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Abstract of thesis presented to the Senate of Universiti Putra Malaysia in fulfillment of
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SELECTED MALAYSIAN RESEARCH UNIVERSITIES

By

SITI ZAINAB BINTI TAUHED

December 2018

Chairman : Assoc. Prof. Dr. Roziah Mohd Rasdi, PhD
Faculty : Educational Studies

Research performance among academics at Malaysian Research Universities is very
significant in the present competitive academic world. This is based on the fact that
university’s ranking that is mainly based on the research activities and outputs, plays a
significant role in determining the standing and reputation of a university. Therefore,
studies to understand the phenomena about research performance of academics remains
pertinent, especially from the non-western perspective. In the context of job
performance, past empirical studies have substantiated that work engagement mediates
the relationship between job performance and its predictors. However, work engagement
has less been studied in the context of academics’ work, particularly in research.
Research performance of academics was theorized using Kahn’s Theory of Personal
Engagement at Work and Job Demands-Resources Theory. These theories highlight that
works environment which includes organizational factors (organizational culture and
transformational leadership), work resources (task significance and networking), and
individual factors (individual effort, time management, and professional development)
all of which explain individual research performance. Thus, this study aims were to
determine the influence of these factors on academics’ research performance and the
mediating influence of work engagement between the predictors and research
performance.

This study adopted a quantitative research paradigm using descriptive and correlational
research methodology. Data were collected using cross-sectional study approach. The
structured questionnaire was employed to collect data from 381 academics from grade
51/52 up to VK7 at the selected Malaysian Research Universities. They were chosen
using the proportionate stratified random sampling procedure. Structural Equation
Modeling was employed to examine the structural model of the study. The descriptive
statistics of this study showed that the research performance of academics at MRUs is
not promising. Results from the direct effect analysis showed that individual effort and
professional development influenced significantly to research performance of
academics. These findings indicate that individual factors are significant predictors of



research performance. In addition, organizational culture and transformational
leadership significantly influenced work engagement. This shows that organizational
factors are an important aspect in explaining work engagement. This study also found
that work engagement did not mediate the relationship between research performance
and its predictors. This study did not support Kahn’s Theory of Personal engagement at
Work and Job Demands-Resources Theory in explaining organizational factors and work
resources as predictors of academics’ job performance in research.

The study concluded that job performance is explained by different factors according to
the nature of work. Research performance of academics in this study needs further
attention and it is the function of individual factors. On the other hand, organizational
factors are important in developing an engaged workforce. However, this study also
concluded that work engagement did not have a mediation influence between its
predictors and research performance. The study broadens the concept of research
performance measures which mainly dominated by the number of publications and
citations. This study also offers new insight for the Human Resource Development
Practitioners related to academics’ job performance in research which has been
understudied. In terms of practice, individual effort and professional development need
to become an important strategy to improve research performance of academics.



Abstrak tesis yang dikemukakan kepada Senat Universiti Putra Malaysia sebagai
memenuhi keperluan untuk ijazah Doktor Falsafah.

PENENTU PRESTASI PENYELIDIKAN DAN PERANAN KETERLIBATAN
KERJA SEBAGAI PENGANTARA DALAM KALANGAN PENSYARAH DI
UNIVERSITI PENYELIDIKAN MALAYSIA TERPILIH

Oleh

SITI ZAINAB BINTI TAUHED

Disember 2018

Pengerusi : Prof. Madya Dr. Roziah Mohd Rasdi, PhD
Fakulti  : Pengajian Pendidikan

Prestasi penyelidikan dalam kalangan ahli akademik adalah agenda penting di Universiti
Penyelidikan dalam era yang kompetitif. Ini adalah kerana prestasi penyelidikan yang di
ukur dari segi aktiviti dan hasil penyelidikan memainkan peranan yang sangat penting
bagi menentukan kedudukan dan reputasi sesebuah universiti. Oleh kerana itu, kajian
untuk memahami fenomena mengenai prestasi penyelidikan dalam kalangan ahli
akademik adalah sentiasa relevan terutamanya daripada perspektif bukan barat. Di
konteks prestasi kerja, kajian-kajian yang lalu telah membuktikan bahawa keterlibatan
kerja menjadi perantara antara prestasi kerja dan faktor-faktor peramal prestasi kerja.
Walaubagaimanapun, keterlibatan kerja kurang mendapat perhatian dalam kajian yang
melibatkan profesion ahli akademik terutamanya bidang penyelidikan. Teori prestasi
penyelidikan dalam kalangan akademik dijelaskan dengan menggunakan ‘Kahn'’s
Theory of Personal engagement at Work’ and ‘Job Demands-Resources Theory’. Teori-
teori ini menerangkan bahawa persekitaran kerja yang merangkumi faktor organisasi
(budaya organisasi dan ‘transformational leadership’), sumber pekerjaan (kepentingan
tugas dan rangkaian), dan faktor individu (usaha individu, pengurusan masa dan
pembangunan profesional) menerangkan prestasi penyelidikan di peringkat individu.
Sehubungan dengan itu, kajian ini bertujuan untuk mengenal pasti adakah faktor-faktor
tersebut mempengaruhi prestasi penyelidikan dalam kalangan ahli akademik dan
peranan keterlibatan kerja sebagai pemboleh ubah perantara.

Kajian ini telah menggunakan pendekatan kuantitatif dengan reka bentuk penyelidikan
deskriptif dan korelasi di samping mengguna pakai kajian keratan rentas. Soal selidik
berstruktur telah digunakan dalam pengumpulan data. Data kajian diperolehi dari 381
ahli adademik dari gred 51/52 hingga Jusa C di Universiti-universiti Penyelidikan
Malaysia yang terpilih. Sampel di pilih berdasarkan prosedur persampelan rawak
berstrata berkadaran. Permodelan Persamaan Struktur (atau SEM-AMOS) digunakan
untuk menguji model struktur kajian. Keputusan analisa menunjukkan bahawa usaha
individu dan pembangunan professional memberi kesan secara langsung yang signifikan



terhadap prestasi penyelidikan ahli akademik. Kajian ini menunjukan bahawa faktor
individu adalah peramal kepada prestasi penyelidikan ahli akademik. Di samping itu,
budaya organisasi dan kepimpinan transfomasi mempengaruhi keterlibatan kerja.
Keputusan ini menunjukkan bahawa faktor-faktor organisasi adalah penting untuk
menerangkan keterlibatan kerja. Kajian ini juga menunjukkan bahawa keterlibatan kerja
tidak menjadi perantara dalam hubungan di antara prestasi penyelidikan dan faktor-
faktor peramalnya. Kajian ini tidak menyokong ‘Kahn'’s Theory of Personal engagement
at Work’ and ‘Job Demands-Resources Theory’ dalam memberi penekanan kepada
kepentingan faktor organisasi dan sumber pekerjaan terhadap prestasi kerja ahli
akademik di dalam penyelidikan.

Kajian ini membuat kesimpulan bahawa pretasi kerja adalah dipengaruhi oleh faktor-
faktor yang berbeza berdasarkan keadaan sesuatu kerja. Prestasi penyelidikan ahli
akademik adalah pada tahap yang tidak begitu memberangsangkan. Prestasi
penyelidikan akademik adalah fungsi faktor individu. Sebaliknya, faktor-faktor
organisasi hendaklah di ambil kira dalam usaha untuk membangunkan tenaga kerja yang
terlibat. Kajian ini juga membuat kesimpulan bahawa keterlibatan kerja tidak
mempengaruhi hubungan di antara penentu dengan prestasi penyelidikan di kalangan
akademik. Kajian ini menganjurkan konsep prestasi penyelidikan yang lebih meluas
daripada didominasi oleh bilangan hasil penerbitan dan rujukan/petikan. Di samping itu,
kajian ini memberikan pandangan yang baharu kepada pengamal-pengamal Sumber
Manusia berkaitan prestasi kerja ahli akademik dari segi penyelidikan yang kurang
dipelopori. Dari segi amalan, usaha individu dan pembangunan professional perlu untuk
dijadikan sebagai strategi yang penting untuk memperbaiki prestasi penyelidikan ahli
akademik.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

Research performance among academics is one of the prominent topics that have
received considerable attention from researchers since 1950s. The fact that academics’
research performance has a direct effect on the university performance, make this topic
significant at all times (Cadez, Dimovski, & Groff, 2017; Frenken, Heimeriks, &
Hoekman, 2017; Ademir Hajdarpasic, Brew, & Popenici, 2015). There are various forms
of measuring research performance and most prominently is through publications (Brew,
Boud, Namgung, Lucas, & Crawford, 2016; Marek Kwiek, 2016; Jung, 2012; and Shin
& Cummings, 2010) and citations (Khan et al., 2014; and Carpenter, Cone, & Sarli,
2014; Harris & Kaine, 1994).

Competetive research performance is also associated with academic excellence. Thus, it
becomes one of the measures of a university’s excellence (Ahmad, Farley, & Soon,
2014). For example, the University’s performance is measured mainly by research (30%)
and its outcomes (35% - citation and 2.5% - industry income) for ranking purpose used
by the Times Higher Education for 2016-2017. Accordingly, many universities set
research as the key direction in their universities (Li, Millwater, & Hudson, 2008). The
new direction in research has changed the demands on academics to commit and produce
more value-added and competitive research outcomes (Suryani, Yaacob, Hashima,
Rashid, & Desa, 2013; Ramli, Boer, & De, 2004).

Unlike other studies at the universities context that have examined academic job
performance that involved teaching, research, and service to the community (e.g.
Aminuddin et al., 2008), this study emphasizes on specific academic’s job performance,
that is research. It is chosen as it is directly related to the context of the main role of a
university in both knowledge production and knowledge dissemination (Dundar &
Lewis, 1998) as well as related to the key element of a university’s reputation (Perry,
Clifton, Menec, Struthers, & Menges, 2000).

The standard of research performance depends on the university’s environment. Creating
a research-oriented university is a long-term process that involved capacity building
(Ridley, 2011) that is not only about imparting the body of knowledge but most
importantly is creating a research ambiance (Finch, Cornwell, Ward, & McPhail, 2013).
Ridley (2011) and Harris and Kaine (1994) further discussed that research environment
involves developing the academics’ readiness and qualities to involve actively and
engage in research related activities. It also involves in developing the research
community that ultimately focuses more on the intangible values, social and cultural
practices such as openness to discuss research and support each other for research rather
than on the tangible infrastructure and facilities. This means that research excellence is
a gradual process.



However, the enthusiasm to be excellent in research was sometimes done without an
appropriate plan. Not only, there was lack of influential specific strategies, policies, and
processes related to research at the organizational level (Nguyen, 2016), but also there
are challenges at the operational level that affect academics’ research performance such
as (a) lack of support; (b) higher teaching load; (c) lack of funding; (d) limited experience
and lack of professional development in research; and (e) lack of research culture at both
department and university (Basarudin, Yeon, Yaacob, & Rahman, 2016; Hardré &
Hardre, 2012; Hardré, Beesley, Miller, & Pace, 2011; Shin & Cummings, 2010).

The above situation could be impliedly conjectured that challenges to be excellent in
research are related to the organizational factors, job resources, and individual factors.
The lack of job resources such as absence of support from the organization may
disengage academics in performing their research activities and consequently may cause
low research productivity (Naidoo, 2014). In addition, the Program on Innovation,
Higher Education and Research for Development (IHERD) (Olson, 2012, p. 183)
suggested that the Asian countries, which are Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand, Indonesia
and Vietnam need to invest more heavily in capacity building and the expansion of
opportunities for research in universities. This suggestion indicates the importance of
developing the individual academics to be resilience to produce research output.
Therefore, universities and Human Resource Development practitioners need to
understand the organizational factors, work resources, and individual factors could be
developed to enhance academics’ research performance.

There were a number of studies that have been conducted to identify the factors that
could increase research performance of academics. Few studies have found that
organizational factros such as organizational resources influence academics’ research
performance. The size of the university, the culture of the institution and to a certain
extent, the facilities provided by the organization have also been found to influence
academics’ research performance (Baran & Correia, 2014; Arifin, Troena, Djumahir, &
Rahayu, 2014; Gu, Hoffman, Cao, & Schniederjans, 2014; Edgar & Geare, 2013). Past
studies have substantiated that leadership style such as transformational leadership also
contributing towards academics’ job performance (Pourbarkhordari, Hua, Zhou, &
Pourkarimi, 2016).

Apart from organizational factors, work resources such as task significance has been
substantiatied in influencing academics’ research performance. (Yang & Cho, 2015;
Altunel, Kocak, & Cankir, 2015). Individual factors also are another construct that have
been the focus of earlier studies on research performance. Aptitude, intelligence, and
experience have been found to significantly influence research performance of
academics (Dubbelt, Rispens, & Demerouti, 2016; Kooij, Tims, & Akkermans, 2016;
Bosquet & Combes, 2013; Hu & Gill, 2000; Dundar & Lewis, 1998). Time management
and professional development (Brew et al., 2016; Hardré & Hardre, 2012; Hedjazi &
Behravan, 2011; Shin & Cummings, 2010; Blackburn et al., 1991) are another example
of individual factor that have also been significantly contributing towards academics’
performance.



