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Abstract

Research activities and outputs play a significant role in determining the standing and
performance of a university. This article aims to examine the influence of individual factors,
work resources, and organizational factors on research performance, and the mediation effect
of work engagement on these relationships among academics at four Malaysian research
universities. Theory of personal engagement at work and job demands-resources theory was
employed to explain academics’ research performance. The study utilized a cross-sectional
design and surveyed 252 randomly selected academics. Individual effort and professional
development were found to be significantly correlated to academics’ research performance,
while organizational and work resources were not significantly associated with research
performance. Work engagement did not mediate the relationships between all predictor
variables and research performance. The study highlights the importance of individual factors
and professional development in facilitating academics’ research performance and highlights
the significance of human resource development in facilitating academics’ research
performance.

Keywords: Work Engagement, Research Performance, Professional Development, Human
Resource Development, Academics

Introduction

In 2007, the Malaysian government announced a significant transformation of the
educational system to enhance research endeavors and boost research productivity. The
ranking and reputation of a university are significantly influenced by its research activities and
performance. This aligns with the national goal of promoting a research and development-
driven knowledge-based economy. The transformation plan sought to achieve the goal of
having one of its Higher Education Institutions (HEIls) listed among the top 100 institutions
globally, as specified in the 10th Malaysia Plan. In addition, the objective was to have a second
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Higher Education Institution (HEI) listed in the top 50, as outlined in the 11th Malaysia Plan.
This move is a consequence of a global trend (Lee, 2004) that has led higher education
institutions in a nation to reorganize and prioritize research (Ministry of Higher Education,
2007a; Ministry of Higher Education, 2007b). In addition, the government has prioritized
assisting university leadership, recognizing their crucial role in driving the achievement of the
national research and development (R&D) agenda (Tauhed et al., 2018, Tie, 2012).
Establishing a research-oriented workplace is one way to enhance research performance.
Since 2006, the government has designated five institutions as Malaysian Research
institutions (MRUs) to enhance the ranking of Malaysian universities in the THE-QS. This is
achieved by intensifying research activities and increasing research output (Basarudin et al.,
2016; Mohd Rasdi et al., 2023). The MRUs consist of Universiti Malaya (UM), Universiti
Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Universiti Teknologi Malaysia
(UTM), and Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM).

Since 2010, the number of MRUs has remained constant due to the absence of any further
institutions that meet the basic requirements for MRU recognition. MRUs are anticipated to
primarily concentrate on research and innovation endeavors focused on the expansion of
knowledge and driven by exceptionally skilled academics. With the acknowledgment as an
MRU, these universities have a higher potential to be on the front lines in innovation, design,
and research output based on international standards.

During the first stages of recognizing Research Universities (RUs), the government provided
extra financial assistance (Prathap & Ratnavelu, 2014) in addition to the annual operating
budget. This additional funding aimed to facilitate the implementation of research-oriented
policies and strategies in the MRUs (Chapman et al., 2014). As a result, MRUs were able to
generate more research and development funds and initiatives to motivate scholars (Ahmad,
2012). The investment was made with the anticipation that MRUs would generate substantial
research outputs and serve as a benchmark for research-focused universities in comparison
to non-RUs. Nevertheless, despite continuous efforts spanning over ten years to improve
research performance, the Ministry of Education's report in 2015, which drew on the Annual
Report by Universitas21 (U21), emphasized that Malaysia's R&D performance remained
deficient, despite the education sector consistently receiving the largest allocation from the
national development budget. Currently, research has the utmost importance for all
institutions in Malaysia as they strive to meet the criteria established by the government in
the ranking evaluation. This has increased the workload for both the institution and the
individual professor (Basarudin et al., 2016). Longitudinal research conducted by Idris (2011)
reveals that academics experience role overload and role ambiguity, which might exert long-
term strain on them. The academics in question are probably linked to the goal of departing
from the academic profession (Ryan et al., 2011) and the institution (Idris, 2011).

