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10.  Research Productivity and  
Workplace Stress Among Academics

Klára Kovács, Marianna Moravecz & Gabriella Hideg 

ABSTRACT
In our study, the influencing factors of research productivity was examined among  
academics in five higher education institutions in CEE. Our main research question was which 
work-related stressors and resources reduce or contribute to their research productivity. The 
theoretical background of our research is based on the theory of job demands and resources 
(JD-R), which helps to explain and understand the relationship between job characteristics 
and employee productivity. For our research we used the CEETHE 2023 database (N=821). 
The data were collected from higher education institutions in two disadvantaged regions of 
Hungary, while for institutions across the border in Slovakia, Ukraine, Romania and Serbia, 
we targeted Hungarian minority institutions. Our results suggested that the most productive 
groups were older people, men in higher positions, those with an academic degree, those 
working in social and economic sciences, and senior academics. Stress caused by performance 
appraisal emerged as a negative factor for productivity.

Keywords: research productivity, JD-R theory, job demands and resources

Introduction
In this study, the factors influencing the research productivity of academics 
were examined in five Central and Eastern European countries (in Hungary, 
Slovakia, Ukraine, Romania and Serbia, which countries belong to the broader 
concept of the CEE region according to the interpretation of the OECD and the 
EU). Two main groups of work-related outcomes (well-being and productivity) 
have been identified. Productivity is nothing more than the behavior of the 
employee through which he/she contributes to the achievement of institutional 
goals (Utami & Vioreza, 2021). In this research, research productivity means 
workplace performance which the academics contribute to the effectiveness of 
higher education institutions, mainly measured in an international context (by 
publications in high-ranking journals, international conference presentations, 
participation in researches, receiving awards, grants etc.) or on individual level 
(highly motivated, satisfied academic staff) (Bland et al., 2005; Chen et al., 2006). 
In this competitive environment, there is an increasing emphasis on the research 
success of institutions, which is translated at the level of the academic staff into 
high requirements for publication and participation in research projects. From 
the perspective of academics, of the trinity of faculty roles—teaching, research 
and administrative duties—research dominates, while the other two remain in 
the background to research (Kwiek, 2016), confirming the relevance of applying 
the concept of research productivity we have adopted. Furthermore, research 
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seems to be the single most stratifying factor in Higher Education at the level 
of the individual academic based on a comparative study among academics in  
11 countries (Kwiek, 2019).

Our main question is, what are the challenges faced by the region’s academ-
ics in their work, and what are the resources at the institutional and individual 
levels that contribute to their productivity? To investigate this issue, the job 
demands and resources (JD-R) theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) was used as 
a theoretical framework. The JD-R theory is a theoretical framework that helps 
to explain and understand the relationships between job characteristics and 
employee performance and well-being. It classifies job characteristics into two 
categories that are negatively correlated: (negative) job demands and job-related 
resources, which have a direct impact on employees’ stress levels, motivation, 
health problems and a range of organizational outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2014; Szigeti & Kovács, 2022; Mudrak et al., 2018).

Previous studies have mainly examined psychological sources of stress and 
resources from a psychological perspective and have shown their relationship 
with work performance, psychological well-being and burnout (Alquarni, 2021; 
Han et al., 2020a; Iyaji et al., 2020). In this exploratory study, their relationship 
with productivity is investigated from a higher education research perspec-
tive. The validity of JD-R theory and workplace stressors has been extensively 
researched by academics worldwide (see Alqarni, 2021; Aziz & Quraishi, 2017; 
Bell et al., 2012; Fetherston et al., 2021; Han et al., 2020a; Iyaji et al., 2020; 
Kinman et al., 2006), but these have primarily addressed stress and resources in 
relation to well-being, job performance, job satisfaction, etc., and most of the 
research has examined linear relationships rather than using a complex theory 
or model (Mudrak et al., 2018). In our previous study, a similar model was used 
to examine the mediating role of work engagement and work exhaustion to 
examine the associations between job demands and resources and physical 
activity as an individual coping strategy with well-being. In the present anal-
ysis, these relationships have been further explored, and the model has been 
developed to examine these factors in relation to work performance (research 
productivity), complemented by additional influencing factors identified in the 
literature (working hours, job insecurity).

