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Abstract

Research performance enhancement has be-
come a greater issue in recent decades. However,
studies analyzing the determinants of research
performance and identifying human resource ma-
nagement (HRM) practices that improve research
performance have been few and inconsistent. This
paper overviews the factors affecting research
performance and responds to calls for HRM prac-
tices that are customized for research and higher
education institutions (HEIs). The paper is based
on a theoretical HRM-performance linkage and

1. INTRODUCTION

Research performance management
and the ranking of higher education institu-
tions (HEIs) or faculty members based on
research performance have been important
issues in the past two decades, and the ante-
cedents of research performance have been
examined by several scholars covering vari-
ous research areas and institutions (Fox &
Mohapatra, 2007; Valle & Schultz, 2011;
White et al., 2012; Kiewra & Creswell,
2000; Teodorescu, 2000).

aims to identify research performance measures,
define scholars’ skills, abilities, research-orien-
ted attitudes, and behaviors related to research
performance, and generate bundles of abilities,
motivation, and opportunities enhancing HRM
practices associated with research performance.
Finally, a theoretical framework for the HRM—re-
search performance chain is developed.

Keywords: HRM  practices, ~ HRM-
performance linkage, research performance,
higher education institutions

More and more studies on HEI top-
ics have shown that the enhancement of
research performance has become one
of the most important challenges for
European HEIs (Smeby & Try, 2005).
However, Europe still lags behind the
USA in the production of highly cited re-
search (Rodriguez-Navarro & Narin, 2018).
Furthermore, universities with more in-
tensive management have greater research
productivity and faster growth (Beerkens,
2013). Therefore, the questions “How can
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research performance be stimulated?” and
“How does HRM enhance research perfor-
mance?” are of great importance.

Strategic HRM scholars have been en-
couraged to dedicate attention to the HRM
practices applied within the industry, “by
focusing on a single industry, the research-
er is better able to ... identify strategic is-
sues that influence the management of hu-
man resources” (Delery, 1998, p. 306).
Moreover, the effectiveness of HRM sys-
tems depends on the contextual factors
(Datta et al., 2005); thus unfolding the con-
text of a specific industry and developing
HR configuration to achieve required per-
formance are necessary for HRM efficacy
(Boxall & Steeneveld, 1999; Boxall et al.,
2019). While a considerable amount of re-
search has been dedicated to the HRM—per-
formance linkage in manufacturing, service,
and other industries, few studies have ana-
lyzed HRM as the determinant of research
performance in HEIs.

Explanations of research performance
have varied across studies and were: dedi-
cated to a single element stimulating re-
search performance (De Stefano et al.,
2013, Eisend & Schmidt, 2014; Judge et
al., 2004, Pfeffer & Langton, 1993); based
on analysis of random factors (Chen et al.,
2006; Ramsden, 1994; Smeby & Try, 2005;
Smith et al., 2008); not empirically tested
(Creswell, 1985; Fox, 1983); or based on
findings of a survey carried out in only one
school (Bland et al., 2002; Bland et al.,
2005; Wood, 1990).

In sum, there is still a distinct absence
of published studies investigating research
performance as a complex phenomenon,
identifying and empirically testing specific
HRM practices enhancing research perfor-
mance. Moreover, several major questions
related to the HRM-individual research
performance linkage remain unanswered:
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What is research performance? What spe-
cific HRM practices stimulate research
performance? What are the mediating
mechanisms, i.e., what scholarly abilities,
attitudes, and behaviors lead to positive re-
search performance?

This paper will overview factors affect-
ing research performance and build a theo-
retical framework for the HRM-research
performance chain. We develop our HRM—
research performance framework based on
an HRM-performance chain logic (Becker
et al., 1997), including mediating factors
(Guest, 1997), on the supposition that a
properly designed HRM system yields the
skills, abilities, and attitudes required of
scholars, leading to their behavior outcomes
generating the desired performance out-
come (Paauwe & Boselie, 2005).