Past studies have also shown an increased interest in investigating the mediating role of
work engagement. Work engagement is a positive state (Schaufeli et al., 2002) that
reflect an individual’s motivation (Kahn, 1992) and it is related to positive work affect
(Rothbard, 2001). In this study, work engagement is expected to mediate the relationship
between research performance and its predictors as there were adequate evidence that
substantiated the mediating effect of work engagement (Mazzetti et al., 2016; Caesens,
Stinglhamber, & Luypaert, 2014; Shantz & Alfes, 2014; Menguc, Auh, Fisher, &
Haddad, 2013).

Indeed, research performance issue significantly impacts universities’ performance. This
phenomenon of research performance among the academics in the MRUS’ context calls
for an effort to determine the predictors that are related to research performance. Such
effort is in line with the aim of Human Resource Development (HRD) in developing
competency that improve organizational performance. Therefore, HRD is vital to ensure
that employees are productive and lead to the improvement and achievement of the
personal and organizational target (Swanson & Holton, 2008).

It is also paramount to determine the factors that may influence and motivate academics
in their everyday work especially in research performance by those responsible for the
universities, be they vice-chancellors, deans, and heads of departments. The factors
identified include organizational factors that consists of organizational culture and
transformational leadership. Work resources that is represented by task significance and
networking is also considered as one of the factors that distinctly influence academics’
research performance that has received little attention in the studies about research
performance of academics. This study also highlights the influence of employee attitudes
and behavior with regards to individual effort, time management, and professional
development. Work engagement that is associated with investment of fullselves
physically, cognitively and emotionally is also discussed in this study with its roles as
mediator. This study offers a comprehensive perspective related to research performance
of academics in the field of human resource development.

Research Transformation in the Malaysian Higher Education Institutions

Research activities and performance play an influential role in determining the ranking
and reputation of a university. Accordingly, the Malaysian government has aligned its
target to make Malaysia the knowledge and innovation hub through Research and
Development (R&D) as outlined in the National Higher Education Plan beyond 2020
and the Malaysia Education Blueprint 2015-2025 (Higher Education). The government
has also implemented higher educational system transformation to strengthen the
research activities and have more research outputs. This transformation is in response to
the global trend (Lee, 2004) that requires the nation’s higher education institutions to
reposition the research (Ministry of Higher Education, 2007a; Ministry of Higher
Education, 2007b). Equally important, the government also dedicate attention to the
leadership of the universities as they play significant roles in ensuring the success of the
R&D agenda (Tie, 2012).



The objective of this transformation is to reposition the Malaysian universities to achieve
world-class status and operate as a hub for higher education in the Southeast Asia region
for knowledge and innovation through R&D productivity (Abd Aziz & Abdullah, 2014;
Knight & Morshidi, 2011; MoHE, 2007; Lee, 2004). In its transformation plan to
improve the research performance, the Malaysian government aimed that two of its
Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to be among the 100 and 50 top world universities
as delineated in the 10" and 11™ Malaysia Plan, respectively.

The transformation plan among others also include the establishment of six (6)
universities as Malaysian Research Universities (MRUSs), the formation of ten (10)
prominent R&D Centre of Excellence, and the promotion of innovative local products
and services based on local R&D. The details of the transformation plan are depicted in
Table 1.1 below. This transformation plan indeed demands extra effort from both
universities and academics to ensure its success.

One of the means to improve the research performance is to institute the research-
oriented environment. The government has recognized five universities as the Malaysian
Research Universities (MRUS) since 2006 with the aim to improve the ranking of the
Malaysian Universities in the THE-QS through intensification of research activities and
outputs (Basarudin et al., 2016). These are Universiti Malaya (UM), Universiti
Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM), Universiti Teknologi
Malaysia (UTM), and Universiti Putra Malaysia (UPM). The number of MRUs remains
unchanged since 2006 as there are no other universities that have met the minimum
criteria to be recognized as MRU. Similar to the higher education system in the US, the
MRUs occupied the top ranking of scholarly esteem (Hardré & Cox, 2009).

Table 1.1: Transformation of the Higher Education Sector

Malaysia 10t 11t
Plan 2011 - 2015 2015 - 2020 Beyond 2020
Phase Strengthening and Excellence Glory and
enhancement sustainability

Target 2 HEIs in top 100 world 2 HEIls in top 100 2 HEIs in top 50

outcomes ranking world ranking world ranking
6 research universities Innovative local Malaysian Nobel
products and Laureates
services based on
local R&D
10 prominent R&D centers Respected
of excellence repository of

scientific patents

Source: The National Higher Education Strategic Plan: Beyond 2020, Ministry of Higher
Education (2007, p. 15).



Research universities are trusted more for knowledge creation in comparison to the
dissemination of knowledge (Abramo, Cicero, & D’ Angelo, 2013). Therefore, the focus
needs to be geared towards knowledge creation environment that has an impact on
knowledge dissemination. There are two other types of university in addition to MRU,
i.e. Comprehensive University and Focus University that have their own specific roles
in the Malaysian tertiary education. However, today, research is the critical agenda of all
types of universities in Malaysia and they are competing to fulfill the requirements set
by the ministry in the ranking exercise. This has escalated the burden of both the
university and the individual academic (Basarudin et al., 2016).

All public universities in Malaysia received their operating funds mainly from the
government and they are answerable to the government. In the early years of MRU
recognition, the government had allocated an additional amount of financial support
(Prathap & Ratnavelu, 2014) in addition to the yearly operating budget to enable the
MRUSs to have more research-related policies and strategies (Chapman et al., 2014). This
allows the MRUs to create more research grants and activities besides incentivize the
academics (Ahmad, 2012). This investment was made with the expectation that the
MRUs would have produced significant research outputs and be the model of the
research-oriented university to other non-MRUSs.

In addition, the government has allocated a substantial amount of budget in the form of
research grants to catalyze the R&D activities ranging from basic to applied R&D.
Provision of such funding is expected to increase research performance (Ahmad, 2012).
These funds are competitive and all academics have equal opportunity to compete in
order to secure the research grant. In such case, academics from MRUs compete with
academics from other types of universities, i.e. Comprehensive Universities and Focus
University to remain competitive.

As a result of the research-intensive activities, the publications of Malaysian public
universities are higher in comparison to that of Malaysian private universities (Prathap
& Ratnavelu, 2014; Suryani, Yaacob, Abd Rashid, & Desa, 2013). It is further evidence
from the report of Ministry of Education Malaysia (2015) that the number of research
articles published by Malaysian Universities grew more than threefold between 2007
and 2012. The number of citations had also increased fourfold from 2005 to 2012.
Interestingly, 70 percent of these publications were contributed by the five Malaysian
Research Universities (MRUSs).

This achievement indicates that the government’s effort to spur the research activities
and intensify the research outputs was considered successful. Malaysia has shown
considerable improvement in the overall higher education system with improvement in
terms of ranking from 27" to 25" as reported in the Ranking of National Higher
Education Systems 2017 by Annual Report by Universitas21 (U21), a global network of
research universities for the 21% century (Williams, Leahy, & Jensen, 2017) as depicted
in Table 1.2. This result is expected as Malaysia had doubled the investment on research
expenditure for the past two years and ranked as the biggest spender in research among
the other 50 countries (Williams et al., 2017). Subsequently, it improved Malaysia’s
ranking for research output from 44 to 25%,



Table 1.2: U21 Ranking of National Higher Education Systems

Types Country Resources  Environment  Connectivity Output Overall
Asia Malaysia 12 26 35 44 28
Singapore 9 11 5 19 10
South Korea 18 39 32 18 21
Hong 19 4 7 23 15
Kong
Global USA 4 3 15 1 1
Australia 16 8 8 6 9
Types of metricsused ~ Government  Qualitative - Collaboration  Research The
expenditure,  assessment of global and output, average
investments,  policy and with industries institution score of
R&D regulatory - International ranking, the four
environment student enrolment,  category
enrolment employabi-  -es
lity

Source: Summary of Malaysia Education Blueprint Education 2015 - 2025 (Higher
Education), Ministry of Education Malaysia 2015, p. 5).

Academics and Research Transformation in Malaysian Research Universities

Research performance appears to dominate the criteria of becoming a world renowned
university in the current academic landscape as academics’ job performance in research
is closely related to the university’s core competence in knowledge creation. This makes
academic job performance in research very significant as it is closely linked to and has
a substantial effect on the university’s standing (Cadez et al., 2017; Aguinis & O’Boyle,
2014). Therefore, even in the current economic downturn situation, academics’ job
performance in research remains highly expected (Bentley, 2015a; Bland, Center,
Finstad, Risbey, & Staples, 2005) to enable academics to contribute in maintaining and
improving the university’s performance to be a renowned RUs.

Despite the fact that budget allocation is an important determinant for research
performance (Abouchedid & Abdelnour, 2015), there was sizable budget cut and
reduction for MRUs. This has greatly affected academics in their research activities that
consequently affect their research performance (Basarudin et al., 2016; Ahmad, Farley,
& Naidoo, 2012). Although the resources are declining, higher expectation on research
performance is imposed on the academics of MRUs from time to time. Both the
government and university have set a standard annual research key performance
indicators (KPIs) to be achieved by the academics. Notwithstanding, the fulfillment of
KPIs for research performance is also tied to the requirement for promotion or career
advancement and tenure decisions (Cadez et al., 2017; Basarudin et al., 2016).

Besides the higher expectation for research performance, the academics are not likely to
get reduced teaching hours since the number of undergraduate students is on the rise
(Basarudin et al., 2016). They are even entrusted with the additional responsibility to
secure more research grants offered internally by the university and externally by both
the government and international agencies without any extra compensation (Basarudin
et al., 2016). Academics have difficulty to complete a research project besides having
low publications, and low level of postgraduate studies completion was often reported



(Williams et al., 2017; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2015; Lodhi, 2012; Ahsan &
Alam, 2009). This lead to low research performance which has been regularly discussed
in the mainstream media (The Star Online, Jan 9™ 2017).

The transformation to institute the research culture is a long-term process (Lodhi, 2012)
as shown in a case study by Ridley (2011) that Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia took
about sixteen years to institute the research culture. The 10 years’ emphasis on research-
intensive is considered new to the Malaysian academics as previously they were mainly
involved in teaching. It is also not a surprise that academics are having work overload
besides lacking of knowledge, skill, and ability to perform the expected research work
(Lodhi, 2012; Ahsan & Alam, 2009).

A longitudinal study by Idris (2011) shows that academics are in role overload and role
ambiguity which may pressure them in the long run. Idris (2011) further argued that role
overload happens when academics are expected to produce more than their individual
ability and motivation as well as when academics are unclear about how to execute the
job. A study by Noor and Ismail (2016) which examined the phenomena of occupational
stress among academics at one of the Malaysian RUs found that teaching, research, and
career development were significantly associated with stress. They further argued that
career development that was measured by University condition and the publication
requirement for promotion was found to be the highest source of academics’ stress.

The above studies shed some lights that academics of RUs are in stressful condition for
them to achieve and accomplish the standards set by the universities in research related
work in comparison to teaching. Thus, the academics involved are likely associated with
intention to leave the academic profession (Ryan, Healy, & Sullivan, 2009) and the
university (Idris, 2011; Harris & Kaine, 1994).

On contrary, there are academics who performed in their annual KPIs related to research
and they have the advantage for their career development (Abu Said, Mohd Rasdi, Abu
Samah, Silong, & Sulaiman, 2015; Elen, Lindblom-Yldnne, & Clement, 2007). This
shows that characteristics of researchers also contribute towards sound research output.
Researchers who have high research performance are those who have better stress coping
strategy, dedicate more time to research activities and worked at top-tier universities
(Amara, Landry and Hallilem, 2015). Edgar and Geare (2013) also found that 'belonging
to research team', 'satisfaction with performance appraisal process', ‘a proven track
record in publishing’, and being ‘trained in the skills necessary for quality research' are
influential factors for research performance of high performers. Interestingly, there are
universities that rely on few ‘stars’ research performers since organization’s research
performance is measured by the average number of research performance of the
academics (Dundar & Lewis, 1998).

As the discussion of research performance revealed that research performance among
academics varies. The variation is accounted by the constructs related to the organization
factors, work resources, and individual factors.



