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ABSTRACT

	Aims: This study aims to analyze the influence of employee agility and employee engagement on employee performance, with organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) as a mediating variable.
Study Design: This is a quantitative study using a random sample. Primary data was obtained through questionnaires.
Place and Duration of Study : The population was employees in the private sector in Surabaya. The sample size was 216 respondents. The survey was conducted between January and May 2025.
Methodology: The research method used a quantitative approach. Sampling was conducted using non-probability sampling and purposive sampling techniques. Data analysis was performed using SEM-PLS.
Results:The results show that employee agility and employee engagement, along with OCB, have a significant positive effect on employee performance, and employee agility and employee engagement have a significant positive effect on OCB. As a mediator, OCB is able to mediate the influence of employee agility and employee engagement on employee performance.
Conclusion: These findings demonstrate that OCB acts as a mediator, strengthening the relationship between agility, engagement, and performance. The practical implications of this research emphasize the importance of companies building employee agility and engagement and cultivating an OCB culture to improve performance in the private sector.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Business competition in the VUCA ( Volatility, Uncertainty, Complexity, Ambiguity ) era demands companies to have adaptive and competitive human resources. Employee agility is a crucial competency for dealing with rapid change, while employee engagement reflects employees' emotional attachment and commitment to the organization. However, the mechanism by which these two factors influence employee performance remains a matter of debate, particularly in the context of private companies in Surabaya. Employee agility focuses on employees' ability to handle uncertainty and new opportunities (Bala et al., 2019). Employee agility will impact both organizational and employee performance. Employee agility , namely the ability of employees to quickly adapt to change and demonstrate flexibility in carrying out roles, is a crucial competency in dynamic business situations. Previous literature shows that employee agility and employee engagement are positively related to performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Lee et al., 2018). However, several studies have found inconsistent results (Sari et al., 2024; Lukito, 2020). To explain this inconsistency, this study presents Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) as a mediating variable. Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) was chosen as a mediating variable in this study because OCB theoretically and empirically plays a strategic role in bridging the influence of internal employee factors such as employee agility and employee engagement on employee performance. OCB is based on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which emphasizes the extra-role contributions of employees when they feel engaged and agile . This study aims to analyze the influence of employee agility on employee performance, analyze the influence of employee engagement on employee performance, and examine the role of OCB as a mediator in this relationship.

Literature review

1. Employee Agility
Employee agility refers to an employee's ability to adapt quickly to change, learn new things, and remain productive amidst uncertainty. Because employee agility, or employee agility, is considered crucial for companies, employees are expected to improve their adaptability, innovation, and flexibility, as well as their ability to adjust to new situations. Joiner and Josephs (2007) define employee agility as an individual's ability to think complexly, be flexible, and lead change. This includes the ability to understand multiple perspectives, adapt to new situations, generate creative ideas, and influence others to accept change. P асходов et al . (2020) emphasize employee agility as a capacity . Indicators developed by Muduli, 2013 and Pulakos et al., 2000, namely 1. Adaptability to change, 2. Flexibility in carrying out tasks, 3. Willingness to learn and develop, 4. Resilience in uncertain conditions, 5. Responsiveness to organizational needs.

2. Employee Engagement
Employee engagement refers to the emotional involvement and commitment of employees to their work and organization. Employee Engagement is a condition where a person has a sense of enthusiasm, high passion, energetic attitude, and demonstrates a commitment to his work (Maylett and Paul in Meliuspendi, 2023). Furthermore, Schaufeli et al . (2002) define employee engagement as a positive, satisfying, and work-related state of mind, characterized by vigor (enthusiasm and energy), dedication (enthusiasm and involvement), and absorption (deep concentration and focus). Robinson et al. (2004) stated that employee engagement is a combination of commitment to the organization and the desire to give the best in work . Indicators developed by Organ (1988) 1. Altruism, Courtesy , 2. Conscientiousness, 3. Civic Virtue, 4. Sportsmanship.

3. Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) is a choice of behavior that is not part of the job. from an employee's formal work obligations, but supports the effective functioning of the organization. Employees with OCB will have high loyalty and naturally feel comfortable and secure in their jobs. Therefore, an institution's management is expected to be able to improve its employees' OCB to achieve better employee performance . If OCB is not managed properly, it will result in low performance and high turnover. Organizational Citizenship Behavior refers to voluntary behavior performed by employees to support the organization even though it is not required by their job description. According to Organ & Ryan ., ( 1995 ) in Riad (2019) Organizational Citizenship Behavior defined as a characteristic of a person with his own will who indirectly receives a reward but can provide effectiveness and contribution to the institution . Indicators developed by Organ (1988) 1. Altruism, 2. Courtesy, 3. Conscientiousness, 4. Civic Virtue, 5. Sportsmanship.