Our study contributes to HRM—perfor-
mance research as follows: First and fore-
most, grounded in previous studies, we
describe research performance and identify
specific scholars’ skills, abilities, research-
oriented attitudes, and behaviors related to
research performance and respond to the
call for research covering not only proxi-
mal (i.e., specific scholars’ skills, abilities,
research-oriented attitudes, and behaviors)
but also distal (research performance meas-
ures) HRM outcomes in the HRM—perfor-
mance chain (Guest, 2011). Second, based
on ability, motivation, and opportunity
(AMO) theory (Appelbaum et al., 2000)
and on theoretical grounding and empiri-
cal evidence that individual HRM practices
support and reinforce each other and in this
way compose HRM bundles generating
synergistic effects (Subramony, 2009), we
formulate bundles of HRM practices asso-
ciated with research performance and in so
doing expand HRM development in HEIs
(since the current HR function “may be
less developed in universities than in many
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other sectors”; Guest & Clinton, 2007, p.
10). Finally, we build a theoretical frame-
work for the HRM-research performance
chain, which has not been considered in
earlier studies and add to strategic HRM lit-
erature by focusing on HRM within HEL.

Our research focuses on the individual
research performance level, and we limit
the analysis of research performance meas-
ures to social sciences to emphasize the
specifics of this area since there are con-
siderable variations in research perfor-
mance and publications between disciplines
(Spangenberg et al., 1990).

This paper is based on a literature analy-
sis and is organized as follows. We begin
with the theoretical identification of indi-
vidual research performance measures as
the performance outcomes of the HRM-
performance chain; then, we determine
the mediating factors, i.e., scholars’ (as
employees) knowledge, skills, and abili-
ties (KSAs) and research-oriented attitudes
yielding the requisite behaviors. Finally,
based on AMO theory, we outline the bun-
dles of HRM practices enhancing research
performance and create a theoretical frame-
work for HRM-research performance
linkage.

2. RESEARCH PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT IN HIGHER
EDUCATION

To build an HRM-individual research
performance chain, we start with an analy-
sis of research performance, seeking to
identify industry-specific dependent varia-
bles (Boselie et al., 2005) for selecting, cre-
ating, and implementing more effectively
targeted HR policies (Guest, 1997). Before
offering a theoretical analysis, we consider
a conceptual discussion concerning the

definition of research achievement; in most
cases, the terms “research performance”
and “research productivity” are used syn-
onymously. This highlights the relevance
of discussing the terms “performance” and
“productivity” (Boselie et al., 2005; Guest,
1997). We consider the individual achieve-
ments of the researcher as research per-
formance, since performance is related to
output, whereas productivity is associated
with input-output ratios (Guest, 1997) or
“output-per-effort exerted” (Boselie et al.,
2005, p. 83).

Another ambiguous point concerning
the description of the performance is how
to interpret performance outcome in the
HRM - performance linkage. According to
Paauwe and Boselie (2005), several types
of HRM performance outcomes can be dis-
tinguished: financial (sales, profits, market
share, etc.), organizational (productivity,
quality, efficiencies, etc.), and HR-related
outcomes (employees’ satisfaction commit-
ment, intention to quit, and others). Guest
(1997) emphasized that these aforemen-
tioned outcomes should require considera-
tion in “any model that seeks to understand
the impact of the ‘human’ factor in human
resource management” (p. 269). Therefore,
we treat research performance as an organi-
zational HR outcome, whereas HR-related
outcomes will be discussed in the sec-
tions “Research-oriented behaviors” and
“Research-oriented attitudes”.

Most of the earlier studies lacked a clear
definition of research performance meas-
ures or described the term mostly in terms
of the research output (Creswell, 1985; Fox,
1983). The number of published articles
meant the sum of those articles appearing
in peer-reviewed journals (Xie & Shauman,
1998; Horta et al.,, 2010; Sabharwal &
Hu, 2013; Millar, 2013; Murayama et
al., 2015) or the sum of papers published
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in a specific year/period (Pfeffer &
Langton, 1993; Kiewra & Creswell, 2000;
Teodorescu, 2000; Ding et al., 2010; White
et al., 2012), and these have been the most
common measures of scientific produc-
tivity because of their simplicity (Xie &
Shauman, 1998). Many scholars have used
quantity of publications as the only meas-
ure of research performance (Fox, 1992;
Levitan & Ray, 1992; Xie & Shauman,
1998; Ding et al., 2010; White et al., 2012).