Managing Research Performance of Academics

Research performance among academics has become one of the most challenging issues
faced by the Malaysian Research Universities. The University’s management need to
strategize the plan to instill research culture at the universities. Kahn’s Theory of
Personal Engagement at Work (TPEW) (1990) suggests that organizational factors, work
elements and individual factors influence job performance. The Job Demands-Resources
Theory (JDRT) further strengthen this notion that job resources which consist of several
features such as physical, organizational, social and physiological as well as personal
resources also contribute towards job performance. Job performance in the context of
this study referring to the output of the work performed by academics as knowledge
workers where their output is important for institutions to depend on for knowledge
production and transfer (Edgar & Geare, 2013).

JDRT further strengthen the notion that employees with sound job resources and
personal resources would influence their job performance. JDRT conceptualizes job
resources in a broader sense that include those physical, psychological, social, or
organizational aspects of the job that directly related to the tasks and duties that
employees perform at work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). From these two theories, the
management could comprehend that the important factors to manage research
performance are organizational factors, work resources and individual factors.

It is noted that organizational factors are of relevance for the person who is in role
performance (Roe, 1999) as these factors are related to the social systems of the
organization. These organizational factors make employees feel safe in expressing and
employing themselves during work role performance (Kahn, 1990). In addition, an
institution with an appropriate organizational environment would generate more research
output (Gantman, 2009). Beside the organizational norms, Bland, et al. (2005)
highlighted the importance of leadership in influencing academics to produce research
output. Similarly, Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011) highlighted the importance of
leadership in providing direction for employee to have better performance.

Similarly, equal emphasis need to be given on work characteristics or elements such as
task significance and networking which make academics feel that their research work is
meaningful. Academics believed that their research tasks and output are significant as
they have a high impact on others’ lives (Christian et al., 2011) through knowledge
creation and dissemination are ultimately to benefit the society (Abramo, et al., 2013).
Networking for example, provides a platform for academics to obtain information for
research opportunities and collaboration, feel related to academic community, and
acquire skills and techniques in performing research tasks was also found influence
research performance (Daly & Dee, 2006). These could be inferred that work
characteristics contribute to employees’ job performance, general health and well-being
at work (Cerasoli, Nicklin, & Ford, 2014; Saksvik, 2013). Thus, the organization could
assure and provide an environment that research work is a meaningful and interesting
for the academics.



Individual factors have also received attention as one of the factors that contribute
towards research performance in most past studies on research performance. Among the
individual factors are self-efficacy, time management, aptitude, and experience.
Blackburn et al. (1991) study recommended that academics’ self-efficacy and
competency are significant for their research performance. Likewise, time spent in
conducting research have a significant influence on academics research performance
(Bentley, 2015b; Aminuddin et al., 2008; and Hu & Gill, 2000).

Work habits and work effort are another behaviors that have an effect on research
performance (Hedjazi & Behravan, 2011; Krishnan & Boles, 2002; Fox, 1983). In
addition, professional development that equips academics with varieties of skill makes
employees become competent in their research tasks and thus contributing to research
performance as well (Brew, Boud, & Namgung, 2011; Edgar & Geare, 2013; Blackburn
et al., 1991). Creswell (1985) strongly argued that adequate job resources are important
for academics to be a productive researcher.

These individual factors motivate academics to be responsible in performing the job and
knowlegable about the results of their activities (Christian et al., 2011). Edgar and Geare
(2013, p. 782) have clearly alluded one of his participants’s view in their study that “all
you can do is provide opportunities to explain why it’s important and so on, so if they’re
not going to do it willingly by themselves, it’s not going to happen”. This emphasizes
the importance of managing individual factors to enhance academics’ research
performance.

The management of universities and the HRD practitioners should also consider to
enhance the academics’ work engagement. Past studies have shown that work
engagement mediates the relationship between its predictors and outcomes (Mazzetti et
al., 2016; Albrecht, 2012; Hart et al., 2010; Rich et al., 2010; and Salanova, Agut, &
Peird, 2005). A study by Saks (2006) has substantiated that work engagement could
improve individual’s job attitude such as they are more satisfied with their job, have low
intention to quit the organization, and more committed to the organization. Myhre (2014)
recommended that employees with self-efficacy and optimisim are more engaged in their
work. Due to the nature of work engagement and past studies, therefore, work
engagement could be considered as mediator in the study between research performance
of academic and its predictors.

In managing research performance of academics, the management and HRD of the
universities should give attention to the organizational factors, work resources and
individual factors, which make employees be more engrossed, absorbed and interested
in performing their job which ultimately influence the job performance.

Statement of Problem
Research performance of academics becomes an area of concern as it is closely

associated with the ranking of a university. Research performance started to receive
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serious attention in Malaysia since 2006. After more than a decade of attempt to enhance
research performance, the report by the Ministry of Education (2015) which was based
on the Annual Report by Universitas21 (U21), highlighted that Malaysia’s performance
in R&D is still lacking despite the fact that Malaysia is one of the biggest spenders in
higher education.

The report also shown that Malaysia is ranked number 12 among the countries that has
allocated the highest expenditure on higher education as exhibited in Table 1.2.
However, Malaysia is one of the weakest in research output, that is at the 44™ place
among fifty higher education institutions in comparison to other countries that have a
lesser investment in higher education such as South Korea and Hong Kong (Williams et
al., 2017; The Star Online, Jan 9" 2017; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2015). In
addition, for research output such as articles co-authored with an international
collaborator, Malaysia’s ranking dropped from 35 to 38™. The said report also revealed
that the number of Malaysian academics’ publications in reputable journal needs to be
increased. Similarly, the rate of postgraduate students’ graduate on time is very low. It
can be concluded that despite Malaysia is significant amount of investment in higher
education system, its performance in research outputs is still deficient. Thus, this makes
performance in research become the concern of both Malaysian government and
universities.

Study about research performance has started as early as in the 1940s and mostly in the
US with the aim to improve the low research performance among academics (Creswel,
1985). In addition, studies about research performance among academics are still scarce
in comparison to studies related to teaching (Edgar & Geare, 2013; Dundar & Lewis,
1998; and Blackburn, Bieber, Lawrence, & Trautvetter, 1991). Most of the studies on
the relationship between academics’ research performance with its predictors were
conducted in HEIs at European countries (e.g. Verbree, 2015), United States of America
(e.g. Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Blackburn et al., 1991; Creswell, 1986), and New Zealand
(e.g. Edgar & Geare, 2013). Studies on academics’ research performance in the
Malaysian context is negligible (e.g. Aminuddin et al., 2008). Although previous studies
have substantiated the factors that influence research performance, there is a need to
examine whether the identified variables proven to influence research performance in
previous studies have a similar influence in a different socio-cultural work environment
(Hardré, Beesley, Miller, & Pace, 2011; Bland et al., 2005).

Theory of Personal Engagement at Work (TPEW) postulated that organizational factors
are the significant factors that influence job performance. Organizational norm or culture
is one of the organizational factors that influence job performance and this is evidence
in past studies by Bakker, Demerouti, and Sanz-Vergel (2014), Prajogo and McDermott
(2011), and Sarros, Cooper, and Santora (2011). However, there are lack of studies
related to the influence of organizational culture on research performance and the
findings were inconclusive (Edgar & Geare, 2013; Shin & Cummings, 2010; Bland et
al., 2005). Likewise, transformational leaders who have a clear vision, charismatic, and
inspiring have been shown to have an influence on performance (Edgar & Geare, 2013;
Zhu, Avolio, and Walumbwa 2009; Bland et al., 2005) but there is lack of studies that
examine the influence of transformational leadership on research performance.
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Past studies on academics’ job performance in research suggest that certain individual
factors such as aptitude, experience, and enthusiasm of the academics influence
academic job performance in research (Aminuddin et al., 2008; Dundar & Lewis, 1998).
These findings were in line with the argument of TPEW that individual factors influence
job performance. Accordingly, there is a need to study other individual factors that are
more relevant to the work context in predicting job performance (Kooij et al., 2016) such
as individual effort and time management which are lacking in the studies on research
performance of academics.

In addition, the influence of work characteristics such as task significance and
networking in explaining job performance have been studied (Dubbelt et al., 2016; Brew,
Boud, & Namgung, 2011; Shantz, Alfes, Truss, & Shantz, 2013; Muijs, West, &
Ainscow, 2010; and Grant, 2008) but it is understudied in research performance domain.
Thus, further studies are warranted to investigate the influence of job resources, i.e. task
significance and networking on research performance. Based on the above discussion,
this study examined the influence of organizational factors, individual factors, and job
resources concurrently on research performance.

For the last ten years, studies have established the uniqueness of work engagement as
mediator in diverse sectors such as banking, manufacturing, healthcare, and the like,
(Bakker, 2011; Hart et al., 2010; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006). However, this study
observed that very little studies have investigated the influence of work engagement in
mediating academics’ research performance with its predictors (Dubbelt et al., 2016;
Menguc, Auh, Fisher, & Haddad, 2013; Kim, Kolb, & Kim, 2012). Based on past studies
and the theoretical framework, this study examined the influence of work engagement
in facilitating the relationship between academics’ job performance in research and its
predictors.

The above discussions led to the development of research question for this study that
are: (i) what is research performance; (ii) what are the factors that explain research
performance and work engagement; (iii) what are the variables that explained greater
variance in academics’ research performance? and (iv) does work engagement mediates
the relationship between research performance and its predictors. Therefore, this study
attempted to answer such research questions in order to fill up the knowledge gap in the
specific context of research performance of academics from the Malaysian perspective.

Objectives of Study

General Objective

In general, this study examined the influence of organizational factors, work resources
and individual factors on research performance of academics at selected Malaysian
Research Universities (MRUSs). This study also investigated the mediation influence of
work engagement in the relationship between job resources, transformational leadership
and individual factors with research performance of academics.
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Specific Objectives

The specific research objectives were:

i to determine the level of research performance (the number of articles
published, number of grants received as principal researcher, number of
conference presentation and number of completed postgraduate students’
supervision) among academics at selected Malaysian Research Universities;

ii. to determine the level of work engagement, organizational factors
(organizational culture and transformational leadership), work resources (task
significance and networking), and individual factors (individual effort, time
management and professional development), among academics at selected
Malaysian Research Universities;

iii. to determine the relationship between organizational factors (organizational
culture and transformational leadership), work resources (task significance and
networking), and individual factors (individual effort, time management and
professional development), and work engagement with research performance
among academics at selected Malaysian Research Universities;

iv. to determine the contributions of organizational factors (organizational culture
and transformational leadership), work resources (task significance and
networking), and individual factors (individual effort, time management and
professional development), and work engagement on research performance
among academics at selected Malaysian Research Universities;

V. to determine the mediation influence of work engagement on the relationship
between organizational factors (organizational culture and transformational
leadership), work resources (task significance and networking), and individual
factors (individual effort, time management and professional development) on
research performance among academics at selected Malaysian Research
Universities.

Hypotheses of Study

The hypotheses of this study were as follows:

Hi:  Organizational culture influences research performance of academics.

H.:  Transformational leadership influences research performance of academics.

Hs: Task significance will have a positive influence on research performance of the
academics.

Ha:  Networking influences research performance of academics.

Hs:  Individual effort will have a direct and positive influence on research performance
of the academics.

He:  Time management will positively influence research performance of academics.

H7:  Professional development will have a direct and positive influence on research
performance of academics.

Hs:  Work engagement influences research performance of academics.

Hoa: Work engagement mediates the relationship between organizational culture and
research performance of academics.

Hoy: Work engagement mediates the relationship between transformational leadership
and research performance of academics.

12



Ho:: Work engagement mediates the relationship between task significance and
research performance of academics.

Hos: Work engagement mediates the relationship between networking and research
performance of academics.

Hoe: Work engagement mediates the relationship between individual effort and research
performance of academics.

Hor: Work engagement mediates the relationship between time management and
research performance of academics.

Hog: Work engagement mediates the relationship between professional development
and research performance of academics.

Significance of Study

This study is significant as the findings contribute to the body of literature on the reliable
predictors of research performance among academics. This study examines the
predictors of research performance that are applicable in the Malaysian context, which
has its unique socio-cultural context. In addition, this study verified the theoretical
framework used to examine work engagement as the mediator between research
performance and its predictors. Theory on Personal Engagement at Work (TPEW) and
the Job Demands-Resources Theory (JDRT) were used as the underpinning theories to
explain research performance among academics. TPEW explains the importance of
organizational factors, work characteristics and individual factors in understanding
academics’ performance in research. This notion is futher supported by JDRT that
emphasizes on the importance of job resources that consist of physical, psychological,
social, and organizational factors in influencing research performance. Integrating these
two theories, contribute to a better understanding of research performance among
academics. It is quite evident that this study is able to provide a comprehensive
perspective to understand the interdependence of the identified factors as a mechanism
to enhance research performance of academics.

