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 Agile teamwork has become increasingly important in higher education 
as faculty members are expected to collaborate across academic, 
administrative, and institutional responsibilities. However, the non-
technical and relational mechanisms that support agile teamwork 
quality among lecturers remain insufficiently explained, particularly in 
relation to spiritual intelligence. Previous studies have mostly examined 
spiritual intelligence as an individual-level attribute, while limited 
empirical attention has been given to how it may contribute to team-
level agility through specific teamwork mechanisms. This study 
examines the relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile 
teamwork quality through the mediating roles of cooperative goal 
interdependence, teamwork values, and mutual accountability. A 
quantitative explanatory design was employed using survey data from 
272 lecturers working at private universities with excellent 
accreditation in Central Java, Indonesia. Respondents had prior 
teamwork experience and at least five years of work experience. The 
data were analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling (PLS-SEM). The findings indicate that spiritual intelligence is 
positively associated with cooperative goal interdependence, teamwork 
values, and mutual accountability. These three mediators are also 
positively related to agile teamwork quality, with mutual accountability 
showing the strongest direct effect on agile teamwork quality and the 
strongest mediating effect in the model. These results suggest that 
spiritual intelligence supports agile teamwork not only through shared 
goals and values, but especially through the development of collective 
responsibility among faculty members. The study contributes to the 
literature by extending spiritual intelligence into the context of faculty 
teamwork and by identifying mutual accountability as a central 
mechanism in strengthening agile teamwork quality in higher 
education. 
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Introduction 
Higher education institutions are increasingly required to operate in an environment shaped by rapid 
curriculum change, digital transformation, accreditation pressure, interdisciplinary collaboration, and 
rising expectations from students, society, and regulatory bodies (Jang et al., 2024; Kaspi & 
Venkatraman, 2023). These developments have changed the nature of academic work. Faculty 
members are no longer expected to perform only as individual teachers or researchers, but also as 
members of academic teams involved in curriculum design, quality assurance, institutional 
innovation, research collaboration, community engagement, and administrative improvement (De los 
Ríos-Carmenado et al., 2021; Seclen-Luna et al., 2020). As a result, the ability of lecturers to work 
collaboratively, adaptively, and accountably has become a critical condition for institutional 
effectiveness in higher education (Papanthymou & Darra, 2018). Agile teamwork quality is therefore 
increasingly relevant in academic institutions. Agile teamwork refers to the capacity of team 
members to collaborate flexibly, respond to changing demands, coordinate responsibilities, learn 
collectively, and maintain performance in dynamic situations (Magpili & Pazos, 2018; Zolotina et al., 
2023). In higher education, agile teamwork can be seen in the ability of lecturers to work across 
disciplines, adjust to new academic technologies, contribute to accreditation and curriculum 
processes, and align individual expertise with collective institutional goals (J. Zhu et al., 2026). 
However, agile teamwork cannot be understood only through formal structures, digital systems, or 
administrative procedures. It also depends on relational and human mechanisms that allow team 
members to build shared purpose, trust, values, and collective responsibility (Muduli, 2013; Sherehiy 
et al., 2007). 

To contextualize this issue, Figure 1 presents an illustrative faculty agile teamwork complexity 
landscape. Figure 1 is derived from preliminary field observations in the observed university context 
and is used to contextualize the research problem. It illustrates the perceived increase in institutional 
demand, coordination complexity, digital adaptation pressure, and accountability pressure, while also 
highlighting the importance of relational readiness in supporting agile teamwork quality among 
faculty members. This imbalance suggests that the challenge of agile teamwork in higher education is 
not merely technical or structural, but also relational and behavioral. Therefore, understanding the 
deeper human capacities that support cooperation, shared values, and accountability becomes 
essential. 

 

Figure 1. Faculty Agile Teamwork Complexity Index in the Observed Higher Education Context 
Source. Author-developed contextual index based on preliminary field observations and academic 