However, a simple quantitative meas-
ure (number of publications) suffers from
several shortcomings. For example, it is
not possible to distinguish between arti-
cles’ impact, their length (Kim et al., 2009),
and journal quality (Horta et al., 2010), and
so all papers are counted as the same. The
use of a quality measure (such as citations,
journal impact factors, or another measure)
in addition to the number of articles can
provide a more complex assessment of pro-
ductivity (Sabharwal & Hu, 2013); besides,
“a count of publications is a part of most
faculty evaluation systems, and a measure
of journal quality is often a part of this cal-
culation” (Harris, 2008, p. 374).

Therefore, quality measures, such as
journal quality, have been considered as
scholars’ research performance measure
(Judge et al., 2004; Seggie & Griffith, 2009;
Sabharwal & Hu, 2013; Baker, 2015) and
publications in high-level journals can be
used as an objective measure reflecting the
research productivity, quality, and repu-
tation of scholars (Manning & Barrette,
2005).

Authors’ contribution and co-author-
weighted count of publications have been
used as another quality-reflecting perfor-
mance measure (Banal-Estanol et al., 2015).

The number of citations (or cita-
tion count) is one of the most disputable
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research performance measures (Kim et al.,
2009; Eisend & Schmidt, 2014; Murayama
et al.,, 2015). On one hand, citations can
serve as the most straightforward measure
of an article’s impact (Kim et al., 2009); on
the other hand, citations accumulate with
the age of the article, so measuring pro-
ductivity by the citation count can lead to
very skewed results (Kim et al., 2009). The
number of citations may also come under
scrutiny owing to factors such as widely-
read authors, authoritative journals, popular
research topics, and popular fields, all of
which can inflate citation totals (Groot &
Garcia-Valderrama, 2006).

To avoid the aforementioned shortcom-
ings, combined research performance meas-
ures have been developed. The h-index
combines the measures of quantity (publi-
cations) and impact (citations) (De Stefano
et al., 2013), but it does have some limita-
tions related to different productivity and
citation practices in the field, artificial in-
creases in self-citations (Costas & Bordons,
2007, p. 194), and a scholar’s career span,
and does not consider the number of co-
authors (Hunter et al., 2009). Smith et al.
(2008) operationalized research productiv-
ity using a four-step process developing a
measure for both quantity and quality, i.e.
1) the number of academic articles, 2) the
sum of articles divided by the number of
their authors (reflecting the individual con-
tribution of each author), 3) incorporating
quality rankings for ascertaining the per-
ceived quality of the article, and, finally, 4)
evaluating the time after degree awarded to
individuals.

It is worth noting that variations in pub-
lications and citations exist among disci-
plines, so the expressions “high and low
performance” should be considered and
used in a relative rather than an absolute
sense (Spangenberg et al., 1990).
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Books and conference papers have been
treated controversially as research perfor-
mance measures because they tend to be
less consistent in nature and quality than
papers in peer-reviewed journals (Horta et
al., 2010).

We summarize that the quantity of pub-
lished, peer-reviewed works, number of
books and book chapters, authors’ contri-
butions, journal quality, and citation counts
may be the measures for research perfor-
mance evaluation in the social science area.

2.1. Mediating factors in the HRM—
research performance linkage

How HRM might impact performance
has undergone intensive investigation in the
last couple of decades (Bowen & Ostroff,
2004; Chuang et al., 2013; Dyer & Reeves,
1995; Gardner et al., 2001; Wright et al.,
1994). Boselie et al. (2005) emphasized a
mediating “black box™ and its mechanisms
to explain how HR practices influence ef-
ficiency. A meta-analysis by Jiang et al.
(2012) disclosed that different types of HR
practices influence performance outcomes
through different mediating mechanisms.
Therefore, understanding mediating mecha-
nisms in the interplay of HRM and perfor-
mance is important, since this encompasses
the complexities associated with the “black
box” (Gardner et al., 2001; Jiang et al.,
2013).