1. � The Changing Higher Education Context and  
Its Influence on the Productivity of Academics in CEE

In the project of Changing Academic Profession in 2006, a study of academics in 
19 countries worldwide was carried out, which did not include CEE countries, 
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but the European continuation of the research, “The Academic Profession in 
Europe-Responses to Societal Challenges” (EUROAC), included Poland and 
Romania from the region in 2007–2011. The comparative studies have reached 
similar conclusions: although the academic profession is subject to increasing 
expectations and pressures, these expectations do not constrain how academics 
perceive their situation and how they act. Of course, they have to respond to these 
challenges, but they have room for maneuver in how they interpret and respond 
to them (Höhle & Teichler, 2013). The most important (negative) predictor of job 
satisfaction in almost all countries was administrative processes (Bentley et al., 
2013). As a follow-up to CAP, the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-Based 
Society (APIKS) research was conducted in 18 countries (CEE countries were not 
included) between 2019 and 2021 (Aarrevaara et al.). One of the main messages 
of this volume is that although the academic profession appears similar in many 
respects across the countries studied, when examined in depth, there are very 
large differences even when answering a simple question such as who can be 
considered a researcher in a given country (Jung et al., 2021).

As a result of the advance of managerialism (Kováts, 2023), various performance 
evaluation systems have been developed to assess the work of academic staff. A 
longitudinal study of British, Dutch and Swedish academics found that in all 
three countries, performance evaluation itself does not really affect academics’ 
productivity, with Swedish respondents considering it merely an administra-
tive practice, while Dutch academics doubt the validity of outcomes due to the 
distance manner of evaluation. British academics accept and understand the 
importance of performance evaluation for the effectiveness of the institution, to 
ensure fairness, transparency and better teaching quality, but they also doubt that 
it has any connection with teaching quality and its improvement. Three factors 
underlie this doubt: first, the scope of evaluation remains limited; second, the 
disadvantages of performance measurement; third, the most important aspects 
are immeasurable (Teelken, 2018), as academics also mentioned in our and other 
previous qualitative researches (Kovács et al., 2024; Kwiek & Antonowicz, 2015).

The CEE countries have followed this process with a slight delay, with effec-
tiveness below the average of Western European counterparts (Goncharuk & 
Cirella, 2022), but the process of managerialism has also emerged in the 2010s. In 
Ukraine and Romania, specific performance evaluation systems have been devel-
oped to assess the work of academics, while in Hungary, all but five universities 
have been converted to private (foundation) status, and a portion of academics’ 
salaries is determined by the results of a newly developed performance evalua-
tion system (Rodrigues Pimenta et al., 2021). As in Bosnia, the Czech Republic, 
like other Eastern European countries, has entered the arena of international 
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competition with an underfunded higher education system, and thus there 
is increasing pressure on academics to increase their productivity in order to 
meet indicators of international competition. Although the pressure to publish, 
grant-based funding, performance measurement and other reforms to increase 
institutional effectiveness are seen by academics as necessary, they are also seen 
as important to maintain their autonomy and influence in universities (Mudrak 
et al., 2006). Given the emergence and growing role of performance evaluation 
in academia, our research also examines the performance of academics based 
on quantifiable evaluation indicators, primarily related to academic research 
work. Indeed, these measurement tools tend to place a strong emphasis on this 
dimension of academics’ work.

High workload and other sources of stress such as lack of institutional role 
clarity, lack of managerial support, interpersonal, role and work-family conflicts, 
and low student motivation are sources of job stress (job demands) that nega-
tively affect employees’ well-being, job satisfaction and performance (Anastasiou 
& Papakonstantinou, 2014; Bell et al., 2012; Fetherston et al., 2021; Iyaji et al., 
2020; Kinman et al., 2006) Physiological and psychological stress are important 
predictors of job performance (Ismail et al., 2015), but it should be noted that 
some forms of stress—if managed and prevented in individuals and organizations 
(eustress)—increase performance, while distress due to workload, for example, 
decreases it, so the type of stress is a determinant beyond its amount (Usoro & 
Etuk, 2016).