The contemporary academic environment places significant emphasis on research
performance as the primary criterion for achieving world-renowned university status. This is
because the job performance of academics in research is intimately linked to the institution's
fundamental ability to generate knowledge. The significance of academic job performance in
research lies in its tight association with and large impact on the university's reputation (Cadez
et al., 2017; Aguinis & O'Boyle, 2014). Consequently, despite the ongoing economic decline,
there is still a strong anticipation for academics to excel in their research work (Bentley, 2015).
This is crucial for academics to make valuable contributions towards maintaining and
enhancing the university's reputation as a distinguished research institution.
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Previous studies have shown that work engagement plays a crucial role in mediating the job
performance of workers in several sectors, such as banking, manufacturing, and healthcare
(Bakker, 2011; Rich et al., 2010). Employers that focus on the development and maintenance
of a dedicated workforce may achieve beneficial outcomes, for instance, improved
performance of business units and a positive company image. Interactions and collaboration
between individuals within a work team may positively impact the overall performance of an
organization. Nevertheless, there is a scarcity of research examining the role of job
engagement in moderating the relationship between academics' research performance and
its determinants (e.g., Dubbelt et al., 2016; Menguc et al.,, 2013). Moreover, there is
conjecture that the correlation between work engagement and performance is not
straightforward, but rather complex, as there may be several intermediate processes that
elucidate this relationship (Chughtai & Buckley, 2011; Demerouti & Cropanzano, 2010). This
study aims to examine the variables that may accurately forecast the research productivity of
academics, as well as the influence of work engagement in strengthening the relationships
between the predictors and the research performance of academics.

Currently, there is a shortage of studies that identify elements to enhance research
performance, particularly among academics at Malaysian research universities (MRUs),
despite the significance of research performance in institutions. Academics’ key functions at
MRU involves multiple tasks and responsibilities ranging from teaching, research and
publications, students’ supervision, administrative task etcetera. Juggling with all these tasks
and responsibilities, has made academics pressing for their time to participate in professional
development initiatives. Nevertheless, such developmental activities are significant for
upgrading and improving knowledge, skills, and abilities required for performing research
activities. Lack of competence in research would influence research performance.
Therefore, it is essential to discover pertinent predictors in the study environment to get a
more profound comprehension of the phenomena and help organizations to benefit from
their workforce (Rich et al., 2010). The results of this study might serve as a valuable resource
for leaders of MRUs who are responsible for formulating policies and procedures to improve
the research performance of academics, particularly when it comes to suggesting practical
solutions and guidance to stakeholders.

Literature Review

Theorizing Academics’ Research Performance

The theory of Personal Engagement at Work and Job Demands-Resources Theory were
employed to theorize academics’ research performance.

Theory of Personal Engagement at Work

Kahn’s (1990) Theory of Personal Engagement at Work (TPEW) suggests that organizational
factors, work elements, and individual factors influence job performance. Kahn’s (1990)
grounded theory on TPEW enlightens the concept of personal engagement in performing
work roles as it is very pertinent to determine the kind of outcomes to be obtained. The main
proposition of TPEW is that work elements (i.e., work resources) and work context (i.e.,
organizational factors) as well as individual factors shape the psychological experience that
then stimulates either individual engagement or disengagement during task performances.
This involves the concurrent interaction of these factors that are expected to influence the
magnitude of employees’ work experience, quality, and productivity (Kahn, 1992; 1990).
TPEW centers on the concept of personal engagement at work. Personal engagement in work
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role performance refers to an individual's full investment of themselves in performing their
work. Oppositely, disengaged employees withdraw and keep themselves from performing
their work roles which are reflected in the individual’s behavior (Kahn, 1990). Kahn’s (1990)
observation about the engagement was made on two different natures of work and work
setting, i.e., counselors at a summer camp and employees of a prestigious architecture firm
in the United States.

The requirements to be engaged according to Kahn (1990) are to identify factors that
stimulate the psychological situation, i.e., the sense of meaningfulness, safety, and
availability. Kahn (1990) classified these factors into three, which include work nature, work
context or organizational factors, and individual characteristics. These factors subsequently
influence how employees devote their energy to carrying out their tasks to achieve work
outcomes in terms of performance, productivity, motivation, and creativity (Kahn, 1992;
1990).

In addition, TPEW also theorized that individual factors are also pertinent in determining the
extent of personal engagement in work role performance that transmits effects on outcomes
(Rich et al., 2010). Individual factors refer to the readiness of an employee to engage in
performing their work. Based on the feedback from participants of Kahn’s (1990) study, he
identified physical and emotional energy as the individual elements that assist employees in
coping with work demands. Such energy would make employees feel available and competent
to perform their work (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

TPEW can be very helpful in theorizing employees’ job performance in achieving the targeted
goals. By applying TPEW to the study of research performance, this study argued that the
organizational factors (e.g., organizational norms/culture and the way leaders inspire their
subordinates), and work resources (e.g., task significance and networking) as well as
individual factors can enhance the academics’ research performance at MRUs.

