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INTRODUCTION

The digital economy has emerged as a new source
of growth for many countries, including Indonesia.
Hinings et al. (2018) define the digital economy as
business activities conducted through the creation
and exchange of value, transactions, and relationships
among economic actors, using the internet as the
medium of exchange and operating virtually. In
Indonesia, the digital economy continues to expand
in value year by year. According to the e-Conomy
SEA Report 2024 by Google, Temasek, and Bain
& Company (2024), Indonesia’s digital economy is
projected to reach a Gross Merchandise Value (GMV)
of $90 billion in 2024 an increase of 13% from 2023
making it the largest GMV in Southeast Asia. This
positive growth trend has been ongoing since 2018.

The expansion of the digital economy is closely tied
to the growth of startups, which serve as its primary
drivers. Startups are defined as technology-based
pioneering firms shaped by digital, social, and economic
revolutions, offering novel forms of organization and
innovation to develop products that meet emerging
demands (Awaya & Krishna, 2021; Skala, 2019).
Indonesia ranks as the sixth-largest country in the world
in terms of startup count, surpassing Germany, France,
and several other major economies (StartupRanking,
2024). With the largest market share in Southeast Asia,
Indonesia also boasts a young and skilled workforce in
the technology sector (StartupBlink, 2023).

Despite these opportunities, startups face significant
challenges under VUCA conditions. The failure rate
of startups remains high up to 90% at various stages
of development with around 10% failing within the
first year across all industries (Rosales, 2024). Post-
pandemic shifts in the economic landscape have led
investors to adopt a more cautious approach, favoring
ventures with higher certainty of return. As a result,
investors now demand clear strategies from startups
throughout the development, growth, and investment
exit stages a phenomenon commonly referred to as the
“tech winter.” Startups also confront VUCA-related
challenges stemming from changes in work patterns
and workforce demographics. In the post-pandemic
era, a new hybrid working model has emerged,
allowing employees to work from any location at any
time, enabled by technology and flexible working
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conditions (Andrulli & Gerards, 2023). Additionally,
generational shifts in the labor force present further
challenges. Millennials (Gen Y) and Gen Z now
dominate the labor market. According to Indonesia’s
Central Bureau of Statistics (2024), individuals aged
25-39 account for 35% of the total workforce, with
this figure expected to increase. The Deloitte Global
Gen Z and Millennial Survey (2024) found that these
generations prioritize work-life balance, competitive
compensation, opportunities for learning and growth,
positive work environments, flexible hours, career
advancement, and meaningful work.

Mathis and Jackson (2010), in Human Resource
Management, and Armstrong (2012), in A Handbook
of Human Resource Management Practice, state
that employee performance is influenced by a range
of factors, including firm/environment-related
factors (e.g., management support, training culture,
organizational climate), job-related factors (e.g.,
communication, autonomy, work environment), and
employee-related factors (e.g., intrinsic motivation,
proactivity, adaptability, skill flexibility, commitment,
skill level). Building on this theoretical foundation and
prior empirical research, Diamantidis and Chatzoglou
(2019) developed a model that integrates these
variables and conducted further studies, concluding that
employee performance is both directly and indirectly
shaped by the interaction of these three categories of
factors and their respective sub-factors.

Previous studies have not explicitly examined how
firm/environment-related, job-related, and employee-
related factors interact to shape employee performance
within Indonesian startups operating under VUCA
conditions. Moreover, no research to date has
specifically addressed the development of strategies to
enhance employee performance in startup companies.