teamwork mapping in the observed university setting. 
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The increasing complexity of faculty teamwork raises an important question: what enables 
lecturers to work together in an agile, responsible, and value-driven manner? Previous studies on 
agility in higher education have emphasized organizational responsiveness, flexible learning systems, 
curriculum adaptability, and technological transformation (Brink et al., 2021; Menon & Suresh, 2021; 
Ochoa et al., 2021; Prejean et al., 2019). These studies provide important insights into the structural 
and institutional dimensions of agility. However, less attention has been given to the inner human 
qualities and team-level relational mechanisms that help academic teams become more cohesive, 
adaptive, and accountable. This limitation is important because even well-designed institutional 
systems may not produce effective teamwork if team members lack shared goals, teamwork values, 
and mutual accountability. One important factor that may explain this relational foundation is 
spiritual intelligence. Spiritual intelligence refers to the capacity to act with meaning, ethical 
awareness, inner reflection, transcendental understanding, and value-based orientation when facing 
complex situations (Highsmith, 2009; Ma & Wang, 2022; Qodriah, 2023). In organizational contexts, 
individuals with strong spiritual intelligence are often associated with empathy, resilience, ethical 
sensitivity, self-awareness, and commitment to collective well-being (Amram, 2022; Baykal, 2024; 
Fidelis et al., 2024; Fry, 2003). These qualities are relevant for academic teamwork because lecturers 
often work in environments characterized by professional autonomy, intellectual diversity, 
institutional pressure, and the need to balance individual academic identity with collective 
institutional responsibility. 

Although spiritual intelligence has received increasing scholarly attention, much of the existing 
research has examined it primarily as an individual-level attribute. Prior studies have linked spiritual 
intelligence with psychological well-being, leadership effectiveness, job satisfaction, emotional 
intelligence, motivation, and personal performance (Anwar & Rana, 2024; Ma & Wang, 2022; 
Sharifnia et al., 2022). While these findings are valuable, they do not fully explain how spiritual 
intelligence operates within team dynamics. In particular, limited empirical attention has been given 
to how spiritual intelligence may influence agile teamwork quality among faculty members through 
specific teamwork mechanisms. This creates a need to move beyond individual outcomes and 
examine spiritual intelligence as a potential antecedent of team-level collaboration and agility. This 
study addresses three research gaps. First, there is a conceptual gap in understanding spiritual 
intelligence as a driver of agile teamwork quality at the team level. Existing studies have generally 
emphasized individual attitudes or leadership-related outcomes (Sevilla-Bernardo et al., 2022), while 
the connection between spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork remains insufficiently developed. 
Second, there is a mechanism gap. It is still unclear through which relational processes spiritual 
intelligence may influence agile teamwork quality. Third, there is a contextual gap. Research on 
spiritual intelligence and teamwork has not been sufficiently situated in the context of faculty 
members in higher education, particularly in highly accredited private universities where lecturers 
are required to manage multiple academic and institutional responsibilities. 

To address these gaps, this study proposes that spiritual intelligence contributes to agile 
teamwork quality through three mediating mechanisms: cooperative goal interdependence, 
teamwork values, and mutual accountability. Cooperative goal interdependence refers to the extent 
to which team members perceive that their individual success is connected to the success of others 
and to the achievement of shared goals (Bertucci et al., 2016; He et al., 2024; Tjosvold et al., 2022; 
Xiang et al., 2019). Teamwork values refer to shared beliefs regarding trust, openness, respect, 
collaboration, ethical conduct, and commitment to collective work (Lambert et al., 2023; Nguyen & 
Aoyama, 2015; Schmutz et al., 2019). Mutual accountability refers to the willingness of team 
members to hold themselves and one another responsible for collective outcomes (Bailey & Dragoni, 
2013; Cheng et al., 2021; Siew, 2016). These three mechanisms are important because they translate 
spiritual intelligence from an internal personal capacity into observable team-level behavior. Among 
these mechanisms, mutual accountability may play a particularly important role in explaining agile 
teamwork quality. Cooperative goal interdependence provides a foundation for shared direction, 
while teamwork values create a normative basis for collaboration (Hon & Lui, 2016; Tjosvold et al., 
2022). However, mutual accountability connects shared goals and values with concrete action (Vallis 
et al., 2024). In agile academic teams, members are not only expected to agree on common objectives, 
but also to fulfill responsibilities, accept feedback, support one another, and maintain collective 
commitments. Therefore, mutual accountability may serve as a direct behavioral bridge between 
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spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork quality. This argument is especially relevant in higher 
education, where lecturers often work with high levels of professional autonomy, while institutional 
success increasingly depends on coordinated and accountable teamwork. 

