects ifor ipaths iwith i2 isegments 

------------------------------ 

 i X1 X2 Z Y 

X1     

X2     

Z     

Y 0.002 <0.001   

Source: iProcessed iby iresearchers i(2021) 

 

Indirect ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions i(X1) ion ithe iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) 

ithrough ithe iemployee icommitment iintervening ivariable i(Z) iof i0.002, iwhich iis ismaller ithan ithe 

idirect ieffect iof ithe ireward iand isanctions ivariable i(X1) ion ithe iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) 

iwhich iis i0.041. i 

The iindirect ieffect iof ithe itraining ivariable i(X2) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y) ithrough ithe 

iemployee icommitment iintervening ivariable i(Z) iis i0.001 iwhich iis ismaller ithan ithe idirect ieffect iof 

ithe itraining ivariable i(X2) ion ithe iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) iwhich iis i0.093. iThus iit ican ibe 

istated ithat irewards iand isanctions i(X1) iand itraining i(X2) iaffect iemployee iperformance i(Y) ithrough 

iemployee icommitment i(Z) iwith ia ismaller ivalue ithan ithe idirect ieffect. 

Hypothesis iModel 

Hypothesis itesting iis ibased ion ithe iresults iof ithe ianalysis iof ithe iPLS iSEM imodel iwhich 

icontains iall ithe ivariables isupporting ithe ihypothesis itest. iThe iPLS imodel iwith ithe iaddition iof ithe 

iemployee icommitment ivariable ias ia imediating ivariable iexplains ithat ithe iaddition iof ithe ivariable 

iwill iprovide ian iadditional icontribution ias ian iexplanation iof iemployee iperformance. 

 
Figure i1 . Path iAnalysis iResults 
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Structural iModel iTesting 

The iresearch imodel itest iwas iconducted ito isee ithe isuitability iof ithe imodel ibuilt iin ithe istudy. iA 

igood iresearch imodel iwill ibe iable ito idescribe ithe isuitability iof ithe irelationship ibetween ithe ivariables 

iin ithe istudy. iThe iuse iof iWarpPLS i5.0 ihas iprovided icalculation iresults ithat ishow ithe icriteria iused ito 

iassess iwhether ithe imodel iis iappropriate. 

Table i6 iResearch iModel iTest 

Description Mark Ideal 

Average ipath icoefficient i(APC) i 

Average iR-squared i(ARS) 

Average iadjusted iR-squared i(AARS) 

Average iblock iVIF i(AVIF) i 

Average ifull icollinearity iVIF i(AFVIF) i 

Tenenhaus iGoF i(GoF) i 

Sympson's iparadox iratio i(SPR) i 

R-squared icontribution iratio i(RSCR) 

Statistical isuppression iratio i(SSR) i 

Nonlinear ibivariate icausality idirection iratio i(NLBCDR) 

P i0.001 

P i0.001 

P i0.001 

2.960 

4.127 

0.644 

1 

1 

1 

1 

<= i0.05 

<= i0.05 

<= i0.05 

<= i3.3 

<= i3.3 

big 

1 

1 

>= i0.7 

>= i0.7 

Source i: iProcessed iby iresearchers i(2021) 

Based ion itable i6 iit ican ibe iseen ithat ieach ivalue iin ithe istudy ihas imet ithe iideal icriteria. iThe 

ivalues iof iAPC, iARS, iand iAVIF ithat imeet ithe iideal icriteria iindicate ithat ithe ioverall iresearch imodel 

iis igood. iThe ifit iof ithe imodel ican ialso ibe icalculated iusing ithe igoodness iof ifit iindex. iThe igoodness iof 

ifit iindex i(GoF) iis idefined ias ithe igeometric imean ior iroot iof ithe iaverage icommunality iand ithe 

iaverage iR2 ifor iall iendogenous iconstructs i(Tenenhaus iet ial., i2005). iThe iGoF iindex ishows ithe 

ipredictive ipower iof ithe ioverall imodel. iThe iGoF ivalue ihas ian iinterval ibetween i0 ito i1. iA iGoF ivalue 

iclose ito i1 iindicates ia igood ipath imodel iestimation i(Akter, iD'Ambra, iand iRay, i2011). iThe iGoF iindex 

ifor ithis iresearch imodel iis i0.369. iThus, ithe istructural imodel ithat iexplains ithe irelationship ibetween 

ithe ifour ivariables ihas ia igood ipredictive ipower i(fit). 