This study aims to validate and extend previous research
by examining the influence of firm/environment-
related factors, job-related factors, and employee-
related factors on employee performance, specifically
in startup companies, particularly within the context of
VUCA. The study seeks to provide strategic insights
that help startups enhance employee performance,
ultimately contributing to improved business and
organizational outcomes (Delaney & Huselid, 1996).
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METHODS

The study was carried out between December 2024 and
February 2025. The data utilized in this research were
mainly sourced from primary data, collected directly
from respondents through questionnaire responses. The
participants in this study were employees of startup
companies. These questionnaires were distributed
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online using Google Forms and featured a 7-point Likert
scale to gauge levels of agreement or disagreement with
each statement. This scale was chosen for its greater
sensitivity in capturing subtle variations in respondents’
perceptions compared to a five-point scale, resulting in
more precise and nuanced findings. The questionnaire
items were designed based on operational definitions
adapted from previous studies, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Operational variables

Variables

Definition

Reference

Firm/environment-related factors

Management Support

Training Culture

Organizational
Climate

Job-related factors
Work environment

Managerial
Affirmation

Intrinsic Affirmations

Personal belonging
Co-worker belonging
Personal competence

Job communication

Performance
communication

Work-related
communication

Responsive
capabilities

Job autonomy

To what extent does management support

an employee in carrying out his work.

The what extent does the company considers employee training as
a factor that positively influences employee performance.

How an employee views the work climate and in particular the
quality of relationships with superiors and coworkers.

To what extent does an employee realizes that they are a valuable
asset to the company from the behavior of their superiors.

To what extent does job design is able to give employees the idea
that the work they do can make a positive and unique contribution
to the company.

To what extent does the work environment meets the social needs
of employees.

To what extent does an employee is socially connected to his or
her coworkers.

To what extent does an employee believes that his or her skills lead
to higher levels of job performance.

To what extent does a supervisor informs an employee about his or
her level of performance.

To what extent does a supervisor informs employees about changes
occurring in their workplace and work environment.

To what extent does superiors are willing to listen and respond to
employee requests and questions.

To what extent does the company allows employees to work
independently on various aspects of the job, taking into account the
function and goals/targets of the job.

Employee-related factors

Proactive ability

Taking charge

Voice
Innovation

Problem anticipation
ability

Voluntary and constructive efforts of employees to improve
company procedures in the workplace.

Makes innovative suggestions for change and recommends
modifying standard procedures even when others disagree.
Generating new ideas or approaches and implementing them in the
workplace.

Independent and anticipatory actions to prevent recurrence of work
problems.

(Parker et al. 2006)

(Hale, 2011)

(Armstrong, 2012)

(Fawcett et al. 2008)

(Armstrong, 2012; Price,
1997)

(Grant and Parker, 2009;
Morgeson et al. 2005)

(Crant, 2000; Grant and
Ashford, 2008; Morrison
and Phelps, 1999; Parker and
Collins 2010)

(LePine and Van Dyne, 2001;
Parker and Collins, 2010)
(Crant, 2000; Parker and
Collins, 2010)

(Grant and Ashford, 2008;
Parker and Collins, 2010)
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Variables Definition Reference
Environmental Actively scan the organizational environment to identify the fit (Parker and Collins, 2010)
scanning between the organization and its environment.

Issue selling
credibility

Issue selling
willingness

Feedback inquiry

Feedback monitoring

Ability to negotiate
job changes

Career initiatives

Adaptability
Ability to handle
crisis situations
Ability to handle
work pressure
Creative problem
solving

Ability to deal with
uncertainty and
unexpected work
situations

Learning skills related
to tasks, technology
and rules

Interpersonal skills

Cultural adaptability

Intrinsic Motivation

Employee
performance

To what extent does an employee has a positive track record for
raising an issue.

To what extent does an employee is willing to devote time, energy
and effort to ensure decision makers in the organization are aware
of the issues at hand.

Actively ask your superior for performance feedback.

Using the information obtained from the feedback obtained to
monitor the work.

An explicit effort to change one's job to better suit one's skills and
abilities.

An individual's active effort to promote his or her career rather
than passively responding to a given situation or job.

React with appropriate and timely urgency in life-threatening,
dangerous or emergency situations (in the workplace)

Remain calm when facing difficult situations or high workloads
and act calmly and steadily to influence others who need guidance.

Develop creative solutions to unusual, complex and uncertain job-
related problems.