The Job Demands-Resources Theory

The Job Demands-Resources Theory (JDRT) was chosen as the supporting theory in this study
as it provides an understanding of individual motivation. The theory's efficacy resides in its
capacity to elucidate the impact of motivation or work engagement in situations when job
demands are substantial. The primary tenet of JDRT is that a surplus of work resources would
enhance employees' incentive to fully use their skills and exert effort in carrying out their job
responsibilities. Simultaneously, employment resources alleviate workplace pressures,
enabling workers to boost their work engagement and impact their job performance. Job
resources refer to the tangible, social, or structural elements of a job that serve to a) reduce
the demands placed on individuals and the resulting psychological and physiological strain; b)
contribute to the achievement of work objectives; or c) facilitate personal growth, learning,
and advancement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job resources satisfy employees'
psychological needs, as shown by Bakker et al. (2014) and Deci and Ryan (2000). This leads to
increased employee engagement and improved job performance. This research defined work
resources as individual elements and included variables such as individual effort, time
management, and professional growth to illustrate and clarify the notion.

Patel et al. (2018) found that organizational factors, work resources, and individual factors
are not sufficient to influence greater work performance. Whilst these factors were found to
have relationships with work performance, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) revealed that higher
employee engagement is evident to significantly contribute to greater work performance.
According to Demerouti (2006), personnel who encounter a state of flow in their job,
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characterized by absorption, pleasure, and devotion, are capable of enhancing their
performance levels. The inclusion of work engagement in JDRT explains the underlying
mechanism of how job resources affect research performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).
Job resources that include organizational factors and work resources as well as individual
factors, lead employees to become engaged in performing research activities. Engaged
individuals who are characterized as vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed in their role
performance were found to positively influence their work performance (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004; Rich et al., 2010).

Hence, JDRT was employed to further illustrate the relationships between organizational
factors, work resources, and individual factors as well as the role of work engagement in
mediating these relationships. Both TPEW and JDRT do not explicitly postulate that
organizational context, work characteristics, and individual factors influence research
performance. However, based on past studies and the conceptual discussion about TPEW and
JDRT, the current study believed that employees with sound supportive environments and
job resources would be engaged physically, cognitively, and emotionally subsequently
influencing their job performance. Based on the above discussion, we illustrate the
conceptual framework in Figure 1.

Organizational Factors
Organizational
culture
Transformational

Work Resources

Work Research
Task significance

Enzagement » Performance

\ 4

Individual Factors
Individual effort

Time management

Professional

Figure 1: The Research Framework.

Methods

This correlational cross-sectional study employed academics from the four Malaysian
Research Universities (i.e., UKM, UM, USM, and UTM) as the unit of analysis. UPM was
excluded as the pilot study was conducted there. Academics without doctoral qualifications
were excluded as they have different performance measures. Respondents were selected
using proportionate stratified random sampling with the universities and job positions being
the stratum involved.

The predictors (i.e., organizational culture, transformational leadership, task significance,
networking, individual effort, time management, and professional development) and
criterion variables (i.e., work engagement and research performance) were measured using
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established instruments with an accepted internal reliability coefficient (above 0.7). Content
validity was conducted by subject-matter experts and constructs validity using convergent
and discriminant validity were accessed and found that the set of measured items reflects the
latent construct which those items are designed to measure (Hair et al., 1998). Data were
distributed to 381 academics using self-administered questionnaires. Out of this number, a
total of 292 questionnaires were received, with a response rate of 76.64%. After data
screening, the number of usable responses was 252 and they were preceded by SEM data
analyses. Reasons for data removal were incomplete responses (21) and questionnaires were
answered by senior lecturers/ assistant professors with less than three years of work
experience (19).

Samples were randomly selected using the table of random numbers. Drop-and-pick method
which was followed by several follow-up measures was utilized for data collection. Data
collection was facilitated by a liaison personnel in each research university and the method
was deemed appropriate to be applied among academics who were always occupied with
many works.