Coefficient iof iDetermination 

The iresults iof itesting ithe istructural imodel i(inner imodel) ican ibe iseen iin ithe iR-square i(R2) ion 

ieach iendogenous iconstruct, ithe ipath icoefficient ivalue, it ivalue iand ip ivalue ifor ieach ipath irelationship 

ibetween iconstructs. iThe ipath icoefficient ivalues iand it ivalues iin ieach ipath iwill ibe iexplained iin ithe 

isub-discussion iof ithe iresults iof ihypothesis itesting. iThe ivalue iof iR2 iis iused ito imeasure ithe ilevel iof 

ivariation iin iendogenous ivariables iexplained iby ia inumber iof iinfluencing ivariables i(Hartono iand 

iAbdillah, i2009). 

The iresults iof ithe ianalysis iof ithe ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions iand itraining ion iemployee 

icommitment, ishow ithe icoefficient iof idetermination ior iR2 iof i0.634, ifrom ithese iresults iit imeans ithat 

iall iindependent ivariables i(awards iand isanctions iand itraining) ihave ia icontribution iof i63.4% ito ithe 

idependent ivariable i(employee icommitment). i, iand ithe iremaining i36.6% iis iinfluenced iby iother 

ifactors inot iincluded iin ithe istudy. 

The iresults iof ithe ianalysis iof ithe ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions, itraining iand iemployee 

icommitment ito iemployee iperformance, ishows ithe ivalue iof ithe icoefficient iof idetermination ior iR 

isquare iof i0.886, ifrom ithese iresults iit imeans ithat iall iindependent ivariables i(awards iand isanctions, 

itraining iand iemployee icommitment) ihas ia icontribution iof i84.6% ito ithe idependent ivariable 
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i(employee iperformance), iand ithe iremaining i15.4% iis iinfluenced iby iother ifactors inot iincluded iin 

ithe istudy. 

DISCUSSION i 

The iEffect iof iRewards iand iSanctions ion iEmployee iCommitment 

Based ion ithe iresults iof itesting ithe ivariable irewards iand isanctions ion iemployee icommitment, 

ithe icoefficient ivalue iis i0.258 iwith i-valueof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), 

iH0 iis irejected iso ithat ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions ion iemployee 

icommitment. iThis imeans ithat irewards iand isanctions ihave ia isignificant ieffect ion ithe icommitment iof 

iBondowoso iRegency iemployees, iproven itrue ior iH1 iis iaccepted. 

Narimawati i(2006) isuggests ithat ithe iconstruct iof irewards iand isanctions ias ian ielement iof 

iintellectual icapital ican ibe iseen ifrom ithree iaspects iof icompetence, inamely iintellectual, iemotional, 

isocial iaspects ibecause ithe imeasurement iof icompetence iuses ithe idimensions iof ithe ilevel iof 

iknowledge, iskills iand ieducation. iThis iis iin iaccordance iwith iLawler's itheory iwhich istates ithat 

iexpertise iis ipart iof ithe iinput ifactors ithat iaffect iemployee icommitment ior idissatisfaction i(Munandar 

i2012). iThen ithe iresearch iof iAmador, iNicolas iand iLE iVilla, i(2006) iwhere ithe icompetency 

imismatch iwill ibe iable ito ireduce ithe ilevel iof iemployee icommitment. iSo ithe ipoint iis ithat iemployee 

icommitment iwill ibe iinfluenced iby icompetence. i 

The iresults iof ithis istudy ihave isignificant isimilarities iwith iprevious iresearch iconducted iby 

Slamet, iet ial i(2016); iPanekenan iet ial i(2019)with ithe iresults iof ithe istudy istating ithat irewards iand 

isanctionssignificant ieffect ion iemployee icommitment. 

The iEffect iof iTraining ion iEmployee iCommitment 

Based ion ithe iresults iof itesting ithe itraining ivariable ion iemployee icommitment, ithe icoefficient 

ivalue iis i0.582 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), iHa iis 

irejected iso ithat itraining ihas ia isignificant ieffect ion iemployee icommitment. iThis imeans ithat itraining 

ihas ia isignificant ieffect ion ithe icommitment iof iBondowoso iRegency iemployees. 

