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Abstract—Improving the quality of higher education can be 

done, among other things, by increasing the performance of 

lecturers. The research used a quantitative causality 

approach and was carried out at universities in Indonesia by 

taking a sample of 181 university lecturers in management 

study programs. Data was obtained through a questionnaire 

distributed online using Google Forms. The data was 

processed using a Simultaneous Equation Model (SEM) 

with the AMOS program. The research results show that 

knowledge sharing has a positive and significant effect on 

intrinsic motivation. Likewise, cohesiveness has a positive 

and significant effect on intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, 

intrinsic motivation has a positive and significant effect on 

lecturer performance. Thus, intrinsic motivation mediates 

the influence of knowledge sharing and cohesiveness on 

lecturer performance. Knowledge sharing and cohesiveness 

have a positive and significant effect on basic psychological 

needs. However, fulfilling basic psychological needs has no 

effect on lecturer performance, meaning that basic 

psychological needs do not mediate the influence of 

knowledge sharing and cohesiveness on lecturer 

performance. 

Keywords—knowledge sharing, group cohesiveness, self-

determination theory, lecturer performance 

I. INTRODUCTION

As in Ref. [1], the competitiveness of higher education 

institutions in Indonesia is still low compared to 

universities in the Asian region such as Singapore, Brunei, 

Malaysia, Thailand, and the Philippines. Based on the 

ranking from the Quacquarelli Symonds World 

University Rankings (QS WUR, 2020), which is a 

reference for the quality of international higher education 

institutions, no Indonesian higher education institution 

has yet entered the top 100 in the world. Based on the 

ranking released by the Academic Ranking of World 

Universities 2020 (ARWU 2020) from Shanghai Jia Tong 
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University, there are no universities in Indonesia that are 

ranked in the top 100 of the world’s best universities. The 

competitiveness of higher education is very important to 

get attention because research results by Chentukov et al. 

[2] show that the level of competitiveness of higher

education is closely correlated with indicators such as the

level of global innovation development, the level of

knowledge intensity of GDP, and the level of socio-

economic development lecturers are knowledge workers

who have management over themselves and control over

the growth and development of their intellectual capital.

A lecturer as a knowledge worker has special

characteristics, namely being more independent, tends to

be more loyal to his work than his employer, has a high

turnover rate, finds it difficult to monitor work processes

and measure work performance, pursues self-

actualization, has knowledge capital, and is vague.

boundaries with leadership and defy administrative

authority. The lecturer profession is based on the Law of

the Republic of Indonesia article 9 paragraph 3. A

lecturer has scientific autonomy, where scientific

autonomy is conceptualized as the autonomy of

academics in a branch of science and/or technology in

discovering, developing, expressing, and/or maintaining

the truth. scientific according to scientific principles,

methods, and academic culture.

One of the determining factors for higher education 

competitiveness is the quality of higher education. 

Improving the quality of higher education can be done, 

among other things, by increasing the performance of 

lecturers. According to Kanya et al. [3], the quality of 

lecturers in Indonesia is still low, both in terms of 

competence, knowledge, and pedagogical expertise. 

Based on the Law of the Republic of Indonesia [4] about 

Teachers and Lecturers, it is stated that lecturers are 

professional educators and scientists with the main task 

of transforming, developing, and disseminating science, 

technology, and art through education, research, and 

community service. Lecturer performance is an important 

factor in efforts to ensure quality management of higher 
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education. As stated by Nadeak [5], lecturers have high 

motivation and competence and are supported by good 

leadership, which will improve their performance. This is 

in accordance with the AMO theory of Mat et al. [6], 

which states that performance is determined by ability, 

motivation, and opportunity. Meanwhile, Aisyah [7] 

emphasizes the importance of culture and cohesiveness to 

improve lecturer performance. 

Based on the characteristics of lecturers as knowledge 

workers who require competence in carrying out their 

duties, most of whom are driven by intrinsic motivation 

and have scientific autonomy, to improve lecturer 

performance, researchers will use a self-determination 

theory approach. Self-determination theory is a 

motivation theory developed by Edward L. Deci and 

Richard Ryan in 1985. This theory explains the 

importance of fulfilling basic psychological needs, 

namely competence, autonomy, and connectedness as the 

basic construct of a person’s intrinsic motivation as stated 

by Ho et al. [8] and Zhan et al. [9]. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This self-determination theory identifies 3 basic 

psychological needs which, if fulfilled, will grow and 

function optimally [10]. The three basic psychological 

needs are as follows: 

(1) Competence: refers to the ability in which 

humans usually react according to the place or 

environment they are in. 