The empirical context of this study is faculty members working in private universities with 
excellent accreditation in Central Java, Indonesia. This context is relevant because highly accredited 
private universities are expected to demonstrate academic quality, institutional responsiveness, 
continuous improvement, and effective quality assurance. Lecturers in such institutions are 
frequently involved in team-based activities, including curriculum development, research 
collaboration, accreditation preparation, program evaluation, student-centered innovation, and 
institutional governance. Therefore, this setting provides an appropriate context for examining how 
spiritual intelligence and relational teamwork mechanisms may support agile teamwork quality. The 
objective of this study is to examine the relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile 
teamwork quality through the mediating roles of cooperative goal interdependence, teamwork 
values, and mutual accountability. By testing this model using survey data from 272 lecturers and 
Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling, this study offers three contributions. First, it 
extends the discussion of spiritual intelligence from an individual-level construct to a team-level 
teamwork context. Second, it clarifies the relational mechanisms through which spiritual intelligence 
may support agile teamwork quality. Third, it provides empirical insight into faculty teamwork in 
higher education by highlighting the importance of mutual accountability as a central mechanism for 
strengthening agile and responsible academic collaboration. 

 

Method 
This study employed a quantitative explanatory design using a cross-sectional survey to examine the 
relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork quality through cooperative goal 
interdependence, teamwork values, and mutual accountability. Partial Least Squares Structural 
Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was used because the model involved several latent constructs, 
multiple indicators, and mediation pathways. PLS-SEM is appropriate for complex predictive models 
and for explaining variance in endogenous constructs, particularly when the study aims to test direct 
and indirect relationships among latent variables (Hair et al., 2021; Henseler et al., 2015). The 
respondents were lecturers working at private universities with excellent accreditation in Central 
Java, Indonesia. Purposive sampling was applied with three inclusion criteria: respondents had to be 
active lecturers, have at least five years of work experience, and have prior experience working in 
academic or institutional teams. Respondents who did not meet these criteria, submitted incomplete 
questionnaires, or provided unusable responses were excluded from the final dataset. The minimum 
sample size was determined using the inverse square root method, which is suitable for estimating 
minimum sample requirements in PLS-SEM (Kock, 2015). Based on the requirement to detect a 
minimum path coefficient of 0.20 at a 5% significance level, at least 139 respondents were required. 
After data screening, 272 valid responses were retained, exceeding the minimum requirement and 
improving statistical power and model stability. 

Data were collected using a printed questionnaire. The instrument measured spiritual intelligence, 
cooperative goal interdependence, teamwork values, mutual accountability, and agile teamwork 
quality using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. The 
measurement items were adapted from previous literature on spiritual intelligence and teamwork 
quality, then adjusted to fit the context of lecturers and academic teamwork in higher education (J. Y. 
Amram, 2009; Y. Amram & Dryer, 2008; Y. J. Amram, 2022; Poth et al., 2021). Before analysis, the 
dataset was screened for incomplete responses, eligibility, and potential response inconsistency. To 
reduce common method bias, anonymity and confidentiality were ensured, item wording was kept 
clear and neutral, and respondents were informed that there were no right or wrong answers 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Statistical assessment of common method bias can also be conducted using 
the full collinearity approach in PLS-SEM (Kock, 2015). The data analysis was conducted in three 
stages. First, the measurement model was assessed using outer loadings, Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE), Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT). Second, 
the structural model was evaluated using multicollinearity assessment, path coefficients, t-statistics, 
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p-values, and R-square values. Third, mediation effects were tested using bootstrapping procedures. 
Indicators with outer loading values below the recommended threshold were removed only when 
their deletion improved measurement quality without weakening the conceptual meaning of the 
constructs (Hair et al., 2021). 

 

Results and Discussions 
Convergent validity was evaluated by examining the factor loadings, average variance extracted 
(AVE), and outer loading for each indicator in the measurement model. The results in table 1 indicate 
that all factor loadings exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.70, ranging from 0.715 – 0.918. 
Additionally, the AVE values in table 3 for each construct exceeded the acceptable threshold of 0.50, 
ranging from 0.566 – 0.728. Furthermore, all constructs in table 3 demonstrated satisfactory 

composite reliability values above 0.70, ranging from 0.921 – 0.945. These findings provide strong 
support for the convergent validity of the measurement model, indicating that each latent construct 
adequately captures the variance shared by its respective indicators. 