Confirmatory factor analysis was carried out to test the model validity before proceeding with
SEM and reported a very good fit between the data and the suggested measurement model.
The results of the measurement model yielded the following fit model: [x? (1185)=1803,877;
p=0.000; x?/df=1.522; CFI=.930; IFI=.931; TLI=.925; RMSEA=.046].

Respondents’ Demographic Profile

Out of 252 respondents, more than half (53.6%) of the respondents were male and 46.4%
were female. The mean of respondents’ age was 47.0 (SD=7.5), with ages ranging from 31 to
65 years. Respondents were fairly represented from four research universities in Malaysia
such as USM (27.0%), UTM (26.6%), UKM (23.8%), and UM (22.6%). In terms of job positions,
assistant professor (54.0%) constituted the largest composition of respondents, followed by
67 respondents (26.6%) and 49 respondents (19.4%) holding a position as associate professor
and professor, respectively. Most of the respondents had been working for three to nine years
(28.6%), followed by respondents who had been working for ten to sixteen years (25.0%) and
seventeen to twenty-three years (25.4%) at their current university. Meanwhile, another
13.9% had been working at their current university for four years and the other 9.3% had
been working for five years. For overall work tenure as academics, 47.2% of the academics
had at least nine to fifteen years of working experience.

Findings and Discussion

This study aimed to investigate the extent of influence of organizational factors, work
resources, and individual factors on academics’ research performance and how work
engagement facilitates these relationships. Table 1 and Table 2 present the findings of the
study on the predictors of academics’ research performance and the mediation effect of work
engagement on these relationships.

Organizational Factors and Research Performance

Table 1 shows that there was no significant influence of organizational culture (B=-.110, C.R.
=-1.394, p=.163) and transformational leadership ($=.026, C.R.=.356, p=.722) on the research
performance of academics in MRUs. This shows that organizational culture and
transformational leadership do not significantly influence research performance among
academics in MRUs.
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Table 1: The Regression Weights in the Direct Model between Factors and Research
Performance

Constructs B S.E. Beta C.R. p

oC -.032 .023 -.110 -2.394 .163
TR .005 .014 .026 .356 722
NE -.055 -25 -.188 -2.188 .029
IE 167 .034 .535 4.889 .000
™ .024 .028 .074 .843 .399
TS -.015 .027 -.051 -.551 .582
PD .066 .026 228 2.513 .012
WE .012 .037 .024 320 .749

Note. Organizational Culture = OC, Networking =NE, Individual Effort = IE, Time
Management= TM, Task Significance = TS, Transformational Leadership = TR,
Professional Development =PD, Work Engagement = WE.

Despite organizational culture playing an important role in job performance, in this study, it
appears to be different. This discovery aligns with Kwiek's (2016) study, which suggests that
individual traits are considered more significant for academic output compared to
institutional features. Regarding transformational leadership, the possible explanation of its
insignificant influence on research performance could be that the leaders of MRUs were
focusing more on general management rather than on specific agendas to increase research
performance. According to Pourbarkhordari et al. (2016), transformational leadership is
related to individual effectiveness as it inspires followers to perform beyond the expected
target.

Work Resources and Research Performance

Table 1 shows that task significance did not have a significant impact on research performance
(B=-.051, C.R.=-.551, p=.582). On the other hand, networking was shown to have a negative
and significant impact on research performance (B=-.188, C.R.=-2.188, p=.029). Hence, task
significance does not influence academics’ research performance and networking
significantly and negatively influences academics’ research performance in MRUs.

The finding on task significance was in line with Anderson and Stritch’s (2016) study.
According to Anderson and Stritch (2016), one of the possible reasons is academics try to be
precise and cautious in their job as they want to achieve both the quantity and quality of the
job. However, this led them to be more cautious about the technicality rather than the
significance of the tasks. Therefore, task significance has no significant influence on research
performance. It appears that academics are concerned more with fulfilling the high
expectations for research performance rather than appreciating the significance of their
research contributions.