An HRM system can serve as a linking
mechanism that generates the employees’
shared attitudes and behaviors that lead
to the desired work outcomes. Strategic
HRM emphasizes the development of
targeted skills and abilities through the
HRM-—performance chain, “HRM practices
must develop employees’ skills, knowl-
edge, and motivation such that employees
behave in ways that are instrumental to

the implementation of a particular strat-
egy” (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004, p. 203).
Possession of appropriate skills, abilities,
and high motivation leads to high perfor-
mance at the individual level (Guest, 1997).
Thus, we have to define the specific at-
titudes and behaviors leading to research
performance.

We consider the HRM-performance
mechanism analysis by identifying individ-
ual KSAs related to research activities, and
then explore the research-oriented attitudes
and finally identify the behaviors leading to
research performance.

2.2. KSAs related to research
performance

Individual characteristics are essential
for research performance (Creswell, 1985;
Fox, 1983; Wood 1990) and have been
highlighted as being more important than
contextual factors (Smeby & Try, 2005).
Wright et al. (1994) recognize that “al-
though employee behavior is the most direct
way in which strategies are implemented,
employees must have the competencies,
KSAs necessary to exhibit the behaviors”
(p. 305). To develop the HRM-research
performance linkage, we need to iden-
tify specific KSAs necessary for research
activities.

Previous studies have revealed specific
knowledge that leads to high research per-
formance, educational background, i.e.,
the institution where a degree was earned
(Kiewra & Creswell, 2000; Smith et al.,
2008; Seggie & Griffith, 2009); academic
lineage, i.e., the supervisors, advisors, and
scholars who have influenced the research-
er’s career (Kiewra & Creswell, 2000); con-
tent knowledge, i.e., the familiarity within
one’s research area with all major published
works, different theories, key researchers,
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and predominant funding sources (Bland
et al., 2005); and knowledge accumulated
by publishing early in a career with posi-
tive feedback (Fox, 1983; Creswell, 1985),
thereby establishing productive scholarly
work habits (Bland et al., 2005), since later
publications can be significantly predicted
from the publication number achieved as a
Ph.D. student (Judge et al., 2004).

Academic rank, defined as a job ti-
tle (such as assistant professor, associate
professor, full professor; Ramsden, 1994;
Hardre et al., 2011; White et al., 2012),
correlates strongly with research perfor-
mance (Hardre et al., 2011). Valle and
Schultz (2011) examined faculty records
of U.S. business schools, included in the
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools
of Business’s (AACSB) listing of accredit-
ed schools, and found that a higher academ-
ic rank was linked to higher productivity
in top-tier research. Moreover, successful
senior faculty members have developed the
knowledge and skills necessary to “hone
their craft” (Valle & Schultz, 2011, p. 231),
thereby surpassing the junior faculty in re-
search productivity.

Previous research has revealed specific
skills and abilities related to research activi-
ties, clarity in writing, basic and advanced
research skills, “innate” scientific ability or
talent for conducting research, and time-
management skills.

The clarity in writing is understood as
writing text arguments clearly and simply
(Kiewra & Creswell, 2000). Basic and ad-
vanced research skills are defined as eas-
ily forming and applying a study design,
data collection and statistical methods, and
advanced techniques commonly used in
one’s area (Bland et al., 2005). “Innate” sci-
entific ability or talent to conduct research
(Creswell, 1985) has been described as
the distinguishing ability of a productive
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scholar, although this ability requires em-
pirically tested evidence. Time-management
skills have been identified as a key to pro-
ducing research (White et al., 2012), and in-
ternet utilization has also been mentioned as
being important for productivity (Ynalvez
& Shrum, 2011).