(2) Attachment: the universal (general) desire to 

interact, relate to, and be loved by others. 

(3) Autonomy: the universal drive for control over 

oneself that is not external. 

Research by Herminingsih [11] with the 

implementation of self-determination theory on lecturer 

performance at Mercu Buana University finds that 

fulfilling basic psychological needs has a positive and 

significant effect on motivation which in turn influences 

lecturer performance. This shows the importance of 

fulfilling basic psychological needs, namely autonomy, 

relatedness, and competence in forming motivation and 

subsequently improving lecturer performance. 

Knowledge sharing is one of the most fundamental 

activities in organizational operations. As in Ref. [12], 

knowledge sharing is defined as the exchange of task-

related information, advice, and expertise to help others 

and collaborate with others to carry out daily tasks, solve 

problems, and develop new ideas. Ahmad and Karim [13] 

stated that at the individual level, sharing knowledge has 

three types of impacts. Sharing knowledge influences 

individual performance, learning, and creativity, as well 

as psychological effects. The significant effect of 

knowledge sharing on performance and competence is 

stated by Every and Ferdian [14], Akhavan et al. [15], 

and Triana and Rugaiyah [16]. Meanwhile, research by 

Jiang and Hu [17] stated that psychologically, sharing 

knowledge increases job satisfaction among employees, 

and sharing knowledge also increases employee life 

satisfaction because it fosters quality relationships, 

reduces work-related stress, and improves work-life 

conflict. It was stated by Yang [18] that effective 

knowledge exchange in colleges and universities must 

meet the following three conditions: First, there is 

knowledge enough and valuable that can be shared at 

colleges and universities. Basically supports the 

background section by providing evidence for the 

proposed hypothesis. Second, recipients of shared 

knowledge have a strong will to receive knowledge from 

other members, and have sufficient capacity to receive 

knowledge or information. Third, there are appropriate 

ways and appropriate environments for sharing 

knowledge at universities. Qisty [19] stated that one of 

the media used by Binus University’s knowledge transfer 

activities is to build a document management portal 

called the Binus Portal. 

Research on knowledge sharing and cohesiveness in 

Taiwan by Huang [20] found that knowledge sharing and 

group cohesiveness had a positive and significant effect 

on team performance. The definition of cohesiveness as 

in Ref. [21] is one of the five characteristics that 

influence group dynamics. It is also stated by Gachter et 

al. [22] that the cohesiveness of a group unites group 

members in a network of interpersonal relationships 

based on interaction, goals, interdependence, and member 

structure. As stated by Wuryaningrat [23], Vansteenkiste 

et al. [24], and Freudling [25], intrinsic motivation is an 

important factor that increases performance. The intrinsic 

motivation factors that increase lecturer performance are 

also stated by Retnowati et al. [26]. 

Based on the description above, the team will conduct 

research with the title: Implementation of Knowledge 

Sharing and Group Cohesiveness to improve Lecturer 

Performance through Satisfaction of Basic Psychological 

Needs and Intrinsic Motivation (Self Determination 

Theory Approach). 

III. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

The research uses a survey method, and is explanatory 

research which aims to explain the influence between 

variables through hypothesis testing. Hypotheses are 

prepared based on theory and previous empirical research 

for the same field, 

The research population was all lecturers at state and 

private universities from the economics and business 

faculties. The sample size was planned to reach 200 

respondents, but the questionnaire returned was 181 

respondents. However, the number 181 meets the criteria 

so it is good for data processing using AMOS. 

Primary data was collected using a questionnaire, 

which was filled in by self-reporting by respondents. The 

questionnaire delivery technique is delivered using 

Google Form facilities to respondents, where this 

technique is better than other methods because it can 

reach respondents quickly and widely. 

Data were used for model estimation using Structural 

Equations (SEM) using the AMOS program package. 