4. Employee Performance
Employee performance refers to how effectively employees perform their duties and responsibilities, as well as their contribution to organizational goals. Mathis and Jackson (2010) define employee performance as the work results achieved by an employee in carrying out the tasks and responsibilities assigned to him/her within a certain period of time. Cascio (2019) states that employee performance involves the quality and quantity of work results, efficiency, effectiveness, and contribution to organizational goals. According to Campbell et al. (1993), performance is multidimensional work and involves various aspects of behavior that are relevant to organizational goals. Indicators for measuring employee performance according to Bernardin & Russell, (2012), Mathis and Jackson (2010) Cascio (2019) are 1. Productivity, 2. Quality of work, 3. Efficiency, 4. Initiative and creativity, goal achievement. ]

2. methodology
[
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
Research Hypothesis
H1 : Employee agility has a positive and significant effect on employee performance in Surabaya.
H2: Employee engagement has a positive and significant effect on employee performance in Surabaya.
H3: Employee agility has a positive and significant effect on the Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) of employees in Surabaya.
H4: Employee engagement has a positive and significant effect on the Organizational Citizenship Behavior of employees in Surabaya.
H5: Organizational Citizenship Behavior has a positive and significant effect on employee performance in Surabaya.
H6: Organizational Citizenship Behavior mediates the influence of employee agility on employee performance in Surabaya.
H7: Organizational Citizenship Behavior mediates the influence of employee engagement on employee performance in Surabaya.

Research methods
This type of research is quantitative associative with survey method. The population used is employees in Surabaya City. Sampling was done using Non-probability sampling and Purpusive sampling techniques . The criteria are determined by the following criteria: (1) Permanent employees of private companies (2) work experience of more than 3 years in 2025. According to Hair et al (2017) that in research using SmartPLS the minimum number of samples that should be used is 10 times the total number of indicators. In general, a sample size of more than 100 is better, but a sample size smaller than 100 is acceptable, depending on the research background. This study has a total of respondents, so the sample is determined = 216 respondents. The data collection method uses a questionnaire with the agree disagree scale method on an interval scale of 1 to 5. Data analysis uses PLS-SEM with SmartPLS. Model testing includes convergent validity, discriminant validity, composite reliability, Cronbach's alpha , and inner model testing through R-square, Q-square, and hypothesis testing (bootstrapping) .

3. Results and Discussion

[ 3.1 Respondent Characteristics
3.1.1 Respondent Characteristics Based on Gender
The largest number of employee respondents were male with a total of 109 respondents or 50.46% and followed by female respondents with a total of 107 respondents or 49.54%.
3.1.2 Characteristics based on education 
The largest number of employee respondents were high school graduates with a total of 59 respondents or 27 %, D3 level = 44 respondents or 21%, S1 level = 109 respondents or 50%, S2 level = 4 respondents or 2%,
3.1.3 Characteristics Based on Length of Service 
The largest number of employee respondents were those with 1-4 years of service (170 respondents, or 78%), followed by 29 respondents with 5-10 years of service (13.4%), and 17 respondents with 11 years of service (7.8%).
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Figure 2. PLS SEM Model


3.2 Outer Model and Inner Model Results
3.2.1 Outer Model Results
Table 1.
Convergent Validity
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Employee Agility
	Employee Engagement
	Employee Performance
	Organizational Citizenship Behavior

	EA1
	0.834
	
	
	

	EA2
	0.814
	
	
	

	EA3
	0.862
	
	
	

	EA4
	0.761
	
	
	

	EA5
	0.790
	
	
	

	EE1
	
	0.939
	
	

	EE2
	
	0.807
	
	

	EE3
	
	0.775
	
	

	EE4
	
	0.803
	
	

	EE5
	
	0.873
	
	

	KK1
	
	
	0.943
	

	KK2
	
	
	0.756
	

	KK3
	
	
	0.888
	

	KK4
	
	
	0.868
	

	KK5
	
	
	0.842
	

	OCB1
	
	
	
	0.955

	OCB2
	
	
	
	0.924

	OCB3
	
	
	
	0.943

	OCB4
	
	
	
	0.932

	OCB5
	
	
	
	0.961


Source: primary data processed in 2025

Based on the results of the analysis above, all questionnaire items each have a loading factor value of more than 0.5 so that all indicators or questionnaire items are valid and significant in forming their respective latent variables.