Employee icommitment iwill ibe iachieved iif ithere iis ia isuitability iof iemployees iwith ithe ijob 

iposition ithey iget. iEmployee iplacement imeans iallocating iemployees ito icertain iwork ipositions 

i(Rivai iand iSagala, i2010). iEmployee iplacement iis imatching ior icomparing iqualifications ipossessed 

iwith ijob irequirements, iand iat ithe isame itime iassigning itasks, ijobs ito iprospective iemployees ito ibe 

icarried iout i(Ardana, i2012). iEmployees iwho iare iplaced iin icertain ipositions imust ihave ithe inecessary 

icompetencies ito icarry iout iwork ieffectively iand iefficiently. 

This iresearch iis iin iline iwith ithe iresults iof iprevious iresearch iconducted iby iSaputra, 

iHendrawan i(2016); iAdhar i(2018); iNugraha, iet ial i(2017); iNkosi, iSM i(2015)which istates ithat 

itraining ihas ia isignificant ieffect ion iemployee icommitment. 

The iEffect iof iRewards iand iSanctions ion iEmployee iPerformance 

Based ion ithe iresults iof itesting ithe ivariable irewards iand isanctions ion iemployee iperformance, 

ithe icoefficient ivalue iis i0.468 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< 

i0.05), iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions ion iemployee 

iperformance. iThis imeans ithat irewards iand isanctions ihave ia isignificant ieffect ion ithe iperformance iof 

iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency iwhich iis iproven itrue ior iH3 iis iaccepted. 

Rewards iand isanctions iare iimportant iaspects ito isupport iits iperformance. iAccording ito 

iSudarmanto, i(2012) icompetence iis ithe iknowledge, iskills, iand iabilities ipossessed iby ia iperson, 

iwhich iare ipart iof ihim, iso ithat ihe ican iperform icertain icognitive, iaffective, iand ipsychomotor 
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ibehaviors. iUnderstanding iand ithe imeaning iof icompetence iaccording ito iMoeheriono, i(2013) iare ithe 

icharacteristics ithat iunderlie ia iperson irelated ito ithe ieffectiveness iof iindividual iperformance iin ihis 

iwork ior ibasic icharacteristics iof iindividuals iwho ihave ia icausal irelationship ior ias ia icause iand ieffect 

iwith icriteria ithat iare iused ias ireferences, ieffective ior iexcellent ior isuperior iperformance iin ithe 

iworkplace. ior iin icertain isituations. 

This iis isupported iby iresearch iconducted iWasiati i(2018); iSlamet, iet ial i(2016); iWirawan iand 

iAfani i(2018); iMas'ud i(2017); iPandey, iet ial i(2020); iPutra, iM., iand iDamayanti, iNE i(2020); 

iPanekenan iet ial i(2019) iwhich istates ithat ithere iis ia ipositive iand isignificant idirect iinfluence irewards 

iand isanctions ifor iperformance. 

The iEffect iof iTraining ion iEmployee iPerformance 

Based ion ithe iresults iof itesting ithe itraining ivariable ion iemployee iperformance, ithe icoefficient 

ivalue iis i0.362 iwith ian i-value iof i0.001. iBecause ithe i-value iis ismaller ithan i(0.001 i< i0.05), ithen iH0 iis 

irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof itraining ion iemployee iperformance. iBased ion ithe ifourth 

ihypothesis, itraining ihas ian ieffect ion iemployee iperformance. iThis imeans ithat itraining ihas ia 

isignificant ieffect ion ithe iperformance iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency, iit iis iproven itrue 

ior iH4 iis iaccepted. 

Marwansyah i(2010) istated i"Placement iis ithe iassignment ior ireassignment iof ia iworker ito ia 

inew ijob ior iposition." iAccording ito iHartatik i(2014) i"Training iis ijob iposition ianalysis iinformation 

ithat iis iused ito iplace iemployees iin ijobs ithat imatch itheir iskills iso ithat ithey iwork ieffectively." 

iAccording ito iGaol i(2014) i"Training i(Placement) iis ian iinitial iarrangement ior irearrangement iof ian 

iemployee iin ia inew iposition ithat iis idifferent ifrom ithe iprevious iposition." 

This istudy ihas isignificant isimilarities iwith iprevious iresearch iconducted iby iTjoen iHok, iet ial 

i(2014) iHendrawan i(2016); iAdhar i(2018); iNugraha, iet ial i(2017); iHafifi, iet ial i(2018); iPandey, iet ial 

i(2020)which istates ithat ithere iis ia ipositive iand isignificant idirect iinfluence itraining ion iperformance. 