SEM is used because it allows researchers to test 

relationships between complex variables to obtain a 

comprehensive picture of the entire model. 
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IV. RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

A. Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistical analysis was used to evaluate 

conditions related to research variables based on 

respondents’ perceptions of filling out the questionnaire. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the cohesiveness variable 

show a score below 3, namely 2.2928 for the first 

dimension, 2.3370 for the second dimension, and 2.3280 

for the third dimension. This means that the highest score 

is the first dimension. Overall, the three dimensions of the 

cohesiveness variable have a value below 4, so it can be 

concluded that on average the respondents rated group 

cohesiveness as being in the low or less familiar category 

for the three dimensions. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the knowledge sharing 

variable consist of three dimensions, namely: 1) 

management process, 2) information technology, and 3) 

focus on knowledge sharing. Respondents’ perceptions of 

the three dimensions have an average value of 3.8964 for 

the management process dimension, 3.9246 for 

information technology, and an average value of 3.8045 

for the focus on knowledge sharing dimension. This 

means that the dimension that is most highly perceived by 

respondents is the information technology dimension. 

However, overall it has a value of less than 4, so the 

dimensions of the knowledge sharing variable still need 

to be improved. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the variable fulfilling 

basic psychological needs consist of three dimensions, 

namely: 1), autonomy, 2) relatedness, and 3) competence. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the three dimensions have an 

average value of 3.8677 for the autonomy dimension, 

3.8857 for respectedness, and an average value of 3.8100 

for the competence dimension. This means that the 

dimension that is most highly perceived by respondents is 

the dimension of theatricality. However, overall it has a 

value of less than 4, so the dimensions of the variable for 

fulfilling basic psychological needs still need to be 

improved. 

The next research variable is intrinsic motivation, 

which consists of three dimensions, namely: 1) intrinsic 

motivation to know, 2) intrinsic motivation to accomplish, 

and 3) intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation. 

Respondents’ perceptions of the three dimensions have an 

average value of 3.9116 for the intrinsic motivation to 

know dimension, 3.7125 for the intrinsic motivation to 

accomplish dimension, and an average value of 3.8896 

for the intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation 

dimension. This means that the dimension that is most 

highly perceived by respondents is the intrinsic 

motivation dimension to know. However, overall it has a 

value of less than 4, so the dimensions of the intrinsic 

motivation variable still need to be improved. 

The next research variable is lecturer performance, 

which consists of four dimensions, namely: 1) teaching 

performance, 2) research performance, 3) service 

performance, and 4) lecturer capacity. Respondents’ 

perceptions of the four dimensions are that teaching 

performance has an average value of 4.0428, 4.0083 for 

the research performance dimension, an average value of 

4.0497 for the service performance dimension, and an 

average value of 4.0083 for the dimensions of lecturer 

capacity. This means that the dimension that is most 

highly perceived by respondents is the service 

performance dimension. However, overall the score is 

less than 5, so the dimensions of the lecturer performance 

variables still need to be improved. 

B. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Researchers can measure validity and reliability where 

the SEM validity technique used is convergent validity 

and discriminant validity where both of these validities 

are generated from the Structural Model. Convergent 

validity is measured by determining whether each 

estimated indicator validly measures the dimensions of 

the concept being measured. An indicator shows 

significant convergent validity if the coefficient of the 

indicator variable is greater than twice its standard error 

(C.R. > 2.SE). If each indicator has a critical ratio (C.R.) 

that is greater than twice its standard error, this indicates 

that the indicator validly measures what it is supposed to 

measure in the model. 

The instrument is said to be valid if the factor loading 

value is > 0.5, as seen from the standardized regression 

weights. The results of the validity test show that all 

indicators of the research variables are valid, because the 

factor loading/estimate value is greater than the specified 

limit, namely > 0.5. 

The results of this test show that the Variant Extract 

value for the 5 research variables each has a value greater 

than 0.7, so it can be concluded that the entire research 

instrument is reliable and can be used in this research. 

C. Normality Test 

The normality test was carried out using the z value 

(critical ratio or C.R. in AMOS 22.0) from the skewness 

and kurtosis values of the data distribution. The critical 

value is ±2.58 at a significant level of 0.01. The results of 

the Normality Test show that the assumption of data 

normality is met. 

D. Good Fit Index test 

Assessing goodness of fit is the main goal in SEM to 

find out to what extent the hypothesized model is “Fit” or 

matches the research data sample obtained. Testing with 

6 goodness of fit criteria and cut off values for each 

research model criterion. Based on these 6 criteria, there 

are 5 goodness of fit conditions that are good, and there is 

1 evaluation that is in a bad condition. Based on this, it is 

concluded that the analysis model is good so that further 

analysis can be carried out. 