However, perceptions of stressors and coping strategies vary by employee 
gender, age, position, years of teaching, job title and type of higher education 
institution (Akram, 2019; Anastasiou & Papakonstantinou, 2014; Bell et al., 2012; 
Faisal et al., 2019; Kinman, 2014; Malik et al., 2017; Mudrak et al., 2018). Men 
are more resilient to work stress than women, who are more likely to experience 
work-life conflict (Bell et al., 2012; Chukwuemeka et al., 2023; Malik et al., 2017; 
Mudrak et al., 2018).

A comparative study conducted across ten countries found that higher aca-
demic rank increased publication productivity in two countries (Australia and 
the U.K.) (Teodorescu, 2000). However, a study on Polish academics’ international 
publication performance and career paths revealed that high-ranking academics 
in the top 10 percent achieved their positions due to outstanding publication per-
formance and had already exhibited very high productivity earlier in their careers 
compared to colleagues in similar positions (Kwiek & Roszka, 2024). Abramo et 
al. (2014) examined the publication productivity of all Italian universities over 
a five-year period and highlighted the exceptional productivity of researchers 
in natural sciences, life sciences, and mathematics. The unique research styles, 
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processes, and techniques of different disciplines lead to significant differences in 
research performance both within and across disciplines (Wood, 1990). Analyzing 
research performance between academic ranks, Abramo et al. (2011) argued full 
professors publish more than associate professors, who publish more than assistant 
professor, but there also significant differences by disciplines. Authors empha-
size, if higher academic rank is associated with greater research performance, 
evaluation methods should better differentiate individual scientists by rank and 
create performance rankings within these categories, alongside overall rankings.

According to JD-R theory, institutional resources contribute to work outcomes 
as intrinsic and extrinsic motivators. Among Indonesian academics, job satisfaction 
has a direct positive effect on productivity (Utami & Vioreza, 2021), while among 
Czech academics, influence over work and supervisor support as resources are posi-
tively associated with work engagement and job satisfaction. Work engagement was 
the most important predictor of well-being, while job demands (such as quantitative 
demands, work-life conflicts and job insecurity) were only associated with stress 
(Mudrak et al.). Work-life balance and its loss are a much-studied issue in academic 
work. Successfully maintaining a harmonious balance between the two is a source 
of strength and has a positive impact on job satisfaction (Saeed & Farooqi, 2014),  
contributes to optimal performance (Guest, 2002), and is also associated  
with higher satisfaction with family life and life in general (Sirgy & Lee, 2018). 
At the same time, work-life conflict has a negative impact on the well-being of 
academic staff (Bell et al., 2012).

Based on the previous theories and research findings, the following hypoth-
eses were formulated:

1.	 Notable variations in productivity based on gender, age, country, position, 
and scientific field

2.	 Job Demands diminish academics’ productivity, while available Job 
Resources enhance it

2.  Methodology
2.1.  Data and Sample
To answer the research questions, the CEETHE 2023 database was used (N=821). 
The data sampled higher education institutions in two disadvantaged regions 
of Hungary, the North Great Plain Region (University of Debrecen, Debrecen 
Reformed Theological University and University of Nyíregyháza) and the South 
Transdanubian Region (University of Pécs), while in the case of cross-border 
institutions in Slovakia, Ukraine, Romania and Serbia Hungarian minority 
institutions were targeted, but the survey was still sent in the majority language.
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Based on the experience of the focus group interviews conducted prior to the 
quantitative research, the academics’ tasks were listed, and respondents were 
asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 4 the extent to which they considered the given 
tasks to be part of their job. On the basis of the responses, we first performed a 
factor analysis and then a cluster analysis, separating out four different types of 
academics: teaching-focused academics (33.4%), academics with an administrative 
focus (19.7%), research-focused academics (20.3%) and academic leaders (26.6%).