Table 1. Items, Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), Cronbach’s Alphas (α), and Factor Loadings 

Items M SD Min Max α Factor Loadings 
1 2 

Spiritual 
Intelligence 

    0.917   

S1 1 4.221 0.590 3 5  0.538 Dropped 
S1 2 4.364 0.565 3 5  0.677 Dropped 
S1 3 4.342 0.519 3 5  0.525 Dropped 
S1 4 4.188 0.554 2 5  0.764 0.775 
S1 5 4.327 0.647 1 5  0.724 0.742 
S1 6 4.044 0.554 2 5  0.486 Dropped 
S1 7 4.074 0.551 2 5  0.535 Dropped 
S1 8 4.062 0.712 2 5  0.710 0.719 
S1 9 4.136 0.507 3 5  0.755 0.783 
S1 10 4.070 0.527 3 5  0.712 0.715 
S1 11 3.923 0.640 2 5  0.604 Dropped 
S1 12 4.096 0.520 3 5  0.719 0.719 
S1 13 4.062 0.556 2 5  0.616 Dropped 
S1 14 4.121 0.621 1 5  0.763 0.780 
S1 15 4.096 0.652 1 5  0.743 0.793 
S1 16 4.162 0.518 3 5  0.716 0.741 
Cooperative 
Goal 
Interdependence 

    0.924   

CG 1 4.018 0.503 2 5  0.884 0.885 
CG 2 4.074 0.509 2 5  0.906 0.905 
CG 3 4.114 0.505 3 5  0.741 0.736 
CG 4 3.871 0.682 1 5  0.866 0.867 
CG 5 3.890 0.709 1 5  0.856 0.858 
CG 6 3.926 0.637 1 5  0.856 0.857 
Teamwork 
Values 

    0.935   

TV 1 4.224 0.512 3 5  0.785 0.784 
TV 2 4.235 0.539 2 5  0.827 0.829 
TV 3 4.232 0.494 3 5  0.767 0.765 
TV 4 4.349 0.542 3 5  0.784 0.784 
TV 5 4.290 0.549 3 5  0.754 0.752 
TV 6 4.221 0.531 3 5  0.829 0.827 
TV 7 4.169 0.659 1 5  0.841 0.842 



Fernando, K. & Suharti, L. JPPI (Jurnal Penelitian Pendidikan Indonesia) 

Vol. 12, No. 1, 2026, pp. 379-392 
   384 

 

Journal homepage: https://jurnal.iicet.org/index.php/jppi 

Items M SD Min Max α Factor Loadings 
1 2 

TV 8 4.191 0.522 3 5  0.836 0.836 
TV 9 4.217 0.607 1 5  0.868 0.870 
Mutual 
Accountability 

    0.907   

MA 1 4.165 0.640 1 5  0.822 0.826 
MA 2 4.070 0.617 1 5  0.852 0.852 
MA 3 4.118 0.613 1 5  0.856 0.857 
MA 4 3.941 0.705 1 5  0.764 0.764 
MA 5 4.088 0.600 1 5  0.918 0.918 
MA 6 4.191 0.522 3 5   0.741 
Agile Teamwork 
Quality 

    0.928   

AT 1 4.088 0.624 1 5  0.841 0.861 
AT 2 4.022 0.612 1 5  0.796 0.824 
AT 3 3.735 0.885 1 5  0.481 Dropped 
AT 4 3.996 0.597 3 5  0.699 Dropped 
AT 5 3.934 0.597 1 5  0.798 0.844 
AT 6 3.875 0.675 1 5  0.836 0.857 
AT 7 4.000 0.529 3 5  0.833 0.822 
AT 8 4.092 0.524 3 5  0.783 0.776 
AT 9 3.912 0.771 1 5  0.614 Dropped 
AT 10 4.000 0.500 3 5  0.676 Dropped 
AT 11 4.062 0.562 2 5  0.726 0.740 
AT 12 3.982 0.511 3 5  0.724 0.717 
AT 13 3.978 0.507 2 5  0.606 Dropped 
AT 14 3.985 0.420 3 5  0.630 Dropped 

Discriminant validity was evaluated using the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT), which 
compares the average correlation between constructs (heterotrait correlations) to the average 
correlation between indicators of the same construct (monotrait correlations). The results of the 
HTMT analysis in table 2 indicate that all HTMT ratios were below the recommended threshold of 
0.90, ranging from 0.715 – 0.870, providing strong evidence of discriminant validity. These findings 
suggest that the constructs in the measurement model are distinct from one another, as they exhibit 
stronger correlations with their own indicators than with indicators of other constructs. Reliability 
was assessed through the examination of Cronbach's alpha coefficients and composite reliability 
values for each latent construct. The results in table 3 indicate that all constructs achieved 
satisfactory levels of internal consistency, with Cronbach's alpha coefficients exceeding the 
recommended threshold of 0.70, ranging from 0.904 – 0.935. Moreover, composite reliability values 

for each construct surpassed the threshold of 0.70, ranging from 0.921 – 0.945. This findings indicate 
that the measurement model exhibits high levels of reliability, suggesting that the latent constructs 
are reliably measured by their respective indicators. In summary, the results of the confirmatory 
factor analysis provide strong evidence of convergent validity, discriminant validity, and reliability 
within the measurement model. These findings support the robustness and validity of the 
measurement model, affirming its suitability for subsequent structural equation modelling analyses 
and hypothesis testing. 