In order to have a comprehensive understanding about research performance, no one
factor, either organizational factors, work resources or individual factors, can stand out
in isolation to be a significant predictor of work engagement as well as research
performance of the academics. Focusing on any single factor will be detrimental to other
factors and it is likely that the attainment of the expected outcomes will not happen
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Hence, this study makes the theoretical contribution of
explaining how these variables, specifically organizational factors, work resources and
individual factors, work together as the predictors of work engagement and subsequently
influence the academics’ research performance.

At present, studies that identifying factors to improve research performance particularly
among academics at Malaysian universities are lacking despite the importance of
research performance at universities. Therefore, identifying potential predictors within
the study context is very important to further understand the phenomena before
organizations can gain the benefits from the workforce (Rich et al., 2010). The findings
of this study could likely be a reference when the managers of MRUs are entrusted to
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develop policies and procedures to enhance academics research performance especially
when it involves proposing feasible strategies and direction to stakeholders.

The findings of this study offer valuable insights for top management of universities and
managers of the MRUs to plan activities to enhance research performance.
Understanding and quantifying the identified variables in this study is an important step
in designing more efficient mechanisms to improve research performance of academics
(Bosquet & Combes, 2013). Findings of this study offer guidelines which can help
MRUSs managers to formulate new approaches to further improve employees’ preference
for factors that could enhance their research performance. This study is in line with the
government’s effort of making Malaysia as an educational hub for knowledge and
innovation. This study, in a way, contributes in developing relevant policies for the
government to further accelerate Malaysia’s progress in internationalization, with R&D
as a potential catalyst (Knight & Morshidi, 2011; Abd Aziz & Abdullah, 2014).

As for the Human Resource Development (HRD) practitioners, an important starting
point for any active policy is the baseline measurement of research performance and its
drivers among the targeted population. It is proposed that the identified factors to explain
research performance presented in this study, could enhance the HRD practitioners’
understanding about research performance and they are able to comprehend the relevant
factors that improve academics research performance. The details assessment of all the
factors involved is very useful for the HRD practitioners to devise intervention strategies
at individuals, teams and the organization at large.

Scope and limitations of the study

In conducting this study, there are several limitations. First, despite the advantages of
using survey method, this study purposely uses this method in order to gauge the overall
phenomena about research performance and it predicting variables. There are several
weaknesses of using it such as lack of detail and in-depth information, lack of control
over the timeliness and difficulties in determining the truthfulness of the answers. Taking
this issue into consideration and in order to minimize the weaknesses of using survey
method, the study adopted some guidelines such as using only previously tested, reliable
and valid scales in this research, and provide clear guidelines and instructions in the
questionnaire (Hair et al., 2003). In addition, the respondents were informed that the data
are confidential, and self-reports may be the best way to assess sensitive private behavior
such as their time management and their individual effort (Dalal, Baysinger, Brummel,
& Lebreton, 2012).

Second, this research is subject to the individual responses based on the social norms
and standards. There is certain variable especially that are related to the organizational
variable could be considered as a sensitive issue and may lead to the issue of bias. For
example, employees might be unwilling to respond to some items concerning the
organization culture and leaders. This attitude may, to some extent, distort the findings
of this research. Nevertheless, several preventative steps such as guaranteed
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confidentiality and anonymity of individual responses were taken to minimize this bias
(Podsakoff, et al. 2003).

Third, a measure of research performance is based on the self-reported data. Due to
various reasons, it is possible that the numbers may be inflated (Hu & Gill, 2000).
Considering Hu and Gill’s contention, the scale applied is designed and validated with
specific context relevant to the samples, i.e. academics of Malaysian Research
Universities. Thus, it is possible that there will be some potential problems when
applying this measure. In order to enhance the stability of the findings through the SEM
model, research performance construct is considered as a manifested variable. In
addition, the research performance was only focusing on the quantity rather than quality.
This stand is made as the definition of quality varies between disciplines.

Fourth, the sample of this research are academics from the Research Universities (RUS)
in Malaysia. The rationale to narrow this research at the MRUs is to exclude the
organizational environments differences between MRUSs with other types of universities
that could affect the interpretations of research performance and its predictors.
Therefore, generalizations of this study findings could not be made to other types of
universities in Malaysia.

Fifth, it is noted that to have quality research performance for example publication of
articles in top-tier journal requires more effort and longer time (Hu & Gill, 2000). Thus,
it may be an advantage for senior academics in comparison to the newly recruited ones.
Thus, in this study age and work experience have been determined as the control
variables in order to identify clearly the relationship between the exogeneous and
endogeneous variables.

Finally, in this study, research refers to the basic and applied research that aims at
providing deeper knowledge about certain topics (Bremer 1999, p. 2). This study did not
cover the aspect of research that aims for commercialization and business creation which
involves in technology transfer of the results of research from universities to the
commercial sector. Attention in this study is focusing on basic and applied research as
they are the fundamental and basic activities in R&D that require different set of
predictors to that of commercialization and business creation (Gerbin & Drnovsek, 2016;
and Yusoff, Khan, Mubeen, & Azam, 2013).

Assumptions

Based on the extensive literature reviews from articles, the main assumption of this study
is that, this study is fully aware of the issues related to research performance among
academics in the Malaysian Research Universities which deserves attention and remedy.
High expectation to produce competitive research performance has changed the demand
of academic work to deliver the Key Performance Indicator (KPI) in research such as
human capital, publications and sharing the finding through conferences and seminars.
At the same time, academics are expected to perform the other substantive duties such
as teaching, consultancy and service to the community as usual. In this situation, the
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academics are struggling to perform the normally expected activities and striving to
achieve the expectation in research which is more demanding as research performance
is one of the pertinent indicators of organizational performance. This study also assumes
that the academics in the Malaysian Research Universities have full control over their
research performance behavior. This is based on the fact that academics have autonomy
to conduct research and that research is the result of individual activities where they have
the opportunity to boost their true potential by engaging themselves into the research
activities.

It is worth noted that the level of research performance among academics is different due
to various reasons such as demographic, institutional environment and individual factors.
As for the demographic variables, age and tenure of service as an academics at the
universities have been identified as the factors that may have influence on research
performance. Thus, these two variables have been classified as the control variables in
this study. In addition, the exogenous variables used in this study were identified as
important variables based on the past studies and found to be contributing towards
academics’ research performance. This study assumes that the examination of the
relationships between the selected exogenous variables, research performance, and work
engagement as the mediating variable would help in understanding research performance
among academics in the Malaysian context. This study assumed that the available
instruments developed by scholars from western are appropriate for this study on
research performance at the Malaysian Research Universities with some modifications
to suit the socio-cultural factors of the Malaysian context.

Definition of Terms

Research performance is defined as the quantity of academics’ various research outputs
as the result of research activities.

Work engagement is defined as the academics’ perception about the degree to which
they have invested themselves physically, cognitively and emotionally in performing
their research work.

Job resources is defined as physical, psychological, social, or organizational factors of
the job that are related directly to the duties and tasks that academics perform at work.

Organizational factors refer to the organizational context in which employees work
that is manifested through employees’ behaviors and output.

Organizational culture is defined as the academics’ perception about the shared values,
principles, traditions, and ways of doing things that influence the way organizational
members act.

Transformational leadership is defined as the extent of academics’ perception about
the behaviors of their leaders in inspiring them that could raise their level of motivation.

Work resources refers to the characteristics of the task, job, and organizational and
social environment that could motivate employees.
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Task significance is defined as the degree to which academics found their job has a
substantial impact on the lives of other people.

Networking is defined as the perceived contact system that provide information and
enhance skills in performing research-related activities.

Individual factor is defined as the differences of individual or personal characteristics
that are relatively stable over time and situations.

Individual effort is defined as the academics’ perception of frequency about their
involvement in research-related activities.

Time management is defined as the academics’ perception about how they manage their
time to accomplish the research-related activities.

Professional development is defined as the degree of academics’ perception about the

formal or informal developmental activities to improve knowledge and skill in the
discipline that they have experienced.

17



REFERENCES

Abd Aziz, M. 1., & Abdullah, D. (2014). Finding the next ‘wave’ in internationalisation
of higher education:; focus on Malaysia. Asia Pacific Education Review, 15(3),
493-502.

Abdelrazak, F. (2016). Nursing Academic Staff Engagement in Work Against
Traditional and Innovative Leadership Styles. International Journal of Advanced
Research, 4(9), 331-341.

Abouchedid, K., & Abdelnour, G. (2015). Faculty research productivity in six Arab
countries. International Review of Education, 61(5), 673-690.

Abramo, G., Cicero, T., & D’Angelo, C. A. (2013). The impact of unproductive and top
researchers on overall university research performance. Journal of Informetrics, 7,
166-175.

Adekola, B. (2011). Antecedents and Consequences of Work Engagement among
Managers and Professionals in Nigeria. British Journal of Management &
Economics, 1(2), 83-99.

Aguinis, H., & O’Boyle, E. (2014). Star performers in twenty-first century organizations.
Personnel Psychology, 67(2), 313-350.

Ahmad, A.-T., & Mohammad F. Wadi, H. (2015). The Mediating Effect of Employee
Engagement between Its Antecedents and Consequences. Journal of Management
Research, 7(5), 47-62.

Ahmad, A. R., Farley, A., & Naidoo, M. (2012). An Examination of the Implementation
Federal Government Strategic Plans in Malaysian Public Universities.
International Journal of Business and Social Science, 3(15), 290-301.

Ahmad, A. R., Farley, A., & Soon, & N. K. (2014). Impact of the Government Funding
Reforms on the Teaching and Learning of Malaysian Public Universities. Asian
Social Science, 10(14), 13-22.

Ahmad, S., Rahmat, M. N., Hashim, R., & Saedan, N. (2016). Translational Social
Science and Humanities Research in Malaysia. Asian Journal of Behavioural
Studies, 1(2), 49-60.

Ahmad, S. S. (2012). Performance Indicators for the Advancement of Malaysian
Research with Focus on Social Science and Humanities. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 68, 16-28.

Ahsan, N., & Alam, S. (2009). A Study of Job Stress on Job Satisfaction among

University Staff in Malaysia: Empirical Study. European Journal of Social
Science, 8(1), 121-131.

171



Akerlind, G. S. (2008). An academic perspective on research and being a researcher: an
integration of the literature. Studies in Higher Education, 33(1), 17-31.

Al-Mansour, A. S., Roziah, M. R., Bahaman, A. S., Abu Daud, S., & Suzaimah, S.
(2015). A career success model for academics at Malaysian research universities.
European Journal of Training and Development, 39(9), 815-835.

Al-Tit, A., & Wadi, M. F. (2015). The Mediating Effect of Employee Engagement
between Its Antecedents and Consequences. Journal of Management Research,
7(5), 47-62.

Albrecht, S. L. (2012). The influence of job, team and organizational level resources on
employee well-being, engagement, commitment and extra-role performance.
International Journal of Manpower, 33(7), 840-853.

Albrecht, S. L., Bakker, A. B., Gruman, J. A., Macey, W. H., & Saks, A. M. (2015).
Employee engagement, human resource management practices and compettive
advantage: An integrated approach. Journal of Organizational Effectiveness :
People and Performance, 2(1), 7-35.

Alessandri, G., Borgogni, L., & Truxillo, D. M. (2014). Tracking job performance
trajectories over time: A six-year longitudinal study. European Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 24(4), 560-577.

Alfes, K., Shantz, A. D., Truss, C., & Soane, E. C. (2013). The link between perceived
human resource management practices, engagement and employee behaviour: a
moderated mediation model. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 24(2), 330-351.

Altunel, M. C., Kocak, O. E., & Cankir, B. (2015). The effect of job resources on work
engagement: A study on academicians in Turkey. Educational Sciences: Theory
& Practice, 15(2), 409-417.

Aminuddin, H., Tymms, P., & Habsah, I. (2008). Academic productivity as perceived
by Malaysian academics. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management,
30(3), 283-296.

Anderson, D. M., & Stritch, J. M. (2016). Goal Clarity, Task Significance, and
Performance: Evidence from a Laboratory Experiment. Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, 26(2), 211-225.

Anitha, J., & Aruna, M. (2016). Enablers of Employee Engagement of Gen Y at the
Workplace with reference to Automobile Sector. Amity Journal of Training and
Development, 1(11), 93-108.

Ariani, D. W. (2014). Relationship Leadership, Employee Engagement, and

Organizational Citizenship Behavior. International Journal of Business and Social
Research, 4(8), 74-90.

172



Arifin, F., Troena, E. A., Djumahir, & Rahayu, M. (2014). Organizational Culture ,
Transformational Leadership , Work Engagement and Teacher’s Performance :
Test of a Model. International Journal of Education and Research, 2(1), 1-14.

Arifin, F., Troena, E. A., & Rahayu, M. (2014). The Influence of Organizational Culture,
Leadership , And Personal Characteristics towards Work Engagement and Its
Impacts on Teacher ’ s Performance ( A Study on Accredited High Schools in
Jakarta). International Journal of Business and Management Invention, 3(1), 20—
29.