Be ready and easy to face unexpected events and circumstances
related to work and try to apply the right solution

Quickly and adeptly learn new methods on how to perform
previously unlearned tasks and adapt to new work processes and
procedures.

Listens to and considers the points of view and opinions of others
and is willing to change one's own opinion if necessary

Willing to adjust behavior or appearance in the workplace as
necessary to comply with or demonstrate respect for the values and
customs of others

To what extent does an employee performs work in the best way to
achieve personal satisfaction

To what extent is the productivity level of an individual employee
able to meet the company's performance standards?

(Crant, 2000; Morrison and
Phelps, 1999; Parker and
Collins, 2010)

(Crant, 2000; Parker and
Collins, 2010)

(Crant, 2000; Grant and
Ashford, 2008; Parker and
Collins, 2010)

(Grant and Ashford, 2008;
Parker and Collins, 2010)
(Grant & Ashford, 2008;
Parker & Collins, 2010)

(Crant, 2000; Parker &
Collins, 2010)

(Ployhart & Bliese, 2006;
Pulakos, 2004)

(Armstrong, 2012; Price,
1997)

(Armstrong, 2012;
Thompson, 2005)

This study employed non-probability sampling using

Respondent

characteristics

were categorized by

a convenience sampling technique. The minimum
sample size was determined based on the “10-times
rule,” which states that the sample must be at least 10
times the number of independent variables in the most
complex regression within the path model. With 93
respondents, this study meets the minimum requirement
(90 respondents).

gender, age, education level, job position, length
of employment, startup sector, and other relevant
variables. Structural Equation Modeling - Partial Least
Squares (SEM-PLS) was utilized to analyze both the
direct and indirect effects among variables. SEM-
PLS is particularly advantageous when dealing with
small sample sizes, non-normal data, or complex and
nonlinear relationships (Hair et al. 2017). The analysis
was conducted in two stages: evaluation of the outer
model and the inner model.
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The outer model evaluation assessed how well a set of
observed indicators represented the latent constructs,
often referred to as construct validity. This study applied
a hierarchical component model consisting of two
levels: lower-order constructs (dimensions) and higher-
order constructs (latent variables), with a reflective-
reflective measurement approach. For reflective
measurements, the outer model evaluation included
assessments of indicator loadings (>0.708), construct
reliability (composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha
>0.70), convergent validity (average variance extracted
>0.5), and discriminant validity (HTMT ratio <0.90).
The disjoint two-stage approach was adopted (Sarstedt
et al. 2019), whereby the first stage evaluated the
lower-order constructs, and the resulting latent variable
scores were then used in the second stage to evaluate
higher-order constructs (Becker et al. 2012). This
method was chosen as the study’s focus lies in higher-
order estimation.

The inner model evaluation aimed to determine the
significance and strength of the structural relationships
and the model’s predictive relevance. According to
Hair et al. (2017), the structural model was evaluated
by: (1) testing for collinearity with a VIF value <5 (Hair
et al. 2022); (2) assessing the size and significance of
the path coefficients using bootstrapping. A p-value
<0.05 & <0.lindicates significance at the 5% and 10%
level. Path coefficients also indicate the direction of
relationships (positive/negative) with values ranging
from -1 to 1; and (3) evaluating the Coefficient of
Determination (R?), with values of 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25
indicating substantial, moderate, and weak explanatory
power, respectively.

Hypothesis

Firm/Environment-Related Factors and Employee
Performance

Individual and organizational factors significantly
influence teleworkers’ productivity. Job security, job
satisfaction, flexibility, organizational commitment,
and management support are key determinants
(Aboelmaged & Subbaugh, 2012). Aropah et al. (2020),
in a study on Indonesia’s Procurement Policy Institute,
found that leadership and the work environment affect
employee performance, whereas management support
does not. However, Diamantidis and Chatzoglou
(2019) found that management support had both
direct and indirect significant effects on performance,
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while organizational climate and training culture had
significant indirect effects.