This study discovered that networking has had a detrimental impact on the research
performance of academics at MRUs. This indicates that academics with less networking have
higher research performance. Edgar and Geare (2013) mentioned that high-performing
academics are less dependent on networking. According to Mohd Rasdi et al. (2013),
networking requires more time and effort. Due to these reasons, involvement in networking
activities could potentially make the academics spend quite a lot of time engaging with their
potential research partner, and in turn devote less time toward their research activities (i.e.,
writings and publications).
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Individual Factors and Research Performance

Table 1 depicts the findings that individual effort (B=.535, C.R.=4.889, p=.0001) and
professional development (f=.228 C.R.=2.513, p=.012) were found to have a significant effect
on research performance. This indicates that individual effort and professional development
significantly influenced the research performance of the academics in MRUs. Nevertheless,
the findings indicated that time management had no significant impact on research
performance (B=.074, C.R.=.843, p=.399).

Bentley (2015) found that individual effort has a positive influence on research output and
publishing productivity. Macey and Schneider (2008) mentioned that individual effort
involves setting individual plans to achieve certain goals, followed by how much commitment
is invested and how much perseverance is needed to manage obstacles and difficulties.
Therefore, to be successful in research, strategic individual plans about where and how the
academics invest their effort are really important.

Abu Said et al. (2015) mentioned that the academic setting is complex with many roles and
responsibilities. Academics have to juggle their time wisely not only in research activities but
also in other tasks such as teaching and administrative work. Most of the time, academics
have difficulty finding time to research as it involves a lot of interrelated activities from
reading to idea creation to publishing. This aligns with the assertion made by Salehi et al.
(2015) that administrative responsibilities have an impact on the capacity of academics to
fulfill their other obligations. In regards to professional development, Afshar and Yar (2019)
found it a crucial factor in all sectors of education and it remains important today. It helped
academics to improve their ability in terms of knowledge and skill in the discipline (Brew et
al., 2016) through involvement in research projects.

Work Engagement and Research Performance

The results in Table 1 indicate that there was no significant effect of work engagement on
research performance (f=.024, C.R.=.320, p=.749) among the academics in MRUs. This means
that work engagement did not significantly influence the research performance of academics
in MRUs. This finding contradicts previous mainstream studies about work engagement
(Christian et al., 2011; Dubbelt et al., 2016; Bakker et al., 2014). This difference could be
explained by the nature of the sample study. In the academic setting, to fulfill the high
expectations for research performance and to be equivalent to other world-renowned
universities, the academic has no other option except to fully engage in performing their
research tasks. Nevertheless, they have yet to internalize the essence of work engagement
which deprives them of from benefiting the influence of work engagement on research
performance.

At MRUs, the academics’ key performance indexes were not just research and publication.
On top of these, academics were occupied with teaching, supervision, student development,
engagement in industry and community works, and administrative tasks at various levels (i.e.,
department, faculty, and universities). These overwhelming tasks and workloads have always
made academics on the run and juggle in fulfilling their responsibilities. Eventually, these
experiences have influenced their work-related well-being such as job satisfaction and work
engagement. Consequently, this probably has led to an insignificant relationship between
work engagement in research activities and research performance.
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The Mediation Influence of Work Engagement between Organizational Factors, Work
Resources, Individual Factors, and Research Performance

Table 2 shows that the standardized indirect effect (SIE) of all predictor variables on research
performance through work engagement was not significant. In other words, these findings
indicate that work engagement did not significantly mediate the relationship between all
predictors and research performance.

Table 2
Summary of Mediation Influence of Work Engagement on the Relationship between the
Predictor Variables and Research Performance.

Path SIE o] LB UB Status

OC->WE->RP .009 .408 -.018 .067 No Mediation
TL->WE->RP .008 462 -.018 .054 No Mediation
TS>WE->RP .003 478 -.010 .048 No Mediation
NE->WE->RP -.002 .486 -.035 486 No Mediation
[E>WE—->RP .007 .348 -.013 .070 No Mediation
TM->WE->RP .004 417 -.011 .057 No Mediation
PD->WE—->RP .008 .339 -.015 .060 No Mediation

Note. Organizational Culture = OC, Networking =NE, Individual Effort = IE, Time
Management= TM, Task Significance = TS, Transformational Leadership = TR,
Professional Development =PD, Work Engagement = WE.

The findings of this study are inconsistent with the result of the majority of past studies that
have substantiated the mediating effect of work engagement between its predictors and job
performance (e.g., Dubbelt et al., 2016; Al-Tit & Wadi, 2015; Arifin et al., 2014). The socio-
cultural context may also be one of the factors explaining the non-significant influence of
work engagement in mediating the relationship between research performance and its
predictors (Edgar & Geare, 2013). The instruments of work engagement, mostly have been
used in Western countries. This study adopted questionnaires developed and tested in
Western countries whose work culture, ecosystem, and values are different from Malaysia.
The findings of this study implied that a different nature of work setting and socio-cultural
context may lead to different results.