The collinearity assessment in table 3 was conducted to ensure that the predictors in the 
structural model were not affected by multicollinearity problems. As shown in Table 3, all inner VIF 
values ranged from 1.000 to 3.145, which are below the commonly accepted threshold of 5.00. This 
indicates that multicollinearity is not a serious concern in the model and that each predictor 
contributes to the endogenous constructs without excessive overlap with other predictors. The VIF 
values of spiritual intelligence toward cooperative goal interdependence, mutual accountability, and 
teamwork values were 1.000, suggesting that these relationships were free from predictor 
redundancy. In predicting agile teamwork quality, cooperative goal interdependence, mutual 
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accountability, and teamwork values also showed acceptable VIF values of 1.778, 3.145, and 3.070, 
respectively. These results support the robustness of the structural model and provide a valid basis 
for interpreting the path coefficients, effect sizes, and mediation effects. 

Table 2. Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio Output 

 Agile 
Teamwork 
Quality 

Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence 

Mutual 
Accountability 

Spiritual 
Intelligence 

Team 
Values 

Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence 

0.715     

Mutual 
Accountability 

0.863 0.691    

Spiritual 
Intelligence 

0.799 0.834 0.861   

Team Values 0.804 0.656 0.870 0.836  

The collinearity assessment in table 3 was conducted to ensure that the predictors in the 
structural model were not affected by multicollinearity problems. As shown in Table 3, all inner VIF 
values ranged from 1.000 to 3.145, which are below the commonly accepted threshold of 5.00. This 
indicates that multicollinearity is not a serious concern in the model and that each predictor 
contributes to the endogenous constructs without excessive overlap with other predictors. The VIF 
values of spiritual intelligence toward cooperative goal interdependence, mutual accountability, and 
teamwork values were 1.000, suggesting that these relationships were free from predictor 
redundancy. In predicting agile teamwork quality, cooperative goal interdependence, mutual 
accountability, and teamwork values also showed acceptable VIF values of 1.778, 3.145, and 3.070, 
respectively. These results support the robustness of the structural model and provide a valid basis 
for interpreting the path coefficients, effect sizes, and mediation effects. 

Table 3. Collinearity Statistics (VIF) of the Inner Model 

Structural Path VIF Interpretation 

Cooperative Goal Interdependence  Agile Teamwork Quality 1.778 No multicollinearity issue 
Mutual Accountability  Agile Teamwork Quality 3.145 No multicollinearity issue 
Spiritual Intelligence  Cooperative Goal Interdependence 1.000 No multicollinearity issue 
Spiritual Intelligence  Mutual Accountability 1.000 No multicollinearity issue 
Spiritual Intelligence  Teamwork Values 1.000 No multicollinearity issue 
Teamwork Values  Agile Teamwork Quality 3.070 No multicollinearity issue 

Table 4. Validity and Reliability Test Output 

 Cronbach'
s alpha 

Composite 
reliability (rho_a) 

Composite 
reliability (rho_c) 

Average variance 
extracted (AVE) 

Spiritual Intelligence 0.904 0.906 0.921 0.566 

Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence 

0.924 0.927 0.941 0.728 

Teamwork Values 0.935 0.940 0.945 0.658 

Mutual 
Accountability 

0.907 0.912 0.929 0.687 

Agile Teamwork 
Quality 

0.923 0.928 0.937 0.651 

This study provides strong evidence that spiritual intelligence plays a crucial role in enhancing 
agile teamwork quality through its positive influence on key mediators such as cooperative goal 
interdependence, teamwork values, and mutual accountability. Each direct and mediated relationship 
analyzed in this research presents valuable insights into how spiritual intelligence shapes team 
dynamics, offering both theoretical and practical contributions to the fields of organizational 
behavior and academic team performance. The path coefficient (β = 0.764) indicates a robust and 
significant positive effect of spiritual intelligence on cooperative goal interdependence, suggesting 
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that individuals with high levels of spiritual intelligence are more likely to cultivate a collaborative 
environment where team members depend on each other to achieve shared goals. This aligns with 
existing literature, which highlights that spiritually intelligent individuals often exhibit higher levels 
of ethical behavior, empathy, and a collective sense of purpose (Dahlan, 2019; Fry, 2003; Samul, 
2020). 