E. Hypothesis Testing Results 

After testing the SEM steps, the next step is hypothesis 

testing. In this research, hypothesis testing uses 

regression weight or testing which aims to see the direct 

influence of exogenous variables on endogenous 

variables. The hypothesis can be accepted when the 

probability value is ≤ 0.05 and the C.R. value is ≥ 1.96 

[27]. The results of hypothesis testing in this research 

using Amos version 22 can be seen in Table I. 
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TABLE I. HYPOTHESIS TESTING RESULTS 

Variable Relationship C.R. value p-value 

Motive ← KS 9.300 *** 

Psycho ← Cohesive 2.122 0.034 

Motive ← Cohesive 2.483 0.013 

Psycho ← KS 6.921 *** 

Performance ← Cohesive 3.680 *** 

Performance ← KS 0.731 0.465 

Performance ← Psycho −0.487 0.626 

Performance ← Motive 1.955 0.051 

Note: *** 0.000 

Source: Research Data Processed (2024). 

 

Hypothesis 1: Knowledge sharing has a positive and 

significant effect on intrinsic motivation. 

The results of testing hypothesis 1 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 1 is accepted. 

This means that knowledge sharing has a positive and 

significant effect on intrinsic motivation, supported by 

research data. It can be concluded that the higher the level 

of knowledge sharing carried out at a university, the 

higher the intrinsic motivation of the lecturers. 

Hypothesis 2: Cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on basic psychological needs. 

The results of testing hypothesis 2 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 2 is accepted. 

This means that cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on basic psychological needs, supported 

by research data. It can be concluded that the higher the 

level of familiarity felt by lecturers, the higher the 

fulfillment of basic psychological needs for lecturers. 

Hypothesis 3: Cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on intrinsic motivation. 

The results of testing hypothesis 3 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 3 is accepted. 

This means that cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on intrinsic motivation, supported by 

research data. It can be concluded that the higher the level 

of familiarity, the higher the intrinsic motivation felt by 

the lecturers. 

Hypothesis 4: Knowledge sharing has a positive and 

significant effect on basic psychological needs. 

The results of testing hypothesis 4 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 4 is accepted. 

This means that knowledge sharing has a positive and 

significant effect on basic psychological needs, supported 

by research data. 

Hypothesis 5: Cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on lecturer performance. 

The results of testing hypothesis 5 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 5 is accepted. 

This means that cohesiveness has a positive and 

significant effect on lecturer performance, supported by 

research data. 

Hypothesis 6: Knowledge sharing has a positive and 

significant effect on lecturer performance. 

The results of testing hypothesis 6 show a p-value 

greater than 0.05 or 0.465, meaning hypothesis 6 is 

rejected. This means that knowledge sharing has a 

positive and significant effect on lecturer performance 

and is not supported by research data. It can be concluded 

that knowledge sharing at a higher education institution 

does not affect the better performance of lecturers. 

Hypothesis 7: Fulfillment of basic psychological needs 

has a positive and significant effect on lecturer 

performance. 

The results of testing hypothesis 7 show a p-value 

greater than 0.05 or 0.626, meaning hypothesis 7 is 

rejected. This means that fulfilling basic needs has a 

positive and significant effect on lecturer performance is 

not supported by research data. 

Hypothesis 8: Intrinsic motivation has a positive and 

significant effect on lecturer performance. 

The results of testing hypothesis 8 show a p-value that 

is smaller than 0.05, meaning hypothesis 8 is accepted. 

This means that intrinsic motivation has a positive and 

significant effect on lecturer performance, supported by 

research data. It can be concluded that the higher the 

intrinsic motivation, the higher the performance of the 

lecturers. 

V. CONCLUSION 

The research results show that knowledge sharing has 

a positive and significant effect on intrinsic motivation. 

Likewise, cohesiveness has a positive and significant 

effect on intrinsic motivation. Furthermore, intrinsic 

motivation has a positive and significant effect on 

lecturer performance. Thus, intrinsic motivation mediates 

the influence of knowledge sharing and cohesiveness on 

lecturer performance. Knowledge sharing has a positive 

and significant effect on basic psychological needs, 

likewise, cohesiveness has a positive and significant 

effect on basic psychological needs. However, fulfilling 

basic psychological needs has no effect on lecturer 

performance, meaning that basic psychological needs do 

not mediate the influence of knowledge sharing and 

cohesiveness on lecturer performance. The test results 

show that cohesiveness has a positive and significant 

direct effect on lecturer performance, while knowledge 

sharing has no direct effect on lecturer performance. 
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