Job-Related Factors and Employee Performance

Noe (2008) stated that job autonomy positively affects
employee performance, allowing employees to work
more efficiently. Morgeson et al. (2005) confirmed this
finding. Ehrhart and Schneider (2016) demonstrated that
the work environment influences productivity. The Case
(2000) highlighted communication and performance
management as key challenges in virtual settings. Price
(1997) also emphasized that communication affects
employee motivation and commitment.

and

Employee-Related  Factors

Performance

Employee

According to Diamantidis and Chatzoglou (2019),
intrinsic motivation and adaptability directly affect
performance, while proactive ability has an indirect
effect. Purcell and Boxall (2017) support the influence
of intrinsic motivation on performance. Employees
with high proactivity often take initiative, suggest
improvements, and positively influence peers. Parker
and Collins (2010) and Pulakos et al. (2002) concluded
that adaptability in new and uncertain environments
positively influences employee performance.

This study’s model includes three primary factors that
directly or indirectly affect employee performance:
Firm/Environment-Related Factors: training culture,
management support, and organizational climate; Job-
Related Factors: work environment, job autonomy,
and job communication, Employee-Related Factors:
intrinsic motivation, proactive ability, and adaptability.

The research hypotheses are as follows:

H1: Firm/environment-related factors are significantly
associated with employee performance.

H2: Job-related factors are significantly associated with
employee performance.

H3: Employee-related factors are
associated with employee performance
H4: Firm/environment-related factors are significantly
associated with job-related factors

significantly

HS: Job-related factors are significantly associated with
employee-related factors.
H6: Job-related factors are significantly associated with
employee-related factors.
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Based on the theoretical framework (Figure 1) and
previous studies, it can be concluded that company/
environment-related factors, job-related factors, and
employee-related factors have a direct and/or indirect
influence on employee performance. In this study, the
researcher analyzes how employee performance in
startups is influenced (directly and/or indirectly) by
these three categories of factors.

RESULTS

The majority of respondents in this study were employed
at companies implementing new work arrangements,
including flexible working hours (34.41%), full Work
From Anywhere (WFA)/Work From Home (12.90%),
and various hybrid working models (59.14%). The
gender distribution was relatively balanced, with
51.16% male and 48.39% female respondents. Most
participants were members of Generation Y and Z.

In terms of educational background, the majority
held a bachelor’s degree (S1) at 78.49%, followed by
master’s degree (S2) holders at 15.05%, high school or
equivalentat4.30%, and associate degree (D3) at2.15%.
Regarding organizational roles, most respondents were
in middle management positions (48.39%), followed
by staff-level roles (45.16%) and top management
(6.45%). The substantial representation of middle
management enables a more comprehensive view of
workplace policies, incorporating both top-level and
employee perspectives.

Firm/Environment-Related Factors H6
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Respondents’ tenure varied, with the majority having
worked for more than four years (45.16%), followed
by 1-2 years (15.05%), 3—4 years (13.98%), 2-3
years (12.90%), and less than one year (12.90%). The
startups represented in this study primarily operated in
the financial technology sector (80.65%), followed by
education technology (9.68%), Software as a Service
(SaaS) (3.23%), e-commerce (2.15%), agriculture
(agritech) (1.08%), travel and accommodation (1.08%),
and other sectors (2.15%). The complete respondent
characteristics are presented in Table 2.

First Stage Outer Model Evaluation

The initial stage of outer model evaluation involves
assessing the relationships between questionnaire
items (indicators) and their corresponding dimension
constructs (lower-order constructs). This step ensures
that each indicator is significantly and strongly
associated with its respective construct.

The indicator loading results show that most items
have loading values above 0.708, as presented in
Table 3. This indicates that the majority of items are
highly relevant to the dimensions being measured. The
results of the convergent validity test indicate that each
construct has an Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
value above 0.50, as shown in Table 3. This suggests
that the indicators consistently measure the same
underlying construct within the model. The reliability
test results further demonstrate that all variables exhibit
composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha values
exceeding the minimum threshold of 0.70 (Table 3),
confirming that the constructs are reliable measures of
the intended variables.