2.2.  Variables and Analysis
As the emergence and advance of managerialism in higher education in the 
region under study in recent years has led to an increasing role for the evaluation 
of academic performance, including the quantification of academic productiv-
ity, the academic performance of academics in this research was also measured 
on the basis of self-report. They were asked how many different publications, 
conference presentations, grant applications and leadership positions they 
had held the previous four years. This period was chosen because this is the 
time span assessed in the evaluation of academic performance in Hungary and 
Ukraine, and these indicators related to scientific research dominate. Although 
self-reporting may be biased and there may be a problem of inaccurate recall, as 
the questionnaire was self-administered, it was accurately documented in their 
performance appraisal and CV and could be used as a guide to help them tick 
the correct response category. The response options were numerical intervals 
that allowed respondents to rate their own performance on a category from 
0 to 100. The nine-item scale was found to be reliable (Cronbach’s α=.825) and 
principal component analysis was used to produce a composite performance 
indicator (KMO=.802, p<0.001, explained variance 62.561%), which was con-
verted to a 0–100-point scale. Here, 0 represented the lowest level of productivity 
and 100 the highest (M=22.66, SD=15.59).

Based on the work of Kinman et al. (2006), the stress and resources at work and 
their perceptions were also examined (Chronbach α=.869, maximum likelihood 
method, varimax rotation, KMO=.856, p=000, explained variance 53.045%). 
Factor analysis identified three sources of stress and one resource: workload, 
performance appraisal and diversity of teacher roles as sources of stress and man-
agement support as a resource. These factors were complemented by good working 
conditions (5-item, Chronbach α=.739, KMO=.753, p=000, explained variance 
50.510%), peer support (4-item, Chronbach α=.867, KMO=.827, p=000, explained 
variance 71.610%), and development opportunities (5-item, Chronbach α=.832, 
KMO=.808, p=000, explained variance 60.101%) as resources (Malik et al., 2017). 
In addition, other factors influencing productivity and well-being that could also 
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serve as stressors and resources were examined. Since the main objective of this 
study was to uncover the hardships associated with work, Hayman’s (2005) dimen-
sions of work-life conflict, when work interferes with private life, were examined 
(6-item Chronbach α=.948, KMO=905, p=000, explained variance 79.545).

Among the factors influencing research productivity, the area of emotional 
exhaustion at work (5 items Chronbach α=.911, KMO=.852, p=000, explained vari-
ance 73.894%) and work engagement using the Ulrecht Work Engagement-9 scales 
(9 items, Chronbach α=.931, KMO=.900, p=000, explained variance 65.441%) 
were investigated (Han et al., 2020). Workplace bullying was measured using 
the Malik et al. (2017) completed scale (7 items, Chronbach α=.873, KMO=.890, 
p=000, explained variance 59.590%). Each main component was formed into a 
scale from 0 to 100, where 0 indicated that the main component was not at all 
characteristic of the respondent, and 100 that it was completely typical of the 
respondent. Workload, performance appraisal, diversity of teacher roles, work-life 
conflict, emotional exhaustion, bullying at work, working hours per week, and 
job insecurity are considered as job demands, while management support and 
work engagement are considered as job resources.

The demographic background variables examined were age, gender and coun-
try of origin, and the work characteristics were academic degree, job position, 
managerial position, academic discipline and type of academics. Analyses were 
carried out using the SPSS 29 program, using the Kruskal-Wallis test, the Mann-
Whitney test and linear regression, and checking normality with the Kolgomorov-
Smirnov test.