2.3. Research-oriented attitudes

Employee attitudinal outcomes (e.g.,
extent of employee satisfaction, commit-
ment, motivation, and others) are closely
linked to intervening HR policies (Paauwe
& Boselie, 2005), which are intended to en-
hance certain aspects of behavior.

What are the specific attitudes and mo-
tivational drives of researchers? The inner
motivation to conduct research has been
recognized as one of the main determinants
of research performance and the main at-
titude distinguishing a research-oriented
person from others (Fox, 1983; Creswell,
1985). Inner motivation has been defined
as an “inner compulsion” (Fox, 1983), a
“sacred spark” igniting motivation and de-
sire (Creswell, 1985), the feeling of hav-
ing a “mission” in life to produce research
(Levitan & Ray, 1992), an internal drive to
conduct research (Bland et al., 2002; Bland
et al., 2005), and intrinsic academic motiva-
tion, for example, “I genuinely enjoy writ-
ing for publication” (Ramsden, 1994). All
provided terms signal a research-oriented
attitude of high devotion to research and at-
test to the features of a “prolific” scholar,
defined by Hunter and Kuh (1984) as “an
individual who places little importance on
extrinsic sources of motivation, such as sal-
ary incentives, and great importance on the
genuine enjoyment of engaging in schol-
arly activities” (as cited in Creswell, 1985,
p. 45). Hardre et al. (2011) examined U.S.
research-based universities’ faculty mem-
bers and found that intrinsic motivation,
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e.g., “I do research because I like to do it”,
had the strongest correlation with personal
research value, research effort, and self-ef-
ficacy. Inner motivation to conduct research
endures, even in the absence of external
rewards (Fox, 1983), and performance ap-
praisal, though important, is insufficient for
research enhancement (Pfeffer & Langton,
1993; Harris, 2008; Herdlein et al., 2008).

The literature review in Fox (1983),
based on the determinants of publication
productivity, emphasized psychological
factors, such as “autonomy” or “self-direc-
tion”, as being characteristic of the most
productive scientists, and Schuelke-Leech
(2013) confirmed that the researcher’s atti-
tude towards research autonomy “can have
a powerful influence on researchers’ behav-
ior” (p. 1671). Other attitudes of produc-
tive researchers are related to confidence
in one’s research abilities (Creswell, 1985),
academic freedom or autonomy in select-
ing research topics (Wood, 1990), and com-
mitment to the organization (Bland et al.,
2005).

Summing up our analysis, we can con-
sider specific research-oriented attitudes
such as inner motivation to conduct re-
search, confidence in one’s research abili-
ties, autonomy or self-direction in con-
ducting research, as mediators in the
HRM-research performance chain.

2.4. Research-oriented behaviors

Previous research has shown that specif-
ic behaviors leading to higher research per-
formance are associated with time manage-
ment, continuous knowledge development,
communication, and networking.

Time management is recognized as sub-
stantial for productive scholars and involves
time allocated to research (Spangenberg et
al., 1990; Fox, 1992; Levitan & Ray, 1992;

Kiewra & Creswell 2000; Bland et al.,
2005; Chen et al., 2006) and consistently
working long hours (Levitan & Ray, 1992).
Time set aside for research was highlighted
as a crucial input item leading to research
output (Smeby & Try, 2005), and a survey
of ten U.S. business schools revealed that
time allocation and the ability to devote
additional hours to research are the most
important variables in conducting research
(Chen et al., 2006). Furthermore, faculty
members’ intense interest in research, their
willingness to devote time to research, and
their orientation towards research, all sup-
port publication productivity (Fox, 1992).

Research knowledge development, by
regular reading of scientific journals in a
scholar’s research area (Levitan & Ray,
1992), service on editorial boards (Kiewra
& Creswell, 2000; Valle & Schultz, 2011),
professional organizations (Kiewra &
Creswell, 2000), engagement in simulta-
neous projects (Bland et al., 2005; Fox &
Mohapatra, 2007), have been attributed to
research-oriented behavior.