 

Figure 2 Partial Least Squares Outputs 

In academic settings, where interdisciplinary teams frequently tackle complex challenges, 
cooperative goal interdependence is essential for ensuring that all team members contribute 
effectively and align their efforts toward common objectives. The strong statistical support for this 
hypothesis reinforces the notion that spiritual intelligence fosters a mindset of interconnectedness, 
encouraging faculty members to prioritize team success over individual gain. The effect of spiritual 
intelligence on teamwork values (β = 0.781) was also found to be highly significant. This finding is 
particularly relevant in academic institutions where shared values such as integrity, openness, and 
collaboration are critical for effective teamwork. Faculty members with higher spiritual intelligence 
are more likely to promote and adhere to these core values, thereby fostering a culture of trust and 
respect within teams. This result is consistent with the findings of  Oyewunmi et al., (2024) and 
Amram & Dryer, (2008), who emphasize that spiritually intelligent individuals are more attuned to 
values-driven leadership and collaboration. In practical terms, this suggests that universities aiming 
to build strong, values-based teams should focus on developing the spiritual intelligence of their 
faculty, as it contributes directly to the internal cohesion and ethical orientation of the team. The 
relationship between spiritual intelligence and mutual accountability (β = 0.785) was found to be one 
of the strongest effects in the model. This highlights that spiritually intelligent individuals are not 
only ethically driven but are also more likely to foster a sense of mutual responsibility within teams. 
In agile environments, where rapid decision-making and adaptability are essential, mutual 
accountability ensures that team members hold each other responsible for both successes and 
failures, leading to more consistent performance. This result aligns with the teamwork strengths 
theory (Driskell et al., 2017; Elms et al., 2023), which posits that mutual accountability is a key 
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determinant of successful team dynamics. Faculty teams in higher education, particularly those 
working on collaborative research projects or curriculum development, can benefit significantly from 
this enhanced sense of responsibility, as it improves overall team cohesion and ensures that members 
remain focused on collective outcomes. 

The positive and significant effect of cooperative goal interdependence on agile teamwork quality 
(β = 0.235) underscores the importance of interdependence in fostering agility. In a team where 
members are reliant on one another to achieve goals, agility is enhanced because the team's success 
is inherently tied to the contributions of each individual. This relationship confirms that spiritually 
intelligent individuals not only improve interdependence within teams but also strengthen the 
team’s capacity to pivot and adapt quickly in response to external changes. In academic settings, 
where collaboration across disciplines is often required, the ability to maintain agile, goal-driven 
teamwork is a critical factor in both research success and administrative efficiency. The path 
coefficient between teamwork values and agile teamwork quality (β = 0.239) was also significant, 
indicating that teams that adhere to shared values such as trust, integrity, and open communication 
are more agile and capable of responding effectively to challenges. These values create a strong 
foundation for collaboration, ensuring that team members are aligned not only in their goals but also 
in their ethical approach to teamwork. This finding is particularly relevant in educational institutions, 
where the ability to rapidly adapt to changes in pedagogy, technology, and research demands is 
essential. Universities that emphasize values-driven teamwork can improve both the agility and the 
ethical integrity of their faculty teams. The relationship between mutual accountability and agile 
teamwork quality was the strongest direct effect observed in the study (β = 0.452). This result 
highlights the pivotal role that mutual accountability plays in agile teams. When team members hold 
each other accountable, it enhances the team’s ability to maintain high performance under pressure, 
adapt quickly to changes, and ensure that all members contribute to collective success. In the context 
of faculty teams, particularly those working on complex research projects or navigating 
administrative challenges, this sense of mutual responsibility is essential for ensuring that the team 
remains agile and responsive to shifting demands. The significant impact of mutual accountability 
aligns with the principles of agile methodologies, which emphasize shared ownership and collective 
responsibility as key components of high-performing teams (Akhavan Tabassi et al., 2024; Cagiltay et 
al., 2015; Dikert et al., 2016). 