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., Sorensen, C., & Razavieh, A. (2009). Introduction to research
in education. Wadworth: Cengage Learning.

Azar, S., & Zafer, S. (2013). Confirmatory factor analysis of the time management
behavior scale: Evidence from Pakistan. Interdisciplinary Journal of
Contemporary Research in Business, 4(12), 946-959.

Babbie, E. (2014). The Basics of Social Research (6™ edition). Canada: Wadsworth
Cengage Learning.

Babu, A. R.,, & Singh, Y. P. (1998). Determinants of research productivity.
Scientometrics, 43(3), 309-329.

Bagozzi, R. P.,and Y. Yi. 1988. On the evaluation of structural equations model. Journal
of The Academy of Marketing Science 16 (1): 74-94.

Bailey, C., Madden, A., Alfes, K., & Flecther, L. (2015). The meaning, antecedents and
outcomes of employee engagement: A narrative synthesis. International Journal
of Management Reviews, 00, 1-23.

Bakker, A. (2011). An Evidence-Based Model of Work Engagement. Current Directions
in Psychological Science, 20(4), 265-269.

Bakker, A. B., Albrecht, S. L., & Leiter, M. P. (2011). Key questions regarding work
engagement. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 20(1),
4-28.

Bakker, A. B., Boyd, C. M., Dollard, M., Gillespie, N., Winefield, A. H., & Stough, C.
(2010). The role of personality in the job demands-resources model: A study of
Australian academic staff. Career Development International, 15(7), 622—636.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2007). The Job Demands Resources model: State of the
art. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309-328.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career
Development International, 13(3), 209-223.

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2014). Job Demands-Resources Theory. In P. Y. Chen

& C. L. Cooper (Ed.), Work and Wellbeing (Vol. I, pp. 37-64). Chichester, UK:
Wiley-Blackwell.

173



Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. I|. (2014). Burnout and Work
Engagement: The JD-R Approach. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav, 1,
389-411.

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Verbeke, W. (2004). Using the Job-Demands-Resources
Model to Predict Burnout and Performance. Human Resource Management, 43(1),
83-104.

Bakker, A. B., Hakanen, J. J., Demerouti, E., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2007). Job resources
boost work engagement, particularly when job demands are high. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 99(2), 274-284.

Bakker, A. B., Sanz Vergel, A. I, & Kuntze, J. (2014). Student engagement and
performance: A weekly diary study on the role of openness. Motivation and
Emotion, 39(1), 49-62.

Bakker, A. B., Schaufeli, W. B., Leiter, M. P., & Taris, T. W. (2008). Work engagement:
An emerging concept in occupational health psychology. Work & Stress, 22(3),
187-200.

Bakker, A., & Demerouti, E. (2017). Job Demands-Resources Theory: Taking Stock and
Looking Forward. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 22(3), 273-285.

Baran, E., & Correia, A.-P. (2014). A Professional Development Framework for Online
Teaching. TechTrends, 58(5), 95-101.

Barling, J., Kelloway, E. K., & Cheung, D. (1996). Time Management and Achievement
Striving Interact to Predict Car Sales Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
81(6), 821-826.

Basarudin, N. A., Yeon, A. L., Yaacob, N., & Rahman, R. A. (2016). Faculty Workload
and Employment Benefits in Public Universities. International Review of
Management and Marketing, 6(S7), 73-82.

Batista, M., Feijo, A., & Silva, F. (2013). Quality management and employees’ attitudes:
an example from certified enterprises. Management Research: Journal of the
Iberoamerican Academy of Management, 11(3), 260-279.

Bazeley, P. (2010). Conceptualising research performance. Studies in Higher Education,
35(8), 889-903.

Bentley, P. J. (2015a). Academic work from a comparative perspective. University of
Twente.

Bentley, P. J. (2015b). Cross-country differences in publishing productivity of
academics in research universities. Scientometrics, 102(1), 865-883.

174



Bentley, P. J., Coates, H., Dobson, I. R., Goedegebuure, L., & Meek, V. L. (2013).
Academic Job Satisfaction from an International Comparative Perspective: Factors
Associated with Satisfaction Across 12 Countries. In The Changing Academy -
The Changing Academic Profession in International Comparative Perspectives
(Vol. 7, pp. 239-262).

Besedes, T., Deck, C., Quintanar, S., & Sarangi, S. (2014). Effort and Performance:
What Distinguishes Interacting and Noninteracting Groups from Individuals?
Southern Economic Journal, 81(2), 294-322.

Beytekin, O. F., Yalcinkaya, M., Dogan, M., & Karakoc, N. (2010). The Organizational
Culture At The University. The International Journal of Educational Researchers,
2(1), 1-13.

Bezuidenhout, A., & Cecile, S. (2012). Transformational Leadership and Employee
Engagement in the Mining Industry. Journal of Contemporary Management,
10(January).

Biggs, A., Brough, P., & Barbour, J. P. (2014). Relationships of individual and
organizational support with engagement: Examining various types of causality in
a three-wave study. Work & Stress, 28(3), 236—254.

Bigliardi, B., Dormio, A. I., Galati, F., & Schiuma, G. (2012). The impact of
organizational culture on the job satisfaction of knowledge workers. Vine, 42(1),
36-51.

Blackburn, R. T., Bieber, J. P., Lawrence, J. H., & Trautvetter, L. (1991). Faculty at
Work : Focus on Research , Scholarship , and Service. Research in Higher
Education, 32(4), 385-413.

Bland, C. J., Center, B. A,, Finstad, D. A., Risbey, K. R., & Staples, J. G. (2005). A
Theoretical , Practical , Predictive Model of Faculty and Department Research.
Academic Medicine, 80(3), 225-237.

Bosquet, C., & Combes, P. P. (2013). Are academics who publish more also more cited?
Individual determinants of publication and citation records. Scientometrics, 97(3),
831-857.

Boud, D. (1999). Situating academic development in professional work : Using peer
learning. International Journal for Academic Development, 4(1), 3-10.

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Derkss, D. (2016). Who takes the lead?
A multi-source diary study on leadership, work engagement, and job performance.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37, 309-325.

Bremner, N., & Carriére, J. (2011). The Effects of Skill Variety , Task Significance , Task

Identity and Autonomy on Occupational Burnout in a Hospital Setting and the
Mediating Effect of Work Meaningfulness.

175



Brew, A., Boud, D., & Namgung, S. U. (2011). Influences on the formation of
academics: The role of the doctorate and structured development opportunities.
Studies in Continuing Education, 33(1), 51-66.

Brew, A., Boud, D., Namgung, S. U., Lucas, L., & Crawford, K. (2016). Research
productivity and academics’ conceptions of research. Higher Education, 71, 681
697.

Britton, B. K., & Tesser, A. (1991). Effects of Time-Management Practices on College
Grades. Journal of Educational Psychology, 83(3), 405-410.

Brown, S. P., & Leigh, T. W. (1996). A new look at psychological climate and its
relationship to job involvement, effort, and performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 81(4), 358-368.

Burt, R. S., Kilduff, M., & Tasselli, S. (2012). Social Network Analysis: Foundations
and Frontiers on Advantage. 2013 Annual Review of Psychology, 37.

Butter, R., & Hermanns, J. (2011). Impact of experienced professionalism on
professional culture in probation. European Journal of Probation, 3(3), 31-42.

Byrne, B. M. 2001. Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basics concepts,
applications and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cable, D. M., & Judge, T. A. (1997). Interviewers’ perceptions of persons-organization
fit and organizational selection decisions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(4),
546-561.

Cadez, S., Dimovski, V., & Groff, M. Z. (2017). Research, teaching and performance
evaluation in academia: the salience of quality. Studies in Higher Education, 42(8),
1455-1473.

Caesens, G., Stinglhamber, F., & Luypaert, G. (2014). The impact of work engagement
and workaholism on well-being: the role of work-related social support. Career
Development International, Vol. 19(Iss 7).

Caffarella, R. S., & Zinn, L. F. (1999). Professional Development for Faculty: A
Conceptual Framework of Barriers and Supports. Innovative Higher Education,
23(4), 241-254.

Caillier, J. G. (2010). Factors affecting job performance in public agencies. Public
Performance & Management Review, 34(2), 139-165.

Carmines, E. G., and R. A. Zeller. 1979. Reliability and validity assessment. In
Quantitative applications in the social science series Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.

Carless, S. A., Wearing, A. J., & Mann, L. (2000). A Short Measure of Transformational
Leadership. Journal of Business and Psychology VO - 14, 14(3), 389.

176



Carpenter, C. R., Cone, D. C., & Sarli, C. C. (2014). Using publication metrics to
highlight academic productivity and research impact. Academic Emergency
Medicine, 21(10), 1160-1172.

Cattaneo, M., Meoli, M., & Signori, A. (2016). Performance-based funding and
university research productivity: the moderating effect of university legitimacy.
Journal of Technology Transfer, 41(1), 85-104.

Cerasoli, C. P., Nicklin, J. M., & Ford, M. T. (2014). Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic
Incentives Jointly Predict Performance: A 40-Year Meta-Analysis. Psychological
Bulletin, 140(4), 980-1008.

Chandler, D. E., & Kram, K. E. (2005). Applying an adult development perspective to
developmental networks. Career Development International, 10(6/7), 548-566.

Chapman, D. W., Chien, C.-L., Haddawy, P., Halevi, G., Ul Hassan, S., Katayama,
Varghase, N. V. (2014). Higher Education in Asia: Expanding Out, Expanding Up
- The rise of graduate education and university researcch. Montreal, Canada.

Christian, M. S., Garza, A. S., & Slaughter, J. E. (2011). Work engagement: A
quantitative review and test of its relations with task and contextual performance.
Personnel Psychology, 64(1), 89-136.

Claessens, B. J., Eerde, W. V., & Rutte, C. G. (2007). A review of the time management
literature. Personnel Review, 36(2), 255-276.

Cohen, J., and P. Cohen. 1983. Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the
bahavioral sciences. 2nd ed. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cohen, J. 1988. Statistical power analysis for the behavioural sciences. 2nd ed. Malwah
N.J: Erlbaum.

Cole, M. S., Walter, F., Bedeian, A. G., & O’boyle, E. H. (2012). Job Burnout and
Eemployee Engagement: A Meta-analytic Examination of Construct Proliferation.
Journal of Management, 38(5), 1550-1581.

Cooper, D. R., and P. S. Schindler. 2003. Business research methods. 8th ed. New York:
McGraw Hill.

Cooman, R. De, Gieter, S. De, Pepermans, R., Jergers, M., & Acker, F. Van. (2009).
Development and Validation of the Work Effort Scale. European Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 25(4), 266-273.

Cowles, M. P. (1974). N= 35: A rule of thumb for psychological researchers. Perceptual
and Motor Skills, 38(3_suppl), 1135-1138.

Creswell, J. W. (1985). Faculty Research Performance: Lessons from the Sciences and
the Soccial Sciences. Association Fcr the Study of Higher Education, 4, 92.

Creswell, J. W. 1994. Research design: Qualitative and quantitative approaches.
Thousand Oaks: Sage.

177



Czajka, C. D., & McConrnell, D. (2016). Situated instructional coaching: a case study of
faculty professional development. International Journal of STEM Education, 3(1),
10.

Dalal, R. S., Baysinger, M., Brummel, B. J., & Lebreton, J. M. (2012). The relative
importance of employee engagement, other job attitudes, and trait affect as
predictors of job performance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 42(SUPPL.
1), 295-325.

Daly, C. J., & Dee, J. R. (2006). Greener Pastures: Faculty Turnover Intent in Urban
Public Universities. The Journal of Higher Education, 77(5), 776-803.

Dane, E., & Brummel, B. J. (2013). Examining workplace mindfulness and its relations
to job performance and turnover intention. Human Relations, 67(1), 105-128.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1987). The support of autonomy and the control of behavior.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(6), 1024-1037.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2000). The “ What ”” and “ Why ” of Goal Pursuits : Human
Needs and the Self-Determination of Behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227—
268.

Deci, E. L., Ryan, R. M., Gagne, M., Leone, D. R., Usunov, J., & Kornazheva, B. P.
(2001). Need Satisfaction, Motivation, and Well-Being in the Work Organizations
of a Former Eastern Bloc Country: A Cross-Cultural Study of Self-Determination.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(8), 930-942.

Demerouti, E.; Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F.; Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The Job
Demands-Resources Model of Burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3),
499-512.

Disney, T., Harrowell, E., Mulhall, R., & Ronayne, M. (2013). Doctoral researcher skill
development: learning through doing. Planet, 27(2), 14-20.

Douglas, H. E., Bore, M., & Munro, D. (2016). Coping with University Education: The
relationships of Time Management Behaviour and Work Engagement with the
Five Factor Model Aspects. Learning and Individual Differences, 45(August
2016), 268-274.