3.  Results
Almost half of the respondents had no books published in their mother tongue/
national language or in an international language, 44.5% had 1–5 books pub-
lished in their mother tongue and 21.5% in English or another foreign language. 
For articles published in the mother tongue/national language, 30.1% published 
1–5, and almost 10% 21–40. More than 100 articles were published in a foreign 
language by 44, while 14.5%, 21–40 published articles in a foreign language in the 
last four years. Of these, 37.5% had published 1–5 articles in Q1-Q2, and 36.3% 
had published none. Again, six respondents chose one of more than 100 possible 
answers, which was not rejected because in certain scientific fields (medicine, 
natural sciences) it is typical for research to be conducted in large rooms and for 
a very high number of authors to write articles. The majority of respondents had 
presented 6–10 or 11–20 papers at national conferences (~19%), with about 11% 
presenting none. A fifth of respondents had not presented at an international 
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conference, 36.4% had presented 1–5 papers. Approximately one-third were not 
members of a national research group, and more than half were members of an 
international research group; nationally, 51.3% were members or leaders of at 
least one research groups, and internationally, 40.7% were members (Figure 10.1).
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How many papers have you published in your
mother tongue /native language?

How many papers have you published in the
international language of your discipline (e.g. English)?
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How many national individual or research group
proposals have you led/participated in?

How many international individual or research group
proposals have you led/participated in?

Figure 10.1: R esearch productivity of academics over the past four years based on self-report.
Source: CEETHE 2023.

3.1. � Relationships Between Demographic, Work Characteristics and 
Research Productivity

Significant differences were found for all variables except country (p<0.001). 
Results show that males (M=25.84, SD=17.96) than females (M=20.08, SD=12.84), 
researchers in social and economic sciences (M=25.32, SD=15.18), with DSc. degree 
(M=40, SD=22.95), those working at least as associate professors (MR=485.75) and 
academic leaders (M=28.8, SD=13.41) or in leader position (M=28.91, SD=17.17) 
have the highest research productivity. Performance also increases with age and is 
highest among the oldest (M=37.78, SD=26.99). The lowest performance is found 
among the youngest age group (M=11.58, SD=8.71) and among academics with 
an administrative focus (M=14, SD=11.39) and academics in the scientific fields 
of arts and humanities (M=20.96, SD=13.23).

When examining workplace stress sources and resources, the only factor 
that is unsurprisingly significantly related to research productivity is perfor-
mance evaluation: academics with above-average levels of this stressor perform 
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worse (M=21.2, SD=14.61). As working hours increase, with academics work 
more than 60 hours per week scoring the highest performance (M=38.37, 
SD=21.51), while those working 51–55 (M=26.47, SD=17.71), 56–60 hours per 
week scored about the same (M=25.78, SD=16). Academics working 36–40 hours 
per week scoring the lowest (18.19, SD=12.83). Job security is associated with 
higher performance, with those who think there is no chance at all of being 
made redundant scoring the highest (MR=25.38, SD=16.72), while those who 
think there is a chance of being made redundant scored the lowest (M=20.19, 
SD=15.19) (Table 10.1).

Table 10.1:  Correlations of workplace stressors with research productivity  
(means, SD)

Mean SD

Mann-Whitney 
U/Kruskal-

Wallis H N sig.

performance 
evaluation

below the 
average

24.59 16.68 57155 720 0.008

above the 
average

21.2 14.61

number of  
working hours 
per week

36–40 18.19 12.83 55.107 753 <0.001

41–45 20.2 12.84

46–50 23.02 14.75

51–55 26.46 17.71

56–60 25.78 16

>60 38.37 21.51

job insecurity No chance at all 25.38 16.72 8.385 636 0.039

Not really a 
chance

22.4 15.01

There is a chance 20.19 15.19

There is a very 
high chance

21.34 8.1

Source: CEETHE 2023.

3.2.  Predictor Factors of Research Productivity
Linear regressions were used to examine the predictors of the principal component 
of research productivity. Multicollinearity was checked in all regressions, and 
the values of VIF and tolerance showed in all cases that there was no multicol-
linearity between the explanatory variables. Our model for research productivity 
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is significant (F(36,485=8.7, p<0.001), with explanatory power R2= 0.347. Among 
job-related stress and resources, only performance evaluation is negatively related 
to productivity (β=–0.148). Age (β=0.239), Ph.D. (β=0.142), at least associate profes-
sor position (β=0.172), belonging to teaching-focused (β=0.234), academic leader 
(β=0.222) or research-focused (β=0.171) group increases performance. Working too 
few hours, less than 40 hours, decreases performance (β=–0.132), while working 
too many hours (more than 60, β=0.126) increases productivity.