Table 5. Hypothesis Testing for Direct Paths 

Construct β T Statistik P Value Explanation Decision 

Spiritual Intelligence  
Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence 

0.764 19.478 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

Spiritual Intelligence  
Teamwork Values 

0.781 23.428 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

Spiritual Intelligence  
Mutual Accountability 

0.785 19.456 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence Agile 
Teamwork Quality 

0.235 4.232 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

Teamwork Values  
Agile Teamwork Quality 

0.239 4.798 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

Mutual Accountability  
Agile Teamwork Quality 

0.452 8.713 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 

The mediation analysis in table 6 demonstrated that cooperative goal interdependence partially 
mediates the relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork quality (β = 0.180). This 
suggests that the influence of spiritual intelligence on team agility is, in part, due to its ability to 
enhance how team members depend on each other to achieve shared goals. This finding is consistent 
with the idea that spiritually intelligent individuals are more likely to foster interdependent 
environments, where collaborative efforts drive team success. For academic teams, this implies that 
fostering spiritual intelligence can help faculty members better align their efforts toward common 
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objectives, thereby improving their overall agility and effectiveness. Similarly, teamwork values also 
partially mediated the relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork quality (β = 
0.187), indicating that spiritual intelligence indirectly improves team agility by instilling a strong 
adherence to shared values within the team. This mediation effect underscores the importance of 
ethical and values-driven collaboration in fostering agile team dynamics. For institutions seeking to 
enhance their faculty teams' adaptability and performance, emphasizing the development of spiritual 
intelligence can lead to more cohesive, values-oriented teamwork. The strongest mediation effect 
observed was through mutual accountability (β = 0.355), demonstrating that a significant portion of 
the impact of spiritual intelligence on agile teamwork quality operates through the cultivation of 
mutual responsibility within teams. This mediation effect highlights that spiritually intelligent 
individuals not only contribute to agile team performance directly but also do so by fostering a 
culture of shared accountability. In the context of higher education, where faculty teams must 
frequently manage complex projects and navigate institutional changes, this sense of mutual 
accountability is essential for maintaining agility and ensuring sustained performance. 

Table 6. Mediation Effects 

Construct β T Statistik P Value Explanation Decision 

Spiritual Intelligence  
Cooperative Goal 
Interdependence  Agile 
Teamwork Quality 

0.180 4.035 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 
(partial 
mediation) 

Spiritual Intelligence  
Teamwork Values  Agile 
Teamwork Quality 

0.187 4.711 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 
(partial 
mediation) 

Spiritual  mutual 
Accountability  Agile 
Teamwork Quality 

0.355 7.874 0.000 Significant, 
positive 

Accepted 
(partial 
mediation) 

The f-square analysis in table 7 provides further insight into the substantive contribution of each 
predictor in the structural model. The results show that spiritual intelligence has a large effect on 
cooperative goal interdependence (f² = 1.398), mutual accountability (f² = 1.602), and teamwork 
values (f² = 1.567), indicating that spiritual intelligence functions as a strong antecedent of the 
relational foundations of agile teamwork. These findings suggest that lecturers with stronger spiritual 
intelligence are more likely to develop shared goals, internalize teamwork values, and strengthen 
collective responsibility within academic teams. In contrast, when predicting agile teamwork quality, 
mutual accountability shows a medium effect (f² = 0.215), while cooperative goal interdependence (f² 
= 0.103) and teamwork values (f² = 0.062) show small effects. This pattern indicates that although 
shared goals and teamwork values remain important, mutual accountability has a more direct and 
substantive role in shaping agile teamwork quality. In the context of higher education, this finding is 
meaningful because faculty teams often operate with high professional autonomy, making collective 
responsibility, peer commitment, and shared ownership essential for ensuring that collaboration 
becomes not only value-based but also action-oriented and adaptive. 

Table 7. Effect Size 

Structural Path f-square (f²) Interpretatio
n 

Cooperative Goal Interdependence  Agile Teamwork Quality 0.103 Small 
Mutual Accountability  Agile Teamwork Quality 0.215 Medium 
Spiritual Intelligence  Cooperative Goal Interdependence 1.398 Large 
Spiritual Intelligence  Mutual Accountability 1.602 Large 
Spiritual Intelligence  Team Values* 1.567 Large 
Team Values*  Agile Teamwork Quality 0.062 Small 

Assessment of Goodness of Fit is using 2 components, that is Standardized Root Mean Square 
Residual (SRMR) and Goodness of Fit (GoF) Index. The SRMR analysis in table 9 yielded a value of 
0.077. Based on established guidelines, an SRMR value below 0.08 is indicative of a good model fit 
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(Hair et al., 2021). In this study, the obtained SRMR value of 0.071 falls below this threshold, 
indicating a satisfactory fit between the observed data and the proposed measurement model. 
Similarly, the GoF index in table 8 value of 0.642 suggests a good overall fit of the model to the data. 
Overall, the attainment of satisfactory goodness of fit statistics underscores the robustness of the 
structural equation model and strengthens the validity of the study's conclusions. By providing 
evidence of a good fit between the hypothesized model and the observed data, the goodness of fit 
assessment enhances the overall quality and credibility of the research findings, thereby contributing 
to the advancement of knowledge within the field. 