Several other research-oriented be-
haviors have been related to specific re-
search development activities and defined
as “trademark™ characteristics (Kiewra &
Creswell, 2000), including collaboration
with other researchers or talented students
and mentoring of highly productive gradu-
ate teams; systematic programming of a re-
search agenda and thus producing research,
and undertaking every task in the way that
leads ultimately to multiple products, such
as teaching, consulting, administration, and
others. The availability of doctoral students
has been connected to higher productivity
in top-tier research since faculty members
“without access to doctoral students face
an uphill battle to consistently produce top-
tier publications” (Valle & Schultz, 2011,
p. 231). The stability of research interest
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in a single domain has been revealed as an
important research-oriented attitude as well
(Kiewra & Creswell, 2000).

Finally, communication, collabora-
tion, and networking have been revealed
as significant determinants of research
performance (Creswell, 1985; Kiewra &
Creswell, 2000; Teodorescu, 2000; Bland
et al., 2005; Balconi & Laboranti, 2006;
Ynalvez & Shrum, 2011; Beaudry &
Allaoui, 2012; Lavie & Drori, 2012, De
Stefano et al., 2013; Seibert et al., 2017).
Communication with colleagues from the
same institution (Creswell, 1985; Kiewra
& Creswell, 2000; Bland et al., 2005; Lavie
& Drori, 2012) and with scholars in the dis-
cipline from other institutions (Creswell,
1985, Levitan & Ray, 1992; Teodorescu,
2000; Bland et al., 2005) was related to
research-oriented work. Collaboration in-
creases the number of citations from con-
ceptual articles when the collaborators are
equipped with good English language skills
(Eisend & Schmidt, 2014).

Having a central position in the co-
publication network (Beaudry & Allaoui,
2012), or having a central position in the
co-authorship networks (De Stefano et al.,
2013), had positive effects on research out-
put, and connections with industry were
also associated with higher scientific perfor-
mance (Balconi & Laboranti, 2006). Banal-
Estanol et al. (2015) found that the inter-
relationship of collaboration with industry
to publication rates is curvilinear, and the
effect of collaboration seems decisive for
applied research, whereas fundamental re-
search is positively affected by funding but
not related to the extent of collaboration
with industry.

According to Fox and Mohapatra
(2007), research outcomes are related
to  “cosmopolitan” collaborative pat-
terns, as networking through international
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conferences (Teodorescu, 2000) and posses-
sion of a well-developed external network
(Teodorescu, 2000; Bland et al., 2005) lead
to more scholarly contacts and higher re-
search performance. Publication productiv-
ity may depend on the national context, but
cosmopolitan orientation and membership
in professional associations, and attendance
at their events are important correlates of
research performance (Teodorescu, 2000).

Thus, research-oriented behaviors can
be specified as time dedicated to research
(allocating time to research and long work-
ing hours), involvement in research ac-
tivities (engagement in research projects,
participation in editorial bodies, continu-
ous development of a research agenda (col-
laboration with talented Ph.D. students,
systematic research agenda programming,
and undertaking tasks that impact research),
stability in the research domain, communi-
cation with scholars inside and outside an
organization, participation in international
conferences, and development of an exter-
nal network.

3. HRM PRACTICES
ENHANCING SCHOLARS’
ABILITIES, MOTIVATION,
AND OPPORTUNITIES

The HRM system is known as a tool
that can aid organizations in promoting ef-
ficient knowledge behaviors (Chuang et al.,
2013). “The goal of HRM is to design and
implement HR practices in a way that leads
to desired employee attitudes and perfor-
mance” (Nishii et al., 2008, p. 40), and the
value of HRM practices is optimized only
when organizations create mechanisms that
facilitate the success of employees’ contri-
butions (Wright et al., 1994).
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HRM practices generate involvement/
participation systems that allow employ-
ees to impart their knowledge, skills, and
behaviors (Wright et al., 1999). The proper
configuration of HRM practices can help in
developing skillful, motivated employees
which, as a result of participative mecha-
nisms, can cooperate and produce the de-
sired research output.