Drake, T. J. (2012). Assessing Employee Engagement: A Comparison Of The Job
Engagement Scale And The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. Colorado State
University.

Drennan, J., Clarke, M., Hyde, A., & Politis, Y. (2013). The Research Function of the
Academic Profession in Europe. In U. Teichler & E. A. Hohle (Eds.), The Work
Situation of the Academic Profession in Europe: Findings of a Survey in Twelve
Countries (pp. 109-136).

Dubbelt, L., Rispens, S., & Demerouti, E. (2016). Work Engagement and Research
Output Among Female and Male Scientists: A Diary Study. Journal of Personnel
Psychology, 15(2), 55-65.

178



Ductor, L. (2015). Does co-authorship lead to higher academic productivity? Oxford
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 77(3), 385-407.

Dundar, H., & Lewis, D. R. (1998). Determinants of research productivity in Higher
Edcuation. Research in Higher Education, 43(3), 309-329.

Edgar, F., & Geare, A. (2013). Factors influencing university research performance.
Studies in Higher Education, 38(5), 774-792.

Elen, J., Lindblom-Ylénne, S., & Clement, M. (2007). Faculty Development in Research
Intensive Universities The role of academics’ conceptions on the relationship
between research and teaching. International Journal for Academic Development,
12(2), 123-139.

Evered, D. C., Anderson, J., Griggs, P., & Wakeford, R. (1987). The correlates of
research success. British Medical Journal (Clinical Research Edition), 295(6592),
241-246.

Fang, R., Landis, B., Zhang, Z., Anderson, M. H., Shaw, J. D., & Kilduff, M. (2015).
Integrating Personality and Social Networks: A Meta-Analysis of Personality,
Network Position, and Work Outcomes in Organizations. Organization Science,
(April), 1243-1260.

Ferman, T. (2002). Academic professional development practice : What lecturers find
valuable Academic professional development practice: What lecturers find
valuable. International Journal for Academic Development, 7(2), 146-158.

Fernandez-Pérez, V., Alonso-Galicia, P. E., Rodriquez-Ariza, L., & Fuentes-Fuentes, M.
del M. (2015). Professional and personal social networks: A bridge to
entrepreneurship for academics? European Management Journal, 33(1), 37-47.

Finch, E., Cornwell, P., Ward, E. C., & McPhail, S. M. (2013). Factors influencing
research engagement: research interest, confidence and experience in an
Australian speech-language pathology workforce. BMC Health Services Research,
13(144), 1-11.

Fletcher, L. (2016). Training perceptions, engagement, and performance: Comparing
work engagement and personal role engagement. Human Resource Development
International, 19(1), 4-26.

Fornell, C., and D. F. Larcker. 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research 18
(1): 39-50.

Fox, M. F. (1983). Publication Produtivity among Scientist: A Critical Review. Social
Studies of Science, 13, 285-305.

Freeney, Y., & Fellenz, M. R. (2013). Work engagement, job design and the role of the

social context at work: Exploring antecedents from a relational perspective.
Human Relations, 66(11), 1427-1445.

179



Frenken, K., Heimeriks, G. J., & Hoekman, J. (2017). What drives university research
performance? An analysis using the CWTS Leiden Ranking data. Journal of
Informetrics, 11(3), 859-872.

Gantman, E. R. (2009). International differences of productivity in scholarly
management knowledge. Scientometrics, 80(1), 153-165.

Garet, M. S., Porter, A. C., Desimoneg, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon, Kw. S. (2001). What
makes professional development effective? Results from a National Sample of
Teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 915-945.

Gerbin, A., & Drnovsek, M. (2016). Determinants and public policy implications of
academic-industry knowledge transfer in life sciences: a review and a conceptual
framework. Journal of Technology Transfer, 41(5), 979-1076.

Gostautaite, B., & Buciuniene, 1. (2015). Work engagement during life-span: The role
of interaction outside the organization and task significance. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 89(September 2016), 109-119.

Grant, A. M. (2008). The significance of task significance: Job performance effects,
relational mechanisms, and boundary conditions. The Journal of Applied
Psychology, 93(1), 108-124.

Grapragasem, S., Krishnan, A., & Mansor, A. N. (2014). Current Trends in Malaysian
Higher Education and the Effect on Education Policy and Practice: An Overview.
International Journal of Higher Education, 3(1), 85-93.

Gray, J. P., & Mannahan, K. K. (2017). How Well do Trait Measures of Achievement
Predict Students’ Perceptions of t he Link between Personal Effort and Academic
Performance? The Journal of Effective Teaching, 17(1), 16-27.

Gregory, A., & Allen, J. P. (2014). Effects of A Professional Development Program on
Behavioral Engagement of Students in Middle and High School. Psychology
Scholarship, 51(2), 143-163.

Grobler, A., Rudolph, E. C., Bezuidenhout, M. L., Grobler, A., Rudolph, E. C., &
Bezuidenhout, M. L. (2014). Development of a career-enabler framework within
a South African higher education institution. Journal of Psychology in Africa,
24(3), 293-298.

Gu, V. C,, Hoffman, J. J., Cao, Q., & Schniederjans, M. J. (2014). The effects of
organizational culture and environmental pressures on IT project performance: A
moderation perspective. International Journal of Project Management, 32(7),
1170-1181.

Hair, J. F., R. E. Anderson, R. L. Tatham, and W. C. Black. 1998. Multivariate data
analysis. 5th ed. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall International, Inc.

Hair, J. F., W. C. Black, B. J. Babin, R. E. Anderson, and R. L. Tatham. 2006.
Multivariate data analysis. 6th ed. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall International, Inc.

180



Hajdarpasic, A., Brew, A., & Popenici, S. (2015). The contribution of academics’
engagement in research to undergraduate education. Studies in Higher Education,
40(4), 644-657.

Hajdarpasic, A., Brew, A., & Popenici, S. (2015). The contribution of academics’
engagement in research to undergraduate education. Studies in Higher Education,
5079(May 2015), 1-14.

Hardré, P., & Cox, M. (2009). Evaluating faculty work: expectations and standards of
faculty performance in research universities. Research Papers in Education, 24(4),
383-4109.

Hardré, P. L., Beesley, A. D., Miller, R. L., & Pace, T. M. (2011). Faculty Motivation to
do Research : Across Disciplines in Research- Extensive Universities. Journal of
the Professoriate, 5(1), 35-69.

Hardré, P. L., & Hardre, P. L. (2012). Community College Faculty Motivation for Basic
Research, Teaching Research, and Professional Development. Community College
Journal of Research & Practice, 36(8), 539-561.

Harris, G., & Kaine, G. (1994). The determinants of research performance: A study of
Australian university economists. Higher Education, 27(2), 191-201.

Hart, P. M., Caballero, C. L., & Cooper, W. (2010). Understanding Engagement : Its
Structure , Antecedents and Consequences. In International Academy of
Management and Business Summer Conference (pp. 1-11).

Harter, J. K., Schmidt, F. L., & Hayes, T. L. (2002). Business-unit-level relationship
between employee satisfaction, employee engagement, and business outcomes: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(2), 268-279.

Hayes, A. F. (2009). Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical Mediation Analysis in the
New Millennium. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408-420.

Hayes, A. F. (2012). PROCESS: A versatile computational tool for observed variable
mediation, moderation, and conditional process modeling.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process
analysis: A regression-based approach. Guilford Press.

Hedjazi, Y., & Behravan, J. (2011). Study of factors influencing research productivity
of agriculture faculty members in Iran. Higher Education, 62(5), 635-647.

Hensley, L. C., Shaulskiy, S., Zircher, A., & Sanders, M. (2015). Overcoming barriers
to engaging in college academics. Journal of Student Affairs Research and
Practice, 52(2), 176-189.

Hernandez, B., Stanley, B., & Miller, L. (2014). Job Embeddedness and Job
Engagement: Recommendations for a Supportive Social Work Environment.
Human Service Organizations Management, Leadership & Governance, 38(4),
336-347.

181



Hetland, J., Hetland, H., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., Andreassen, C. S., & Pallesen, S.
(2015). Psychological need fulfillment as a mediator of the relationship between
transformational leadership and positive job attitudes. Career Development
International, 20(5), 464-481.

Hetty van Emmerik, 1., Euwema, M. C., Geschiere, M., & Schouten, M. F. a. G. (2006).
Networking your way through the organization. Women in Management Review,
21(June 2016), 54-66.

Hinton, P. R., Brownlow, C., McMurray, I., & Cozens, B. (2004). SPSS explained. East
Sussex, England: Routledge.

Horta, H. (2012). Deepening our understanding of academic inbreeding effects on
research information exchange and scientific output: New insights for academic
based research. Higher Education, 65(4), 487-510.

Hsu, C.-P., Chiang, Y.-F., & Huang, H.-C. (2012). How experience-driven community
identification generates trust and engagement. Online Information Review, 36(1),
72-88.

Hu, L.T. & Bentler, P.M. (1999), "Cut off Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance
Structure Analysis: Conventional Criteria Versus New Alternatives,”" Structural
Equation Modeling, 6 (1), 1-55.

Hu, Q., & Gill, T. G. (2000). IS Faculty Research Productivity: Influential Factors and
Implications. Information Resources Management Journal, 13(2), 15-25.

Huber, S. G. (2011). The impact of professional development: a theoretical model for
empirical research, evaluation, planning and conducting training and development
programmes. Professional Development in Education, 37(5), 837-853.

Idris, M. K. (2011). Over time effects of role stress on psychological strain among
malaysian public university academics. International Journal of Business and
Social Science, 2(9), 154-161.

Israel, G. D. (1992). Determining sample size. Gainesville: University of Florida
Cooperative Extension Service, Institute of Food and Agriculture Sciences, EDIS.

J, A. (2014). Determinants of employee engagement and their impact on employee
performance. International Journal of Productivity & Performance Management,
63(3), 308.

Jackson, D. L., Voth, J., & Frey, M. P. (2013). A note on sample size and solution
propriety for confirmatory factor analytic models. Structural Equation Modeling:
A Multidisciplinary Journal, 20(1), 86-97.

Jawahar, I. M., & Liu, Y. (2016). Why Are Proactive People More Satisfied With Their

Job , Career , and Life ? An Examination of the Role of Work Engagement.
Journal of Career Development, 1-15.

182



Johnson, E. C., & Meade, A. W. (2010). A Multi-Level Investigation of Overall Job
Performance Ratings. In Paper Presented at the 25th Annual Meeting of The
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Altanta, GA (pp. 1-8).

Jung, J. (2012). Faculty Research Productivity in Hong Kong across Academic
Discipline. Higher Education Studies, 2(4), 1-13.

Jung, T., Scott, T., Davies, H. T. O., Bower, P., Whalley, D., McNally, R., & Mannion,
R. (2009). Instruments for exploring organizational culture: A review of the
literature. Public Administration Review, 69(6), 1087—-1096.

Kahn, W. A. (1990). Psychological Conditions of Personal Engagement and
Disengagement At Work. Academy of Management Journal, 33(4), 692—724.

Kahn, W. A. (1992). To be Fully There: Psychological Presence at Work. Human
Relations, 45(4), 321-349.

Kahu, E. R. (2013). Framing student engagement in higher education. Studies in Higher
Education, 38(5), 758-773.

Kataria, A., Rastogi, R., & Garg, P. (2013). Organizational effectiveness as a function
of employee engagement. South Asian Journal of Management, 20(4), 56-74.

Kelley, K., & Preacher, K. J. (2012). On effect size. Psychological Methods, 17, 137-
152.

Kerlinger, F. N. (1992). Foundation of behavioural research (3rd ed.). New York: Holt:
Rinehart and Winston Inc.

Khan, F., Rasli, A., Khan, S., & Malik, F. (2014). Job Burnout and Professional
Development Among Uuniversities Academicians. Sci. Int. (Lahore), 26(4),
1693-1696.

Kline, R.B. (2005), Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling (2nd
Edition ed.). New York: The Guilford Press

Kline. R. B. (2011). Principle and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. New York:
The Guilford Publications.

Khan, N. R., Thompson, C. J., Taylor, D. R., Venable, G. T., Wham, R. M., Michael, L.
M., & Klimo, P. (2014). An analysis of publication productivity for 1225 academic
neurosurgeons and 99 departments in the United States. Journal of Neurosurgery,
120(3), 746-755.

Kim, J. H., Kim, C. S., & Kim, J. M. (2011). Analysis of the effect of leadership and
organizational culture on the organizational effectiveness of radiological
technologist’s working environments. Radiography, 17(3), 201-206.

Kitchenham, A. B., and L. S. Pfleeger. 2002. Principles of survey research: Part 3:
Constructing a survey instrument. ACM SIGSOFT Software Engineering Notes 27
(2): 20-24.