4.  Discussion
The academic profession faces significant challenges worldwide (Altbach, 2005) 
and has never been as unstructured and competitive as it is today. Competition 
for positions and resources is intense, and within this race, academics’ scientific 
performance plays a particularly crucial role (Kwiek, 2019; Kwiek & Antonowicz, 
2015). This study focused on assessing the factors that impact research productivity 
among academics in five CEE countries. Work-related characteristics, workplace 
stress sources and resources, and demographic factors were examined. The JD-R 
theory served as the theoretical foundation for this research, allowing for the 
exploration of the influence of work-related stressors and resources on well-be-
ing and research productivity. Our model included various predictors, such as 
demographic factors, work-related factors, stressors, resources, and well-being, 
because establishing causality can be challenging. For instance, well-being is in a 
positive relationship with higher levels of productivity. However, success at work 
and excellence in performance may also contribute to higher levels of well-being.

Initially, it was hypothesized that there would be notable disparities in pro-
ductivity based on gender, age, country, job title, and discipline. Our hypothesis 
was supported, as older individuals, men in higher positions, those with academic 
degrees, and individuals in the social and economic sciences and senior academic 
groups displayed higher levels of productivity. Age, position, and academic degree 
were closely intertwined but also individually contributed to increased research 
productivity as in previous researches of Blend et al. (2005) and Teodorescu (2000). 
This can be attributed to the routine nature of a research career and the demands 
placed on early-stage academic careers, such as teaching, course preparation, 
and other teaching-related responsibilities (e.g., mentoring and talent manage-
ment), which require significant time and energy. Similar challenges have been 
reported by young academics in the Czech Republic and France (Goncharuk 
& Cirella, 2022; Mudrak et al., 2018), and our previous interview research also 
highlighted the difficulties faced by young academics in juggling multiple roles, 
particularly teaching which hardly allows them to do other academic work 
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(Kovács et al., 2024). Numerous researchers in the region have shed light on the 
disadvantages faced by women in academia (Engler, 2015; Engler, 2020). Not 
only do women experience vertical segregation, meaning that they are under-
represented in high-status positions, but they also face horizontal segregation, 
resulting in their underrepresentation in STEM fields where notable high-level 
international research and achievements occur. Additionally, the interruption in 
their academic careers due to motherhood negatively affects them, particularly. 
Our analysis reveals that female researchers are disproportionately concentrated in 
the humanities and arts (Fényes, 2018), which, according to our findings, have the 
lowest productivity. The high productivity of senior academics can be attributed 
to their advancement in higher education, which is primarily based on academic 
performance rather than managerial skills (Mudrak et al., 2018; Gebregergis  
et al., 2023). Thus, their ranking is primarily a result of their increased teaching 
productivity. However, as Porter and Umbach (2001) demonstrate that workload 
impact is not uniform across all academic staff. Individual characteristics, such 
as discipline, rank, and tenure status, interact with institutional expectations, 
resulting in different productivity.

In our investigation of the impact of job demands and resources on research 
productivity in relation to JD-R theory, a second research question was posed. 
The second hypothesis suggested that there would be a negative correlation 
between job demands and a positive correlation between resources and well-be-
ing and research productivity. However, our findings only partially supported 
this hypothesis, as it was discovered that only the stress caused by performance 
evaluation had a negative effect. At the same time, other stressors and resources 
did not show a significant relationship with productivity. These results are in 
line with Teelken’s (2018) longitudinal study on academics in the U.K., the 
Netherlands, and Sweden, which emphasized that while evaluating the work of 
academics may be important for monitoring institutional effectiveness, it does 
not contribute to their performance. Previous research (Usoro & Etuk, 2016) has 
shown that anxiety surrounding performance evaluation leads to decreased pro-
ductivity. It is worth noting that this relationship can also be reversed. Academics 
who experience greater stress from performance assessments—whether due to 
concerns about academic freedom or the perceived pressure to meet publication 
requirements—tend to have lower performance levels. In contrast, high-perform-
ing academics view the evaluation system as fairer, with clear and measurable 
criteria guiding each stage of their careers. This dual nature of performance 
assessment has been highlighted in the work of Kwiek & Antonowicz (2015) 
as well as in our previous interview research (Kovács et al., 2024; Pusztai et al., 
2025). However, for such a system to be effective, it must be transparent, clear, 
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and fair, ensuring that favoritism and informal relationships do not influence 
evaluations.