Table 2.
Construct Validity and Reliability
	 
	Cronbach's Alpha
	rho_A
	Composite Reliability
	Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

	Employee Agility
	0.871
	0.873
	0.907
	0.661

	Employee Engagement
	0.896
	0.912
	0.924
	0.708

	Employee Performance
	0.912
	0.918
	0.935
	0.742

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	0.969
	0.969
	0.976
	0.889


Source: primary data processed in 2025

Based on the data above, the AVE value was ≥ 0.5. Therefore, all variables used in the study have convergent validity parameters suitable for use.

Table 3.
Cross Loading
	
	Employee Agility
	Employee Engagement
	Employee Performance
	Organizational Citizenship Behavior

	EA1
	0.834
	0.548
	0.547
	0.636

	EA2
	0.814
	0.523
	0.525
	0.646

	EA3
	0.862
	0.558
	0.594
	0.643

	EA4
	0.761
	0.437
	0.477
	0.591

	EA5
	0.790
	0.541
	0.560
	0.596

	EE1
	0.670
	0.939
	0.810
	0.798

	EE2
	0.466
	0.807
	0.574
	0.593

	EE3
	0.465
	0.775
	0.584
	0.580

	EE4
	0.519
	0.803
	0.621
	0.629

	EE5
	0.556
	0.873
	0.703
	0.688

	KK1
	0.608
	0.771
	0.943
	0.708

	KK2
	0.541
	0.590
	0.756
	0.612

	KK3
	0.524
	0.689
	0.888
	0.634

	KK4
	0.552
	0.637
	0.868
	0.599

	KK5
	0.638
	0.701
	0.842
	0.690

	OCB1
	0.742
	0.762
	0.730
	0.955

	OCB2
	0.714
	0.702
	0.691
	0.924

	OCB3
	0.709
	0.751
	0.727
	0.943

	OCB4
	0.707
	0.729
	0.685
	0.932

	OCB5
	0.740
	0.770
	0.726
	0.961


Source: primary data processed in 2025

Based on the analysis results, the cross loading value of each indicator on its respective variable shows a greater value when compared to the cross loading value of the indicator on other variables in the model.
Table 4.
Construct Validity and Reliability
	
	Cronbach's Alpha
	rho_A
	Composite Reliability
	Average Variance Extracted (AVE)

	Employee Agility
	0.871
	0.873
	0.907
	0.661

	Employee Engagement
	0.896
	0.912
	0.924
	0.708

	Employee Performance
	0.912
	0.918
	0.935
	0.742

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	0.969
	0.969
	0.976
	0.889


Source: primary data processed in 2025

The analysis results above show that the Cronbach's alpha and composite reliability values for each latent variable are greater than 0.5. This indicates that each indicator is reliable and possesses accuracy, consistency, and precision in measuring its latent variable.

The results of the outer model test show that all indicators are valid and reliable, with loading factor values > 0.7; AVE values > 0.5; and composite reliability values > 0.7. This indicates that the results of the outer model analysis meet the SEM PLS criteria.

3.2.2 Inner Model Results
Table 5.
R Square
	
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square

	Employee Performance
	0.682
	0.678

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	0.736
	0.733


Source: primary data processed in 2025

A value of 68.2% means that the diversity of Employee Performance variable values that can be explained by its exogenous variables is 68.2%, while the remainder can be explained by other variables not included in the model. A value of 73.6% means that the diversity of Organizational Citizenship Behavior variable values that can be explained by its exogenous variables is 73.6%, while the remainder can be explained by other variables not included in the model.
Prediction Relevance
The value obtained is 0.916 (large because ), this value shows that the exogenous latent variable has good model prediction ability, in other words the exogenous latent variable is good (suitable) as a latent variable that is able to explain the endogenous variable in the model.
Hypothesis test results:
Table 6.
Direct Influence
	
	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T-Statistic (|O/STDEV|)
	P Values

	Employee Agility -> Employee Performance
	0.165
	0.160
	0.054
	3,026
	0.003

	Employee Agility -> Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	0.442
	0.443
	0.063
	7,046
	0.000

	Employee Engagement -> Employee Performance
	0.499
	0.502
	0.087
	5,703
	0.000

	Employee Engagement -> Organizational Citizenship Behavior
	0.504
	0.502
	0.059
	8,477
	0.000

	Organizational Citizenship Behavior -> Employee Performance
	0.236
	0.234
	0.095
	2,489
	0.013


 Source: primary data processed in 2025

Based on the table above, it can be seen that the P-Value is less than 0.05, it can be concluded that there is a direct significant influence of exogenous variables on endogenous variables.