183



Knight, J., & Morshidi, S. (2011). The complexities and challenges of regional education
hubs: focus on Malaysia. Higher Education, 62(5), 593-606.

Kooij, D. T. a. M., Tims, M., & Akkermans, J. (2016). The influence of future time
perspective on work engagement and job performance: the role of job crafting.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 00(August), 1-12.

Krishnan, C. B., & Boles, J. (2002). Self-Efficacy, Competitiveness, and Effort as
Antecedents of Salesperson Performance. The Journal of Personal Sellling and
Sales Management, 22(4), 285-295.

Kurz, R. S., Mueller, J. J., Gibbons, J. L., & DiCataldo, F. (1989). Faculty Performance:
Suggestions for the Refinement of the Concept and Its Measurement. The Journal
of Higher Education, 60(1), 43-58.

Kusurkar, R. A., Ten Cate, T. J., Vos, C. M. P., Westers, P., & Croiset, G. (2013). How
motivation affects academic performance: a structural equation modelling
analysis. Adv in Health Sci Educ, 18, 57-69.

Kwiek, M. (2015). The Internationalization of Research in Europe: A Quantitative Study
of 11 National Systems From a Micro-Level Perspective. Journal of Studies in
International Education, 19(4), 341-359.

Kwiek, M. (2016). The European research elite: a cross-national study of highly
productive academics in 11 countries. High Education, 71, 379-397.

Lea, M. R., & Stierer, B. (2011). Changing academic identities in changing academic

workplaces : learning from academics’ everyday professional writing practices.
Teaching in Higher Education, 16(6), 605-616.

Lee, M. N. N. (2004). Global Trends, National Policies and Institutional Responses:
Restructuring Higher Education in Malaysia. Educational Research for Policy and
Practice, 3(1), 31-46.

Li, B., Millwater, J., & Hudson, P. (2008). Building research capacity : Changing roles
of universities and academics. In Australian Association of Research in Education
(AARE) Conference 2008.

Lindberg, S., Linkersddrfer, J., Lehmann, M., Hasselhorn, M., & Lonnemann, J. (2013).
Individual differences in children’s early strategy behavior in arithmetic tasks.
Journal of Educational and Developmental Psychology, 3(1), 192—200.

Lodhi, A. S. (2012). A pilot study of researching the research culture in Pakistani public
universities: the academics’ perspective. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 31(2011), 473-479.

Lu, J., & Churchill, D. (2014). The effect of social interaction on learning engagement

in a social networking environment. Interactive Learning Environments, 22(4),
401-417.

184



Macan, T. (1994). Time Management: Test of a process model. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 79(3), 381-391.

Macan, T. H., Shahani, C., Dipboye, R. L., & Phillips, A. P. (1990). College students’
time management: Correlations with academic performance and stress. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 82(4), 760-768.

Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The Meaning of Employee Engagement.
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 1(1), 3-30.

Malhotra, N. K., J. Agarwal, and M. Peterson. 1996. Methodological issues in
crossculture marketing research: A state-of-the-art review. International
Marketing Review 13 (5): 7-43.

Marsh, H. W., & Hocevar, D. (1985). Application of confirmatory factor analysis to the
study of self-concept: First-and higher order factor models and their invariance
across groups. Psychological bulletin, 97(3), 562.

Maslach, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Leiter, M. P. (2001). Job Burnout. Annual. Rev.
Psychol. 2001, (52), 397-422.

MASTIC. (2013). National survey of research and development.

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. (2004). The psychological conditions of
meaningfulness , safety and availability and the engagement of the human spirit at
work. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 77(Psychology
Module), 11-37.

Mazzetti, G., Biolcati, R., Guglielmi, D., Vallesi, C., & Schaufeli, W. (2016). Individual
Characteristics Influencing Physicians’ Perceptions of Job Demands and Control:
The Role of Affectivity, Work Engagement and Workaholism. International
Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 13(6), 567.

McBain, R. (2007). The practice of engagement: Research into current employee
engagement practice Dr Richard McBain. Strategic HR Review, 6(6), 16-19.

McKinnon, D. P., C. M. Lockwood, and J. Williams. 2004. Confidence limits for the
indirect effect: Distribution of the product and resampling methods. Multivariate
Behavioural Research 39: 99-128.

Memon, M. A., Hwa, C. J., Ramayah, T., & Ting, H. (2018). Mediation Analysis: Issues
and Recommendations. Journal of Applied Structural Eqyation Modelling, 2(1),
i—iX.

Menguc, B., Auh, S., Fisher, M., & Haddad, A. (2013). To be engaged or not to be
engaged: The antecedents and consequences of service employee engagement.
Journal of Business Research, 66(11), 2163-2170.

Ministry of Higher Education. (2007a). National Higher Education Strategic Plan
beyond 2020.

185



Ministry of Higher Education. (2007b). National Higher Education Action Plan 2007-
2010: Triggering higher education transformation.

Ministry of Higher Education. (2009). Malaysian Education: Malaysia Centre of
Educational Excellence.

Ministry of Education. (2012). Malaysian Education Blueprint 2013-2025. Ministry of
Education Malaysia.
Ministry of Education Malaysia (2013). Indikator Pengajian Tinggi Malaysia 2013.

Ministry of Education Malaysia. (2015). Malaysia Education Blueprint 2015-2025
(Higher Education): Good Governance & Transformation (Vol. 2025).

Mohd. Soieb, A. Z., Othman, J., & D’silva, L. (2015). Mediating Influence of
Collaboration on the Relationship Between Leadership Styles and Employee
Engagement among Generation Y Officials in Malaysian Public Sector. Journal of
Applied Sciences, 15(1), 7-31.

Morgeson, F. P., & Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ):
Developing and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing job design and
the nature of work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(6), 1321-1339.

Motowidlo, S. J., & Van Scotter, J. R. (1994). Evidence That Task Performance Should
Be Distinguished From Contextual Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
79(4), 475-480.

Mountz, A., Bonds, A., Mansfield, B., Loyd, J., Hyndman, J., Walton-Roberts, M.,
Curran, W. (2015). For slow scholarship: A feminist politics of resistance through
collective action in the Neoliberal University. ACME: An International E-Journal
for Critical Geographis., 14(4), 1235-1259.

Muijs, D., West, M., & Ainscow, M. (2010). Why network? theoretical perspectives on
networking and collaboration between schools. School Effectiveness and School
Improvement, 21(1), 5-26.

Myhre, M. (2014). The effects of personal resources on work engagement. Norwegian
University of Science and Technology.

Nueman, W. L. (2003). Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative
Approaches (5" Edition). USA: Pearson Education Inc.

Neuman, W. Lawrence, (2014). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches, Pearson New International Ed: Pearson Education Limited, Essex,
England.

Nguyen, H. T. L. (2016). Building human resources management capacity for university

research: The case at four leading Vietnamese universitiees. Higher Education,
71(2), 231-251.

186



Njagi, L. K., & Malel, J. (2012). Time Management and Job Performance in Selected
Parastatals in Kenya. Australian Journal of Business and Management Research,
2(05), 19-29.

Nonis, S. A., Fenner, G. H., & Sager, J. K. (2011). Revisiting the Relationship Between
Time Management and Job Performance. World Journal of Management, 3(2),
153-171.

Noor, A., & Ismail, N. H. (2016). Occupational stress and its associated factors among
academician in a research university, Malaysia. Malaysian Journal of Public
Health Medicine, 16(1), 81-91.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric Theory. 2" Ed. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Nunnally, J. C. & Bernstein, 1. H. (1994). Psychometric Theory. 3" Ed. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Oettingen, G., Kappes, H. B., Guttenberg, K. B., & Gollwitzer, P. M. (2015). Self-
regulation of time management: Mental contrasting with implementation
intentions. European Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 218-229.

Olowookere, E. I., Alao, A. A., Odukoya, J. A., Adekeye, O. A., & Agbude, G. A.
(2015). Time Management Practices, Character Development and Academic
Performance among University Undergraduates: Covenant University Experience.
Creative Education, 06(01), 79-86.

Omar, K., Mohamed Anuar, M., Yaakop, A. Y., Abdul Halim, M. A. S., Harun, M., &
Hau, T. C. (2015). The Influence of Personal Engagement and Time Management
on Employees ’ Job Performance. Advanced Science Letters, X(XXX-XXX).

Park, Y. K., Song, J. H., Yoon, S. W., & Kim, J. (2014). Learning organization and
innovative behavior: The mediating effect of work engagement. European Journal
of Training and Development, 38(1), 75-94.

Pastor, J. M., & Serrano, L. (2016). The determinants of the research output of
universities: specialization, quality and inefficiencies. Scientometrics, 109(2),
1255-1281.

Peeters, M. a G., & Rutte, C. G. (2005). Time management behavior as a moderator for
the job demand-control interaction. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,
10(1), 64-75.

Perry, R. P., Clifton, R. A., Menec, V. H., Struthers, C. W., & Menges, R. J. (2000).
FACULTY IN TRANSITION : A Longitudinal Analysis of Perceived Control and
Type of Institution in the Research Productivity of Newly Hired Faculty. Research
in Higher Education, 41(2), 165-194.

Pinnington, A. H. (2011). Competence development and career advancement in
professional service firms. Personnel Review, 40(4), 443-465.

187



Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common
Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and
Recommended Remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903.

Pourbarkhordari, A., Hua, E., Zhou, I., & Pourkarimi, J. (2016). How Individual-focused
Transformational Leadership Enhances Its Influence on Job Performance through
Employee Work Engagement. International Business and Management, 11(2),
249-261.

Prajogo, D. I., & McDermott, C. M. (2011). The relationship between multidimensional
organizational culture and performance. International Journal of Operations &
Production Management, 31(7), 712-735.

Prathap, G., & Ratnavelu, K. (2014). Research performance evaluation of leading higher
education institutions in Malaysia. Research Communication, (August), 1159—
1164.

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Assessing mediation in communication research.
The Sage sourcebook of advanced data analysis methods for communication
research, 13-54.

Preacher, K J., & Kelley, K. (2011). Effect size measures for mediation models:
Quantitative strategies for communicating indirect effects. Psychological
Methods, 16, 93-115.

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. (2007). Addressing moderated mediation
hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptions. Multivariate behavioural
research, 42(1), 185-227.

Qi, H., Ma, S., Jia, N., & Wang, G. (2015). Experiments on individual strategy updating
in iterated snowdrift game under random rematching. Journal of Theoretical
Biology, 368(July 2016), 1-12.

R., J., Jablon, & Wilkinson, M. (2006). Using Engagement Strategies to Facilitate
Children’s Learning and Success. Beyond the Journal, (March), 1-5.

Rahim, M. A,, Civelek, I., & Liang, F. (2015). Department Chairs as Leaders: A Model
of Social Intelligence and Creative Performance in a State University. Business
Creativity and the Creative Economy, 1(1), 52-60.

Ramli, M. S., Boer, S. J. De, & De, E. J. (2004). Factors for analysing and improving
performance of R & D in Malaysian universities. In Proceedings of: R&D
Management Conference (pp. 735-745).

Rapp, A. A., Bachrach, D. G., & Rapp, T. L. (2013). The Influence of Time Management
Skill on the Curvilinear Relationship Between Organizational Citizenship
Behavior and Task Performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(4), 668-677.

Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. (2010). Job Engagement: Antecedents and
Effects on Job Performance. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 617-635.

188



Ridley, B. (2011). Educational Research Culture and Capacity Building: The Case of
Addis Ababa University. British Journal of Educational Studies, 59(3), 285-302.

Riordan, S., & Louw-potgieter, J. (2011). Career success of women academics in South
Africa. South African Journal of Psychology, 41(2), 157-172.

Roe, R. A. (1999). Work performance: A multiple regulation perspective. In
International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 231-335).

Rothbard, N. P. (2001). Enriching or Depleting ? The Dynamics of Engagement in Work
and Family Roles. Administrative Science Quarterly, 46, 655-684.

Ryan, J. F., Healy, R., & Sullivan, J. (2009). Oh, Won'’t You Stay?: Predictors of Faculty
Intent to Leave a Public Research University. 49th Annual Forum of the
Association for Institutional Research.

Saks, A. M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600-619.

Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peir6, J. M. (2005). Linking organizational resources and work
engagement to employee performance and customer loyalty: the mediation of
service climate. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1217-1227.

Sarros, J. C., Cooper, B. K., & Santora, J. C. (2011). Leadership vision, organizational
culture, and support for innovation in not-for-profit and for-profit organizations.
Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 32(3), 291-309.

Sarros, J. C., Gray, J., Densten, I. L., & Cooper, B. (2005). The Organizational Culture
Profile Revisited and Revised: An Australian Perspective. Australian Journal of
Management, 30(1), 159-182.

Schaufeli, B. W., & Bakker, B. A. (2004). Job Demands and Job Resources and Their
Relationship with Burnout and Engagement: A Multiple-Sample Study. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 315(October 2002), 293-315.