The iEffect iof iEmployee iCommitment ion iEmployee iPerformance 

Based ion ithe iresults iof itesting ithe iemployee icommitment ivariable ion iemployee iperformance, 

ithe icoefficient ivalue iis i0.159 iwith ian i-value iof i0.016. iBecause ithe ivalue iof i-value iis ismaller ithan 

i0.016 i<0.05) ithen iH0 iis irejected, ithus ithere iis ia isignificant ieffect iof iemployee icommitment ion 

iemployee iperformance. iThis imeans ithat iemployee icommitment ihas ia isignificant ieffect ion ithe 

iperformance iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency iwhich iis iproven itrue ior iH5 iis iaccepted. 

According ito iSutrisno i(2012), idefining iemployee icommitment iis ian iimportant iissue ithat iis 

iconsidered iin irelation ito iemployee iwork iproductivity iand idissatisfaction iis ioften iassociated iwith 

ihigh ilevels iof ijob idemands iand icomplaints. iAccording ito iWulantika, i(2017) iEmployee 

icommitment iin igeneral iinvolves ia iperson's iattitude iabout ihis iwork. iBecause iit iinvolves iattitudes, 

ithe inotion iof iemployee icommitment iincludes ivarious ithings isuch ias ithe iconditions iand itendencies 

iof ia iperson's ibehavior. iSatisfaction iis inot ivisible iand itangible, ibut ican ibe irealized iin ia iwork iresult. 

iOne iof ithe imost iimportant iissues iis iencouraging iemployees ito ibe imore iproductive. i(Robbins, i2015) 

As ifor ithis istudy, ithere iare isignificant isimilarities iin iresults iwith iprevious iresearch iconducted 

iby iSlamet, iet ial i(2016); iHendrawan i(2016); iAdhar i(2018); iNugraha, iet ial i(2017); iWardani, iet ial 

i(2017); iLoan, iL. i(2020).with ithe iresults iof ithe istudy istating ithat iemployee icommitment ihas ia 

isignificant ieffect ion iperformance. iHowever, iresearch iQomariah, iN. i(2012); iPandaleke i(2016); 

iMarsoit i(2017) istates ithat iemployee icommitment ihas ino isignificant ieffect ion iperformance. 
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The iEffect iof iRewards iand iSanctions ion iEmployee iPerformance ithrough iEmployee 

iCommitment 

Based ion ithe isixth ihypothesis, irewards iand isanctions iaffect iemployee iperformance ithrough 

iemployee icommitment. iAfter itesting iand ianalyzing ithe idata, ithe iresults ishowed ithat ithe iindirect 

ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions i(X1) ion ithe iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) ithrough ithe 

iemployee icommitment iintervening ivariable i(Z) iof i0.041, iwhich iis ismaller ithan ithe idirect ieffect iof 

ithe ireward iand isanctions ivariable i(X1) ion ithe iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) iwhich iis i0.468. 

iThe itotal ieffect iof irewards iand isanctions i(X1) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y) iis i0.510 iwith ithe 

idetails iof ithe idirect ieffect ibeing i0.468 iand ithe iindirect ieffect ibeing i0.041. 

It ican ibe iconcluded ithat iif irewards iand isanctions iaffect iemployee icommitment iand iemployee 

icommitment iaffect iemployee iperformance iDLHP iBondowoso iRegency. iSo iit ican ibe iconcluded 

ithat irewards iand isanctions iindirectly ihave ian iinfluence ion iperformance ithrough iemployee 

icommitment. iIf iBondowoso iRegency iDLHP iemployees ihave igood iemployee icompetence iand 

icommitment, ithen ithey ishould ibe iable ito iimprove itheir iperformance. 

The  Effect iof iTraining ion iEmployee iPerformance ithrough iEmployee iCommitment 

Based ion ithe iseventh ihypothesis, itraining iaffects iemployee iperformance ithrough iemployee 

icommitment. iAfter itesting iand ianalyzing ithe idata, ithe iresults ishow ithat ithe iindirect ieffect iof ithe 

itraining ivariable i(X2) ion iemployee iperformance i(Y) ithrough ithe iintervening ivariable iof iemployee 

icommitment i(Z) iis i0.093, iwhich iis ismaller ithan ithe idirect ieffect iof ithe itraining ivariable i(X2) ion 

iemployee iperformance ivariable i(Y) ithat iis iequal ito i0.362. iThe itotal ieffect iof itraining i(X2) ion 

iemployee iperformance i(Y) iis i0.455 iwith idetails iof ithe idirect ieffect iof i0.362 iand ithe iindirect ieffect 

iof i0.093. 