Employee-Related Factors
(intrinsic motivation, proactive

(training culture, management
support & organizational climate

H4

Y

Job-Related Factors
(work environment, job autonomy

ability & adaptability)

H5
H3
H1 v
Employee
> Performance

& job communication)

H2

Figure 1. Research model
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Table 2. Respondent characteristics
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Characteristics Count Percentage
Gender Man 48 51.61%
Woman 45 48.39%
Age 21-25 8 8.60%
26 - 30 26 27.96%
31-35 31 33.33%
36-40 21 22.58%
>40 7 7.53%
Level of education High School/Equivalent 4.30%
3-year diploma 2 2.15%
Bachelor degree 73 78.49%
Strata 2 14 15.05%
WFA/WFH Types Full WFA/WFH 6 6.45%
1 WFA/WFH Day a Week 12 12.90%
2 Days WFA/WFH a week 17 18.28%
3 Days WFA/WFH a week 9 9.68%
4 Days WFA/WFH in a week 4 4.30%
Flexible Working Hours 32 34.41%
Other 13 13.98%
Position in the Company Staff/Individual Contributor 42 45.16%
Middle Management 45 48.39%
Top Management 6 6.45%
Length of Work in Startup Company <1 Year 12 12.90%
12 years old 14 15.05%
23 years 12 12.90%
3—4 Years 13 13.98%
4 Years > 42 45.16%
Startup Field Travel and Accommodation 1.08%
Education 9 9.68%
e-commerce 2.15%
Agriculture 1.08%
Financial 75 80.65%
Software as a Service (SaaS) 3 3.23%
Other 2.15%

Additionally, the discriminant validity test results
show that all constructs exhibit adequate discriminant
validity, with Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratios
below 0.90, as presented in Table 4. This indicates
that each construct distinctly represents its respective
theoretical concept within the model.

Second Stage Outer Model Evaluation
The results of the second-stage indicator loading

calculations show that all values exceed 0.708, as
presented in Table 5. This indicates that all items

(dimensions) are highly relevant to the factors being
studied. The results of the second-stage convergent
validity test show that the measured constructs have
adequate AVE values, all exceeding 0.50, as shown in
Table 5. This indicates that the indicators consistently
measure the intended constructs within the model.
Furthermore, Table 5 also confirms that all variables
meet the reliability criteria, with Composite Reliability
and Cronbach’s Alpha values above 0.70, demonstrating
strong internal consistency and reliability in measuring
the latent constructs.
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Table 3. Loading indicator, average variance extracted (AVE), cronbach's alpha, and first stage composite reliability

Construction Indicator Loading Factor AVE Cronbach's Alpha  Composite Reliability
Training Culture (BDP) BDP1 0.937 0.838 0.952 0.963
BDP2 0.937
BDP3 0.942
BDP4 0.879
BDP5 0.881
Management Support (DMN) DMNI1 0.898 0.793 0.913 0.939
DMN2 0.908
DMN3 0.838
DMN4 0.917
Organizational Climate (IOR) IOR1 0.736 0.652 0.931 0.943
IOR2 0.607
IOR3 0.893
IOR4 0.845
IORS 0.726
IOR6 0.788
IOR7 0.844
IORS 0.872
IOR9 0.910
Adaptability Capacity (KAD) KADI1 0.816 0.696 0.927 0.941
KAD2 0.802
KAD3 0.837
KAD4 0.860
KADS 0.862
KAD6 0.827
KAD7 0.834
Employee Performance (KIN) KIN1 0.900 0.811 0.942 0.955
KIN2 0.887
KIN3 0.889
KIN4 0.910
KINS 0.915
Work Communication (KOP) KOP1 0.903 0.809 0.953 0.962
KOP2 0.879
KOP3 0.906
KOP4 0.921
KOPS5 0.906
KOP6 0.879
Proactive Ability (KPR) mortgagel 0.768 0.572 0.924 0.936
mortgage?2 0.727
mortgage3 0.785
KPR4 0.838
KPR5 0.790
KPR6 0.826
KPR7 0.816
KPR8 0.646
KPR9 0.644
KPR10 0.727
KPR11 0.722
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Table 3. Loading indicator, average variance extracted (AVE), cronbach's alpha, and first stage composite reliability