Schaufeli, W. B. (2013). Chapter 1 What is Engagement? In C. Truss, K. Alfes, R.
Delbridge, A. Shantz, & E. Soane (Eds.), Employee Engagement in Theory and
Practice (pp. 1-37). London: Routledge.

Schaufeli, W. B. (2015). Engaging leadership in the job demands-resources model.
Career Development International, 20(5), 446-463.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2003). Utrecht work engagement scale. Occupational
Health Psychology Unit Utrecht, (December), 1-60.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their

relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 25(3), 293-315.

189



Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Bakker, A. B., & Gonzales-Roma, V. (2002). The
Measurement of Engagement and Burnout: A two sample confirmatory Factor
Analytic Approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Taris, T. W. (2014). A Critical Review of the Job Demands-
Resources Model: Implications for Improving Work and Health. In G. F. Bauer &
0. Hammig (Eds.), Bridging Occupational, Organizational and Public Health: A
Transdisciplinary Approach (pp. 43-68).

Scott, T., Mannion, R., Davies, H., & Marshall, M. (2003). Methods The Quantitative
Measurement of Organizational Culture in Health Care: A Review of the
Available Instruments. HSR: Health Services Research, 38(3), 923-945.

Sedgwick, P. (2014). Cross sectional studies: advantages and disadvantages. BMJ,
348(Mar).

Sekaran., U. (2003). Research methods for business: A skill building approach. 4" Ed.
New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Sekaran., U., & Bougie, R. (2010). Research methods for business: A skill building
approach. Wiley.

Shantz, A., & Alfes, K. (2014). Work engagement and voluntary absence: The
moderating role of job resources. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, (August), 1-14.

Shantz, A., Alfes, K., Truss, C., & Shantz, A. (2013). The role of employee engagement
in the relationship between job design and task performance , citizenship and
deviant behaviours. The International Journal of Human Resource Management,
24(13), 2608-2627.

Shen, J. (2010). University academics’ psychological contracts and their fulfilment.
Journal of Management Development, 29(6), 575-591.

Shin, J. C., & Cummings, W. K. (2010). Multilevel analysis of academic publishing
across disciplines: Research preference, collaboration, and time on research.
Scientometrics, 85(2), 581-594.

Shuck, M. B., Rocco, T. S., & Albornoz, C. A. (2011). Exploring employee engagement
from the employee perspective: implications for HRD. Journal of European
Industrial Training.

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and non-experimental
studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7, 422 —
445,

Sirat, M. Bin. (2009). Strategic planning directions of Malaysia’s higher education:

university autonomy in the midst of political uncertainties. Higher Education,
59(4), 461-473.

190



Soltis, S. M., Agneessens, F., Sasovova, Z., & Labianca, G. (2013). A social network
perspective on turnover intentions: The role of distributive justice and social
support. Human Resource Management, 52(4), 561-584.

Sonnentag, S. (2003). Recovery, work engagement, and proactive behavior: a new look
at the interface between nonwork and work. The Journal of Applied Psychology,
88(3), 518-528.

Soo, L. S., Mat, N., & Al-Omari, M. (2013). Organizational practices and employee
engagement: a case of Malaysia electronics manufacturing firms. Business
Strategy Series, 14(1), 3-10.

Suharti, L., & Suliyanto, D. (2012). The Effects of Organizational Culture and
Leadership Style toward Employee Engagement and Their Impacts toward
Employee Loyalty. World Review of Business Research, 2(5), 128-139.

Suryani, I., Yaacob, A., Hashima, N., Rashid, S. A., & Desa, H. (2013). Research
Publication Output by Academicians in Public and Private Universities in
Malaysia. International Journal of Higher Education, 2(1), 84-90.

Swanson, R. A., & Holton, E. F. (2008). Foundations of Human Resource Development.
San Francisco, California, United States of America: Berrett-Koehler Publishers,
Inc.

Swanson, R. A. (1995). Human resource development: Performance is the key. Human
Resource Development Quarterly, 62(2), 2017 — 213.

Tabachnick, B. G., & L. S. Fidell. (2001). Using multivariate statistics. 4™ Ed. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon.

Tafreshi, G. H., Imani, M. N., & Ghashlag, P. M. (2013). Designing a Model for
Research Productivity Evaluation of Faculty of District 2 of Islamic Azad
University of Iran. World Applied Sciences Journal, 21(12), 1708-1720.

Tauhed, S. Z., Mohd Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., & Abu Samah, B. (2019). The Influence of
Networking, Individual Effort, and Time Management on Research Performance
of Academics at Malaysian Research Universities. Revista Publicando, 6(19),
325-338.

Tauhed, S. Z., Rasdi, R. M., Samah, B. A., & lbrahim, R. (2018). The Influence of
Organizational Factors on Work Engagement among Academics at Malaysian
Research Universities. International Journal of Academic Research in Business
and Social Sciences, 8(10), 973-988.

Teodorescu, D. (2000). Correlates of faculty publication productivity : A cross-national
analysis. Higher Education, 39, 201-222.

191



Thiruthaneeswaran, N., Turner, S., Milross, C., & Gogna, K. (2014). Promoting a
research culture among junior radiation oncologists: outcomes from the
introduction of the Australian and New Zealand research requirement in training.
Clinical Oncology (Royal College of Radiologists (Great Britain)), 26(3), 162—
173.

Thomas, A. R. & Smith, P. J. (2003). Spotlight on Social Research. Boston: Pearson
Education, Inc.

Tie, F. H. (2012). Research publication as a strategy to improve international academic
ranking. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 15(4), 437-450.

Tien, F. F., & Blackburn, R. T. (1996). Faculty Rank System, Research Motivation, and
Faculty Research Productivity: Measure Refinement and Theory Testing
Author(s): Flora F. Tien and Robert T. Blackburn Source: The Journal of Higher
Education, Vo. 67, No.1 (Jan. — Feb., 1996. The Journal of Higher Education,
67(1), 2 - 22).

Tierney, G., & William, J. E. (2011). Culture Organizational in Higher Education. The
Journal of Higher Education, 59(1), 2-21.

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2014). Job crafting and job performance: A
longitudinal study. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
24(6), 914-928.

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Xanthopoulou, D. (2011). Do transformational leaders
enhance their followers * daily work engagement ? The Leadership Quarterly,
22(1), 121-131.

Ullman, J. B. (2006). Structural equation modeling: Reviewing the basics and moving
forward. Journal of Personality Assessment, 87(1), 35 — 50.

Van Woerkom, M., Oerlemans, W., & Bakker, A. B. (2015). Strengths use and work
engagement: a weekly diary study. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 0643(JANUARY), 1-14.

Verbree, M., Horlings, E., Groenewegen, P., Van der Weijden, |., & van den Besselaar,
P. (2015). Organizational factors influencing scholarly performance: a
multivariate study of biomedical research groups. Scientometrics, 102(1), 25-49.

Vizzuso, J. D. (2015). Leadership Strategies to Influence Employee Engagement in
Health Care. Walden University.

Waldum, E. R., & Mcdaniel, M. A. (2016). Why Are You Late ? Investigating the Role
of Time Management in Time-Based Prospective Memory. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 145(8), 1049-1061.

Welch, M. (2011). The evolution of the employee engagement concept: communication
implications. Corporate Communications: An International Journal.

192



Whiting, V. R., & Janasz, S. C. de. (2004). Mentoring in the 21st Century: Using the
Internet to Build Skills and Networks. Journal of Management Education, 28(3),
275-293.

Williams, R., Leahy, A., & Jensen, P. (2017). U21 Ranking of National Higher
Education Systems 2017.

Winefield, A. H. & Jarrett, R. (2001). Occupational stress in university staff.
International Journal of Stress Management, Vol. 8, No. 4, October 2001 (2001),
8(4), 285 — 299.

Wood, F. (1990). Factors influencing research performance of university academic staff.
Higher Education, 19, 81-100.

Xanthopolou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schafeuli W. B. (2007). The role of
personal resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of
Stress Management, 14(2), 121 — 141.

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2009). Work
engagement and financial returns: A diary study on the role of job and personal
resources. The British Psychological Society, 82(1), 183—200.

Yang, H., & Cho, H. (2015). Effects of Individuals , Leader Relationships , and Groups
on Innovative Work Behaviors. The International Journal of Industrial
Distribution & Business, 6(3), 19-25.

Yin, R. K. 1994. Case study research: Design and methods. 2nd ed. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications.

Yusoff, R., Khan, F., Mubeen, A., & Azam, K. (2013). A Study about Factors
Influencing the University Performance. Jurnal Teknologi, 64(2), 145-149.

Zhang, L., & Seepho, S. (2013). Metacognitive strategy use and academic reading
achievement: Insights from a Chinese context. Electronic Journal of Foreign
Language Teaching, 10(1), 54-69.

Zhu, W., Avolio, B. J.,, & Walumbwa, F. O. (2009). Mderating role of follower
characteristics with transformational leadership and follower work engagement.
Group & Organization Management, 34(5), 590-619.

Zikmund, W. G., Babin, B. J., Carr, J. C., & Griffin, M. (2013). Business research
methods. Cengage Learning.

Zigarmi, D., Nimon, K., Houson, D., Witt, D., & Diehl, J. (2009). Beyond Engagement :

Toward a Framework and Operational Definition for Employee Work Passion.
Human Resource Development Review, 8(3), 300-326.

193



BIODATA OF STUDENT

Siti Zainab Tauhed was born in a family that emphasized on the importance of education.
The hard work and dedication of her parents inspire her to strive for the best in her
education. She graduated with an upper second class honours, Bachelor of Islamic
Education degree in 1994 from University of Malaya (UM). After her graduation, she
joined the Education Service Commission (Suruhanjaya Perkhidmatan Pendidikan) as
a teacher from May 1994 till April 1995. She was then offered for a position as an
Assistant Lecturer at the Kulliyyah of Education, International Islamic University
Malaysia (IIUM) in May 1995. Due to her interest in management, she joined the
administration of 1IUM as an Assistant Director in 1997. In 2001, she was granted the
IIUM’s scholarship to continue her Master’s degree in Public Administration at the
Faculty of Economics and Administration, UM and graduated in year 2003. Later, in
2014, she continued her PhD degree in Human Resource Development at the Faculty of
Educational Studies, UPM under the scholarship and study leave of Ministry of Higher
Education and 1HUM respectively. She is now the Deputy Director at Kulliyyah of
Dentistry, HUM.

Her research focuses on the predictors of research performance and work engagement
among academics at the Malaysian Research Universities. During her Ph.D candidature,
she has written few conference papers which were presented at various conferences both
in Malaysia and abroad. Her papers were presented at the conference organized by the
Academy of Human Resource Development, at Bangkok, Thailand (2018); Postgraduate
Workshop at Warwick University, UK (2018); International Conference on Business
Management and Social Science organized by UiTM (2017); Graduate Research in
Education Seminar (GREduc 2016) held at the Faculty of Educational Studies, UPM and
International Conference on Educational Research and Practice 2015 (ICERP 2015) held
at The Everly, Putrajaya. Her papers were improved and published in journals.

232



LIST OF PUBLICATIONS

Journal

Tauhed, S. Z., Mohd. Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., Abu Samah, B., (2018). The Influence of
Organizational Factors on Work Engagement among Academics at Malaysian
Research Universities, International Journal of Academic Research in Business
and Social Sciences, Vol. 8, Issue No. 10, 2018

Tauhed, S. Z., Mohd. Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., Abu Samah, B., (2017). The Influence of
Networking, Individual Effort and Time Management on Research Performance of
Academics at Malaysian Research Universities, Revista Publicando, 6 No 19. 2019,
325-338. ISSN 1390-9304

Paper Presentation

Tauhed, S. Z.,, Mohd. Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., Abu Samah, B., (2015). Work
Environment as Antecedents to Academics Engagemen in Research and
Development. Paper presented at International Conference on Educational Research
and Practice 2015 (ICERP 2015) at The Everly, Putrajaya.

Tauhed, S. Z., Mohd. Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., Abu Samah, B., (2016). The Mediating
Effect of Work Engagement between its Antecedents and Outcome among
Academics in Research and Development at Malaysian Public Universities. Paper
presented at at the Graduate Research in Education Seminar (GREDUC 2016), at the
Faculty of Educational Studies, UPM.

The Influence of Organizational Culture, Transformational Leadership and Professional
Development on Work Engagement among Academics at Malaysian Research
Universities. Paper presented at a Postgraduate Students Seminar at Warwick
University, London during Student Mobility Program 2018 (May, 2018).

Tauhed, S. Z., Mohd. Rasdi, R., Ibrahim, R., Abu Samah, B., (2018). The Influence of
Organizational Factors on Work Engagement among Academics at Malaysian
Research Universities. Paper presented at AHRD, Bangkok, Thailand (November,
2018).

233