It ican ibe iconcluded ithat iif ithe iwork ienvironment iaffects iemployee icommitment iand 

iemployee icommitment iaffects iemployee iperformance iDLHP iBondowoso iRegency. iSo iit ican ibe 

iconcluded ithat ithe iwork ienvironment iindirectly ihas ian iinfluence ion iperformance ithrough 

iemployee icommitment. iIf iBondowoso iRegency iDLHP iemployees ihave ia igood iwork ienvironment 

iand iemployee icommitment, ithen ithey ishould ibe iable ito iimprove itheir iperformance. 

CONCLUSION 

 Based ion ithe iresearch ifindings ithat ihave ibeen idescribed iin iChapter iIV, ithe iconclusions iin 

ithis istudy iare ias ifollows: 

1. The itest iresults iprove ithat irewards iand isanctions ihave ia ipositive iand isignificant ieffect ion ithe 

icommitment iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency. i 

2. The itest iresults iprove ithat itraining ihas ia ipositive iand isignificant ieffect ion ithe icommitment 

iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency. i 

3. The itest iresults iprove ithat irewards iand isanctions ihave ia ipositive iand isignificant ieffect ion ithe 

iperformance iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency. i 

4. The itest iresults iprove ithat itraining ihas ia ipositive iand isignificant ieffect ion ithe iperformance 

iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency. i 

5. The itest iresults iprove ithat iemployee icommitment ihas ia ipositive iand isignificant ieffect ion ithe 

iperformance iof iDLHP iemployees iin iBondowoso iRegency. i 

6. The itest iresults iprove ithat ithere iis ian iindirect ieffect iof ieducation ilevel ion iemployee 

iperformance ivariables ithrough ithe iintervening ivariable iof iemployee icommitment iDLHP 

iBondowoso iRegency iwhose ivalue iis ismaller ithan ithe idirect ieffect. i 
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7. The itest iresults iprove ithe iindirect ieffect iof ithe itraining ivariable ion iemployee iperformance 

ithrough ithe iintervening ivariable icommitment iof ithe iBondowoso iRegency iDLHP iemployee 

iwhose ivalue iis ismaller ithan ithe idirect ieffect. 

Research iLimitations 

 From ithe iresults iof ithe idiscussion iof ithe ithesis, iby ilooking iat ithe ibackground iof ithe iresearch, 

ijustification iof ithe itheory iand iresearch imethods, iit ican ibe istated ithat isome ilimitations iof ithis 

iresearch iare: i 

1. This iresearch iis ilimited ito ithe iscope iof ithe iproblem iraised, inamely ithe isuitability iof 

iemployee itraining iwith irewards iand isanctions. iSo iit iis iconsidered ias ia ifactor ithat iis inot 

ioptimal ifor iemployee iperformance. iBased ion ithe iidentification iof iemployee 

iperformance, iit iis ionly ibased ion i2 iassessment iindicators, inamely iSKP iand iKPI iwhere 

ithe iindicators ifor ievaluating iemployee iperformance iin igeneral iare inot ispecified. 

2. This istudy idoes inot iraise ithe iissue iof irewards iand isanctions, inamely idata irelated ito ithe 

inumber iof iemployees iwho iare isubject ito idisciplinary isanctions ior ithe iform iof iapplying 

isanctions ifor idisciplinary iviolations. 

3. The iresults iof imeasuring iemployee iperformance iin ithis istudy iwere ionly imeasured iusing 

ithree ivariables, inamely itraining, irewards iand isanctions iand iemployee icommitment. 

Suggestion 

The isuggestions ithat ican ibe igiven ibased ion ithe iresults iof ithe istudy iare ias ifollows: 

1. Referring ito ithe iconclusion iwhich istates ithat irewards iand isanctions ihave ia ipositive iand 

isignificant ieffect ion iemployee icommitment iand iemployee iperformance, ithe iRegional 

iGovernment ishould iBondowoso iRegency ias imuch ias ipossible iincreases iattention iand ipays 

iattention ito iaspects iof iemployee isatisfaction iat iwork. 

2. For ifuture iresearch, iit iis irecommended ito iconsider iother ifactors ithat ialso iinfluence 

iemployee icommitment iand iemployee iperformance isuch ias ileadership, icareer idevelopment 

iand iwork idiscipline. i 

3. Further iresearch ican ialso iuse idifferent ior imore ispecific iobjects iin idetermining iresearch 

irespondents. 
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