(Continue)
Construction Indicator Loading Factor AVE Cronbach's Alpha ~ Composite Reliability
Work Environment (LPK) LPK1 0.664 0.561 0.913 0.927
LPK2 0.753
LPK3 0.743
LPK4 0.805
LPKS5 0.731
LPK6 0.759
LPK7 0.763
LPKS 0.730
LPK9 0.767
LPK10 0.764
Intrinsic Motivation (MOI) MOII 0.836 0.713 0.899 0.925
MOI2 0.753
MOI3 0.899
MOI4 0.882
MOIS5 0.844
Autonomy of Work (OTP) OTPI 0.843 0.733 0.908 0.932
OTP2 0.825
OTP3 0.913
OTP4 0.780
OTP5 0.912
Table 4. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) first stage
Construct BDP DMN IOR KAD KIN HEAD KPR LPK MOI OTP
Training Culture (BDP)
Management Support (DMN)  0.662
Organizational Climate (IOR) 0.540 0.841
Adaptability Capacity (KAD) 0.128  0.211  0.449
Employee Performance (KIN) 0.187 0.498 0.521  0.778
Work Communication (KOP)  0.558 0.854 0.885 0.22  0.410
Proactive Ability (KPR) 0.343 0.514 0.655 0.846 0.753 0.540
Work Environment (LPK) 0.458 0.717 0.828 0.672 0.777 0.713  0.832
Intrinsic Motivation (MOI) 0.15 0294 0441 0.788 0.683 0.294 0.703 0.572
Autonomy of Work (OTP) 0.306 0.665 0879 037 0505 0.745 0.592 0.688 0.475

Table 5. Loading indicator, average variance extracted (AVE), cronbach's alpha, and second stage composite

reliability

Indicators/ Dimensions Variables Loading Factor AVE Cronbach's Alpha Composite Reliability
Adaptability Capacity (KAD) Employee 0.929 0.815 0.887 0.93
Proactive Ability (KPR) (KARY) 0.913

Intrinsic Motivation (MOI) 0.866

Training Culture (BDP) Company 0.737 0.769 0.851 0.909
Management Support (DMN) (PRSH) 0.93

Organizational Climate (IOR) 0.925

Work Communication (KOP) Work 0.88 0.754 0.841 0.901
Work Environment (LPK) (PKRJ) 0.884

Autonomy of Work (OTP) 0.866
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The discriminant validity test results, presented in
Table 6, reveal that all HTMT values are below the
threshold of 0.90. This suggests that the constructs are
conceptually distinct from one another, and the model
possesses high accuracy and credibility in capturing the
relationships between constructs.

Inner Model Evaluation

The results of the multicollinearity test indicate that
all Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values are below
5, as shown in Table 7. This suggests that there are
no significant multicollinearity issues among the
indicators tested in this study. The indicators exhibit an
acceptable level of correlation and are suitable for use
in subsequent analyses.

Based on the hypothesis testing results presented in
Table 7, the significance levels of the relationships
between variables vary, as detailed below:

—>

H1: Firm/Environment-Related Factors

Employee Performance

The analysis yielded a p-value of 0.330, which exceeds
both the 0.05 and 0.10 significance thresholds. The
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path coefficient of —0.073 indicates a weak and non-
significant negative relationship. Therefore, firm/
environment-related factors do not have a significant
influence on employee performance. This may be
due to the prevalence of hybrid or flexible working
arrangements, which increase reliance on employee
independence and discipline. settings,
employees themselves become the primary drivers of
performance, with firm/environmental factors playing
a supportive role.