Table 8. Goodness-of-Fit Index 

Construct R- Square AVE GoF 
Spiritual Intelligence  0.566  
Cooperative Goal Interdependence 0.583 0.728  
Teamwork Values 0.610 0.658  
Mutual Accountability 0.616 0.687  
Agile Teamwork Quality 0.697 0.651  
Average 0.626 0.658 0.642 

 
Table 9. Value of Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 

SRMR 0.084 

Nevertheless, this study has its limitations. The research focused exclusively on private 
universities with superior accreditation in Central Java, which may limit the generalizability of the 
findings to other regions or institutional types, such as public universities or those with different 
cultural settings. Future studies should expand the sample to include a more diverse range of 
institutions and geographic areas. Moreover, the reliance on self-reported data introduces the 
possibility of bias, as participants may have overestimated their levels of spiritual intelligence or the 
quality of their teamwork. Incorporating more objective measures, such as peer evaluations or 
observational data, in future research would enhance the reliability of these findings. 

Further research should also explore the long-term effects of spiritual intelligence on team 
dynamics and performance. Longitudinal studies that track the development of spiritual intelligence 
and its impact on teamwork over time would offer valuable insights into how these skills evolve and 
contribute to sustained team success. Additionally, investigating the interaction between spiritual 
intelligence and other psychological constructs, such as emotional intelligence and psychological 
safety, could provide deeper insights into how these factors collectively influence team performance. 
Understanding how spiritual intelligence interacts with emotional and social dynamics within teams 
could help institutions tailor their team building and leadership development programs more 
effectively. Finally, future research could delve into the role of institutional leadership in fostering 
environments that support the growth of spiritual intelligence among faculty members. Leaders play 
a critical role in shaping organizational culture, and their support for spiritual and ethical 
development could have a profound impact on the overall performance of academic teams. 

 

Conclusions 
This study examined the relationship between spiritual intelligence and agile teamwork quality 
among lecturers in highly accredited private universities in Central Java, Indonesia. The findings 
indicate that spiritual intelligence is positively associated with cooperative goal interdependence, 
teamwork values, and mutual accountability, which in turn support agile teamwork quality. These 
results suggest that spiritual intelligence may contribute to faculty teamwork not only as an 
individual psychological capacity, but also as a relational resource that strengthens shared goals, 
value-based collaboration, and collective responsibility within academic teams. Among the three 
mediating mechanisms, mutual accountability emerged as the most substantial pathway linking 
spiritual intelligence to agile teamwork quality. This finding highlights that agile teamwork in higher 
education is not shaped only by shared goals or common values, but also by the extent to which team 
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members are willing to hold themselves and one another responsible for collective outcomes. In 
academic teams where lecturers often work with high autonomy, mutual accountability becomes a 
critical mechanism for translating shared purpose and ethical awareness into coordinated, adaptive, 
and responsible teamwork behavior. 

Theoretically, this study extends the discussion of spiritual intelligence by positioning it within a 
team-level context. While previous studies have often emphasized the individual outcomes of 
spiritual intelligence, this research shows that spiritual intelligence may also be relevant for 
explaining how academic teams develop relational conditions that support agility. Practically, the 
findings suggest that higher education institutions should not rely solely on formal procedures, 
digital systems, or administrative coordination to improve teamwork quality. Institutional efforts to 
strengthen faculty teamwork should also include the development of shared responsibility, peer 
accountability, collaborative values, and goal interdependence. However, the findings should be 
interpreted within the limitations of the study. The research was conducted only among lecturers in 
highly accredited private universities in Central Java, which may limit the generalizability of the 
results to other institutional types, regions, or academic cultures. In addition, the use of cross-
sectional and self-reported survey data limits the ability to draw strong causal conclusions. Future 
studies are encouraged to use longitudinal designs, multi-source data, broader institutional samples, 
and additional psychological or organizational variables such as psychological safety, emotional 
intelligence, leadership support, and organizational culture. Such studies may provide a deeper 
understanding of how spiritual intelligence and relational mechanisms jointly shape agile teamwork 
quality in higher education. 
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