Table 7.
Indirect Influence
	
	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T-Statistic
(|O/STDEV|)
	P Values

	Employee Agility -> Organizational Citizenship Behavior -> Employee Performance
	0.104
	0.103
	0.043
	2,414
	0.016

	Employee Engagement -> Organizational Citizenship Behavior -> Employee Performance
	0.119
	0.118
	0.053
	2,244
	0.025


Source: primary data processed in 2025
In the table data above, it can be seen that the P-Value is less than 0.05, it can be concluded that Organizational Citizenship Behavior can mediate the influence of Employee Agility and Employee Engagement on business performance .

DISCUSSION 
hypothesis testing indicate that all hypotheses are accepted. The findings of this study paint a comprehensive picture of the performance ecosystem of private sector employees in Surabaya. Amidst the ever-changing world of work, agility and engagement are found to be the two main pillars supporting employee performance. Agile employees, with their ability to quickly adapt and proactively seek solutions, have been shown to maintain high productivity. This finding reinforces the views of Sherehiy & Karwowski (2014) and several other studies (Lee et al., 2018; Breu et al., 2004; Magfiyar & Ikhsan, 2024) which state that agility is key to efficiency in a dynamic environment, although it should be noted that this finding contradicts the study by Sari et al. (2024). Similarly, employees with strong emotional and cognitive engagement—characterized by vigor , dedication , and absorption ( Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004)—tend to deliver their best performance. This engagement encourages them to not just work but to contribute wholeheartedly, in line with research by Anitha (2014), Junipriansa & Disastra (2025), and Dajani (2015). However, the impact of agility and engagement goes beyond completing formal tasks. This research reveals that these two factors significantly increase Organizational Citizenship Behavior . (OCB ) . Agile employees are naturally more sensitive to their surroundings, encouraging them to take the initiative to help coworkers and contribute ideas for improvement beyond their job descriptions (Li et al., 2018). Similarly, employees who are engaged in their organization feel a strong sense of belonging, which motivates them to voluntarily contribute to the common good (Kahn, 1990; Rurkkhum & Udomkit, 2012). This confirms previous findings by Simatupang et al. (2023) and Ramba et al. (2024) that agility and engagement are key drivers for the growth of prosocial behavior in the workplace. The importance of these findings lies in the central role of OCB as a vital bridge connecting individual qualities with performance outcomes. OCB itself has been shown to positively influence performance, as a culture of mutual assistance and collective initiative can improve overall team efficiency (Organ et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al ., 2009). Further, this research shows that the influence of agility and engagement on performance is much more optimal when channeled through OCB. In other words, agility and engagement encourage employees to exhibit OCB behaviors, and these behaviors then concretely improve their performance. OCB is a key mechanism that translates individual potential into tangible contributions. This means that to build a high-performing team, companies must not only have agile and engaged employees but also actively foster a culture where caring, collaboration, and voluntary contributions can thrive.


4. Conclusion

Based on the data analysis and discussion that has been conducted, this study concludes that employee performance in private companies in Surabaya is significantly influenced by individual internal factors and prosocial behavior in the workplace. Specifically, it was found that employee agility and employee engagement have a positive and significant influence on employee performance. Furthermore, this study proves the important role of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) as a mediating variable. This means that the positive influence of employee agility and employee engagement on employee performance is strengthened when both are able to foster OCB behavior. Employees who are agile, adaptive, and have a strong emotional and cognitive attachment to their work tend to demonstrate extra-role behaviors such as initiative, helping coworkers, and contributing voluntarily, which ultimately leads to increased individual and organizational performance.
Managerial Implications
These findings provide several practical implications for managers and human resource (HR) practitioners in their efforts to optimize performance. First, organizations need to invest in developing employee agility . This can be implemented through training programs that focus on improving adaptability, continuous learning, and problem-solving. Furthermore, creating an organizational culture that supports flexibility, autonomy, and tolerance for failure as a learning process is crucial for fostering collective agility. Second, improving employee engagement should be a strategic priority. Management needs to ensure supportive leadership, open communication channels, and fair recognition and appreciation systems. Encouraging work-life balance has also proven effective in building authentic, long-term engagement. Third, because OCB has been shown to be a vital bridge between agility and engagement and performance, organizations are advised to consciously promote a culture that encourages OCB . This can be achieved by instilling the values of collaboration and teamwork, modeling behavior by leaders, and considering prosocial contributions as an aspect of the performance evaluation system. In this way, companies not only encourage the achievement of individual targets but also build strong social capital for long-term success.
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