In such

H2: Job-Related Factors — Employee Performance

The p-value of 0.071 indicates statistical significance at
the 10% level (a < 0.10). The path coefficient of 0.301
suggests a moderate positive influence. This implies
that job-related factors significantly affect employee
performance. A supportive work environment—
characterized by fairness, respect from supervisors, and
positive peer interactions—can enhance engagement
and self-confidence, leading to better performance.
These findings align with Dhedia and Sarkhel (2024),
who emphasize that employee engagement, fostered
by clear communication, recognition, and development
opportunities, drives productivity and innovation—
crucial for startup success.

Table 6.Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) second stage

Variables KARY KIN PKRIJ PRSH
Employees (KARY)
Performance (KIN) 0.841
Job (PKRJ) 0.689 0.674
Company (PRSH) 0.487 0.49 0.879
Table 7. Results of multicollinearity test & direct relationship between variables
Hypothesis VIF Path T Values P Values Hypothesis
Coefficient Test Results

Hl  Company (PRSH) — Performance 4.260 -0.073 0.441 0.330 Rejected

(KIN)
H2  Job (PKRJ) — Performance (KIN) 4.491 0.301 1.468 0.071** Accepted
H3  Employees (KARY) — KIN 1.713 0.62 3.966 0.000* Accepted
H4  Company (PRSH) — Job (PKRJ) 1.000 0.869 43.986 0.000%* Accepted
H5  Job (PKRJ) — Employees (KARY) 4.077 0.908 4.558 0.000* Accepted
H6  Company (PRSH) — Employees 4.077 -0.327 1.469 0.071** Accepted

(KARY)

*) p-value is significant at a<5 %; **) p-value is significant at 0<10%
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H3: Employee-Related Factors
Performance

— Employee

The p-value of 0.000 and path coefficient of 0.620
indicate a strong, statistically significant positive
relationship. Employee-related factors thus significantly
influence performance. Intrinsic motivation driven by
a desire for personal achievement emerges as a key
contributor to enhanced performance, especially in
flexible or hybrid work models. This is supported by
Cerasoli et al. (2014), Fahriana & Sopiah (2022), and
Syamsuri et al. (2022), who highlight the importance of
intrinsic motivation and adaptability in dynamic work
environments.

H4: Firm/Environment-Related Factors — Job-
Related Factors

The analysis shows a highly significant relationship
(p-value = 0.000) and a strong path coefficient (0.869),
indicating that firm/environment-related factors
positively and significantly influence job-related
factors. Training culture, management support, and a
positive organizational climate contribute to enhanced
job autonomy, open communication, and supportive
working relationships. This is consistent with Soegiarto
et al. (2024), who found that training programs promote
job autonomy and job satisfaction, thereby enhancing
performance.

HS: Job-Related Factors — Employee-Related
Factors

This relationship is also highly significant (p-value
= 0.000) with a strong path coefficient (0.908). A
positive work environment, clear communication,
and autonomy foster intrinsic motivation, proactivity,
and adaptability. Deloitte’s 2024 Global Gen Z and
Millennial Survey indicates that these generations
value purpose and clarity, which shape their motivation
and initiative. This aligns with findings from Dysvik
& Kuvaas (2011), Joo et al. (2010), and Zhou et al.
(2019), which demonstrate that job autonomy enhances
intrinsic motivation, which in turn boosts performance
and development.

H6: Firm/Environment-Related Factors —
Employee-Related Factors

The path coefficient of -0.327 suggests a weak negative
relationship. With a t-value of 1.469 (below 1.96) and
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a p-value of 0.071 (above 0.05), the relationship is not
statistically significant. This may reflect a disconnect
between organizational-level factors and individual
employee outcomes when job-related variables are
not aligned with broader company policies. In many
startups, immediate supervisors and colleagues play a
larger role in shaping daily experiences than overarching
organizational culture, which may not be fully reflected
at the team level. This interpretation is supported by
subsequent mediation analysis, which shows that job-
related factors mediate the relationship between firm/
environment-related factors and employee-related
outcomes.