An HRM system can typically be com-
posed of different HRM practices, but not
all of these may stimulate research activi-
ties and knowledge creation (Chuang et
al., 2013). Based on Becker et al.’s (1997)
model, our developed theoretical frame-
work comprises knowledge, attitudes,
skills, abilities, and behavior as mediat-
ing factors in the HRM performance chain
(Guest, 1997). Employee motivation, skills,
job design, and work structures are expect-
ed to elicit certain levels of creativity, pro-
ductivity, and discretionary effort among
employees, “which translate into improved
operating performance” (Wright et al.,
2003, p. 25).

Abilities, motivation, and opportunities
are “key mechanisms through which HR
systems influence employee performance”
(Lepak et al., 2006, p. 230); therefore, or-
ganizations have to give employees suit-
able opportunities to deploy their skills and
create work structures enabling employee
involvement, participation, and empower-
ment. Jiang et al. (2012) examined three
categories within the HRM system: 1.)
skill-, 2.) motivation- and 3.) opportuni-
ty-enhancing practices. They found that
skill-enhancing HR practices were more
positively related to human capital and less
positively related to employee motivation
than were motivation-enhancing and op-
portunity-enhancing HR practices. Jiang et
al. (2013) analyzed mediating mechanisms
in HR—performance linkage and proposed

a three-level mediation framework. They
identified employee ability, motivation, and
opportunity as mediators in the relationship
of HR systems with performance outcomes
at the individual, team, and organization
levels of analysis.

To identify HRM practices constitut-
ing the research-enhancing HRM system,
we apply the theoretical AMO framework
(Appelbaum et al., 2000) and generate three
bundles of HRM practices yielding the de-
sired “changes in employees’ abilities (A),
motivations (M) and opportunities to par-
ticipate (O)” (Boselie et al. 2005, p. 79).
Finally, we create the theoretical HRM-
research performance model as an outcome
of our analysis.

3.1. Research-ability/skill-enhancing
HRM practices

Employees require competency, knowl-
edge, and abilities to achieve expected
work outcomes (Wright & Snell, 1991).
Therefore, research ability and skill-en-
hancing HR practices are intended to pro-
vide an organization with appropriately
skilled employees (Jiang et al., 2012, p.
1267). Exhaustive recruitment, exacting
selection, and extensive, formal, and infor-
mal training have been mentioned as the
primary ability/skills for building HRM
practices (Paauwe & Boselie, 2005; Jiang et
al., 2012). In the case of research activities,
the primary objective of ability-enhanc-
ing HR practices is to ensure that scholars
have, and continuously improve, the KSAs
needed to perform the research-oriented
work (Chuang et al., 2013). These practices
should enable scholars to achieve high qual-
ity in their research (Guest, 1997).

The hiring of recent Ph.D. graduates
(Smith et al., 2008), academic lineage,
meaning the institution where a degree was
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earned (Kiewra & Creswell, 2000), and the
hiring of alumni of highly-ranked institu-
tions might be predictive of the requisite
scholarly knowledge and skills, whereas
internal hiring of Ph.D. graduates is as-
sociated with lower productivity (Horta
et al., 2010). Therefore, we highlight hir-
ing recent PhDs and alumni preferably
of highly-ranked institutions (Seggie &
Griffith, 2009), preferably with already pub-
lished papers (Judge et al., 2004), as spe-
cific HRM recruitment practices shaping
research-oriented skills.

Development of academic writing skills
(Kiewra & Creswell, 2000), improvements
in advanced research skills (thereby en-
suring familiarity with research methods;
Bland et al., 2005), and upgrading internet
usage skills (Ynalvez & Shrum, 2011) can
be highlighted as specific HRM training
practices that enhance research activities.

As mentioned above, time-management
skills and consequently the ability to dedi-
cate sufficient time to research (Creswell,
1985; Spangenberg et al., 1990; Fox, 1992;
Levitan & Ray, 1992; Bland et al., 2002;
Bland et al., 2005; Smeby & Try, 2005;
Chen et al., 2006; White et al., 2012) are
important determinants of research perfor-
mance and should be cultivated through
adequate development of time-management
skills through training.