Well-being was not directly linked to research productivity; however, an indirect 
connection emerged through working hours (Kovács et al., 2025). Specifically, 
working fewer than 40 hours per week reduced productivity, while longer work-
ing hours—unsurprisingly—enhanced it. Nevertheless, when examining factors 
influencing well-being, it became evident that working between 50 and 60 hours 
per week negatively impacted it. This suggests that while excessive working hours 
may boost performance, they also harm the well-being of academics (Kovács et 
al., 2025). Overworking can lead to exhaustion and conflicts in personal life, 
ultimately undermining academic well-being. Thus, although no direct relation-
ship was identified between well-being and performance, an indirect link existed 
through extended working hours.

Another key finding was that while higher academic ranks correlated with 
increased productivity, they also had implications for well-being. Leader aca-
demics tended to experience more negative emotions, such as stress, anxiety, and 
sadness, potentially due to work-related pressures.

Our results highlight that those who dedicate a larger portion of their work to 
research achieve the highest research productivity (research-focused academics 
and leaders), meaning they tend to be the most successful. At the same time, it 
is also evident that research productivity itself has led to significant stratification 
within the academic society. Only those who consciously invest more time and 
energy—particularly in international scientific work—can reach the ranks of the 
most successful academics. The way academics allocate their time and energy 
to research plays a crucial role in shaping their research productivity, as well as 
in balancing their teaching and administrative responsibilities. Kwiek’s (2019) 
micro-level study of academic scientists reveals that, across Europe, top-per-
forming academics form a relatively homogeneous group, whose high research 
output is driven by similar structural factors. Notably, the top 10% of academics 
are responsible for 50% of high-quality research publications. To be part of this 
elite group, academics must devote significantly more time to research than the 
average, requiring both a substantial commitment to research activities and a 
strong research-oriented mindset.

However, this often creates tensions between time dedicated to research and 
time allocated to other professional duties. The extent to which academics can 
meet these expectations is influenced by both individual choices and institu-
tional strategies. An ideal work environment in this context is one where insti-
tutional priorities—such as an emphasis on research—align with individual 
ambitions, like publishing in high-impact journals. As Kwiek (2019) emphasizes, 
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it is particularly important for early-career academics to recognize that European 
academic institutions operate in a competitive landscape at both national and 
international levels, where rankings and resource allocation are heavily influenced 
by scientific performance. As a result, research output often becomes the primary 
determinant of career progression.

Conclusions
The key message from our study is that performance appraisal pressure is decreas-
ing and negatively affecting research productivity. It is essential to make the 
process, purpose, results, format and consequences of performance evaluation 
transparent and constantly review it with the participation of academics so that 
they can understand and experience its significance with as little pressure as 
possible. This can reduce the negative impact on productivity.

Another important message from our research, particularly for managers of 
small units, is that while long working hours help increase productivity, they 
have serious long-term negative consequences for employee well-being. They 
can worsen academic well-being and increase the occurrence of negative emo-
tions such as fatigue, depression, melancholy, and sadness, ultimately leading to 
exhaustion and burnout. Institutional leaders need to ask themselves: what is 
more important? To produce more high-impact publications in a short time and 
with a heavy workload, thereby increasing the efficiency and competitiveness of 
the institution, or to work in the long term with academics who feel good about 
their work, who love their job, who are satisfied, committed and motivated?
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