Indirect Effects (Mediation Analysis)

Mediation testing was conducted to evaluate the role
of intermediary variables in explaining the relationship
between independent and dependent variables. This
analysis helps to uncover the mechanisms through
which independent variables exert influence on
dependent variables.

Based on the data processing results presented in Table
8, all tested indicators show positive and statistically
significant values P-values < 0.05, T-values > 1.96, and
positive path coefficients indicating that the three tested
pathshaveasignificantinfluence, ranging frommoderate
to highly significant. These findings underscore the
critical role of mediation in the relationships among
the variables. Specifically, job-related factors (PKRJ)
and employee-related factors (KARY) serve as key
mediators linking firm/environment-related factors
(PRSH) to employee performance (KIN). Thus,
enhancing employee performance in startups requires
prioritizing the effective management of job-related
and employee-related factors, which function as critical
mediating mechanisms.

The results of the coefficient of determination (R?)
test further support these findings. Job-related factors
(PKRJ) have a strong explanatory power with an R?
value of 0.755. Employee-related factors (KARY)
demonstrate a moderate level with an R? of 0.416.
Meanwhile, employee performance (KIN) shows an R?
value of 0.633, indicating a moderate to strong level.
This means that 63.3% of the variance in employee
performance can be explained by the influencing
variables included in the model.
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Table 8. Results of indirect influence test

Jurnal Aplikasi Bisnis dan Manajemen (JABM),
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Path Coefficient T Values P Values Remark
Company (PRSH) — Job (PKRJ) — Employees (KARY) 0.789 4.352 0.000 Very
Significant
Job (PKRJ) — Employees (KARY) — Performance (KIN) 0.563 2,777 0.003 Significant
Company (PRSH) — Job (PKRJ) — Employees (KARY) — 0.489 2,736 0.003 Moderate
Performance (KIN) Significant

Managerial Implications

Startups should prioritize the development of employee
performance improvement strategies by focusing on
enhancing employee-related factors, which have a
direct and positive impact on performance and serve
as mediators in the relationship between job-related
factors and employee performance. In addition,
policy development should emphasize programs
that strengthen engagement and alignment in job-
related factors, which act as intermediaries between
firm/environment-related  factors and

performance.

employee

The government is expected to promote startup
development policies and programs that focus on
enhancing quality across firm/environment-related
factors, job-related factors, and employee-related
factors. Additionally, the government should strengthen
its oversight and monitoring functions to ensure
alignment between established programs and policies
and their implementation in practice.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions

Based on the findings, it can be concluded that job-
related and employee-related factors have a positive
and significant effect on employee performance.
Moreover, both factors play crucial intermediary roles
in mediating the influence of firm/environment-related
factors on employee performance.

These findings are consistent with prior research by
Diamantidis and Chatzoglou (2019), while extending
their framework to the context of Indonesian startups
operating under VUCA conditions. However, a key
distinction lies in the absence of a direct effect of firm/
environment-related factors on employee performance.

This result is plausible considering that hybrid working
and flexible working arrangements are more strongly
influenced by task clarity and employee autonomy than
by broader organizational or environmental factors.
In this context, firm/environment-related factors
impact employee performance indirectly, through the
mediating roles of job-related and employee-related
factors.

Recommendations

Toimprove employee performance instartup companies,
strategic focus should be placed on enhancing job-
related and employee-related factors, as these are the
only dimensions found to have a direct and significant
impact on performance. Firm/environment-related
factors influence employee performance indirectly,
through their effects on job-related and employee-

related variables.

Startup companies shouldalso ensurealignmentbetween
organizational-level policies (top management) and
their implementation at the operational level (middle
management). It is essential for middle managers
to translate and execute company-wide strategies
effectively, ensuring that these are perceived and
experienced by employees at the individual level.

Future research could build upon this study by exploring
and formulating practical alternative strategies with
the involvement of startup experts. Researchers may
consider employing the Analytic Hierarchy Process
(AHP) as a structured and hierarchical decision-making
tool.
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