Summary of Findings and Conclusion

Research performance depends on many influencing factors, and these factors evolve
through time as the nature of research performance has changed. The findings of this study
conclude that individual factors are a function of academics’ research performance.
Academics should equip themselves with the right information and strategies to enhance
their research performance. Simultaneously, academics should actively pursue possibilities
offered by the organizational structure to improve their research skills. This finding sheds
some light on the need for the university to have more concerted initiatives with academics
and to strategize their plan to enhance academics’ motivation and competency to improve
their research performance. Research performance is closely related to human resource
development initiatives and thus, HRD practitioners need to devise comprehensive strategies
and plan at the individual level such as to include formal mentoring programs so that
academics are more organized and systematic in their research work.

5009



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH IN BUSINESS AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

Vol. 13, No. 12, 2023, E-ISSN: 2222-6990 © 2023

This study also concludes that organizational factors (organization culture and
transformational leadership) are not factors of academics’ research performance in MRUs.
Every university has been taking initiatives to motivate researchers by providing support and
facilities and encouraging innovative orientations. MRUs have been supportive enough by
allocating financial incentives for academics who publish in high-ranking journals. Collectively,
these supports act as extrinsic motivation whereas Ryan and Deci (2000) agree that they
typically produce immediate results and require less effort in comparison to intrinsic
motivation.

A further conclusion that can be drawn from the findings is that work resources are not crucial
factors in enhancing academics’ research performance at MRUs. Academics could not control
the effectiveness of external work resources such as task significance and networking.
Although they may understand that their research output has an influence on others’ well-
being and the importance of networking in their career development, in most instances, these
work resources take years to materialize in terms of tangible or intangible outputs.
Surprisingly, based on the findings of the study, we also conclude that work engagement is
not a factor in enhancing academics’ research performance in this context. The “publish or
perish” mantra which is common at research universities signals an unhealthy aspect of
academic research orientation. Academics’ passion and dedication to research projects would
eventually decline, which probably explains the insignificant role of work engagement,
organizational factors, and individual factors. Consequently, this implicates a call to balance
between job demand and job resources among academics at MRUs.

Implications and Suggestions For Future Studies

This study has huge implications for HRD. Research performance is strongly related to
individual professional development as it fundamentally lies in the competency development
of academics (Swanson, 1995) or capacity development (Nguyen, 2016). Competence and
capable academics would lead to high research performance and improved quality of
research outputs. MRUs need to actively stimulate their HRD functions to grow and enhance
academic competency through various initiatives such as skill-based training, hands-on
workshops, webinars, mentoring, continuing education, and job assignments. The key
element in such initiatives would be unleashing academics' potential, pushing them out of
their comfort zones, and requiring them to think and act creatively.

Besides professional development, this study also found that individual effort plays an
important role in influencing academic research performance. It is noted that individual
professional development could not happen without individual effort, and both factors are
needed to create a synergy that gives academics motivation to be involved in research
activities. Without individual effort, professional development initiatives can be an isolating
activity. Academics themselves need to be proactive in searching for professional
development programs and participate actively in such programs to gain competencies.
Academics benefit hugely when they feel part of a network of scholars and when they are
actively connected to experts, research, know-how, and development opportunities. Such
opportunities serve to enhance academic practice and enrich their experience in research-
related activities.

By understanding the nature of research performance and its predictors, HRD practitioners
could formulate more appropriate policies and create a more conducive environment that
could motivate academics to enhance their research performance. The HRD practitioners and
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universities should focus on capacity-building programs for academics to develop and nurture
high research performers.

This study limits itself in its correlational design which restricts cause-and-effect relationships
as well as generalizations. Hence, future research may carefully examine the variables
involved, the use of the right sampling techniques, the right sample size as well as sample
selection, and the application of statistical procedures. It is also recommended to consider a
more specific sample of academics based on their job positions such as senior lecturer or
associate professor to understand the challenges and experience based on academics’
professional development stages. Future studies might be undertaken to ascertain the impact
of many possible determinants and intervening variables, such as job crafting and mentorship,
on the research performance of academics.
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