The research-ability-enhancing HRM
bundle consists of recruitment and de-
velopment practices. Recruitment should
be focused on hiring Ph.D. graduates and
scholars with research experience and aca-
demic writing skills that can be evaluated
and evidenced from previous research and
published or unpublished papers. A candi-
date’s graduation from an external institu-
tion with a recognized research reputation
may be a good reference point in the se-
lection process. Training and development
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practices should ensure that scholars devel-
op the requisite research skills and should
include academic writing skills, develop-
ment, and continuous research-expertise
building, updated and upgraded as core HR
practices. Improving time management and
the ability to use rapidly changing informa-
tion technologies are important precondi-
tions for effective research processes and
high-quality research output.

3.2. Research-motivation-enhancing
HRM practices

Motivation-enhancing HRM practices
are mainly intended to focus scholars’ at-
tention on research and involve them in
research activities, thereby stimulating and
enhancing individuals’ motivation (Jiang et
al., 2012) and discretionary effort (Chuang
etal., 2013).

Managing performance development,
comparable and fair compensation, incen-
tives in the form of recognition and finan-
cial rewards, substantial benefits, career
development and internal promotion oppor-
tunities, employment security, and informa-
tion sharing have been reported as motiva-
tion-enhancing HRM practices (Paauwe &
Boselie, 2005; Jiang et al., 2012).

Performance-appraisal systems reward-
ing high-quality research may increase re-
search quality (Harris, 1990). Therefore,
the motivation of academic staff and com-
mitment to research activities could be
driven by performance appraisal related to
research quality.

Previous studies have considered finan-
cial incentives for research and publications
as factors related to research productivity
(Honeycutt et al., 2010; Pfeffer & Langton,
1993). Promotion-system satisfaction led
to better research performance and vice-
versa (Ramsden, 1994). Faculty members’
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perception that their departments rewarded
research was related to publication pro-
ductivity (Fox, 1992). However, a greater
dispersion of wages within academic de-
partments was linked to lower satisfaction
levels among individual faculty members
and lower research productivity (Pfeffer &
Langton, 1993).

Based on the arguments above, we can
state that research-motivation-enhancing
HRM practices involve the customized
appraisal of performance, adequate com-
pensation, and career management. More
specifically, the HR practices should cover
activities such as scholars’ performance
appraisal related to desired research qual-
ity and quantity, fair compensation, and
incentives for targeted research outputs.
Furthermore, transparent career and pro-
motion systems should increase scholars’
motivation.

It is worth noting that extrinsic moti-
vation of productive researchers has been
recognized to be less effective than per-
sonal autonomy and inner motivation to
carry out research (Creswell, 1985), as
prolific scholars are less sensitive to extrin-
sic than to intrinsic motivation (Hunter &
Kuh, 1984; Creswell, 1985). Therefore, as
mentioned earlier, appraisal and compensa-
tion schemes, though important, are insuf-
ficient for improving research performance
(Harris, 2008; Herdlein et al., 2008). Hence,
support in research-oriented work should
increase scholars’ motivation and, conse-
quently, research output.

3.3. Research-opportunity-
enhancing HRM practices

Organizations should give employees
opportunities to apply their skills by creat-
ing a work structure and the prerequisites
for employees’ involvement, participation,

and empowerment. Research-opportunity-
enhancing HRM practices are dedicated to
establishing suitable conditions for compe-
tent and motivated researchers to engage in
their work. (Chuang et al., 2013).

Inner motivation to conduct research, as
a major component of high research perfor-
mance can be fostered through adequate job
design (Bland et al., 2005; Fox, 1983) and
by providing an opportunity for more au-
tonomy and thereby facilitating the research
(BFox, 1983; Creswell, 1985; Levitan &
Ray, 1992; Kiewra & Creswell, 2000; land
et al. 2002; Bland et al., 2005). Autonomy
in selecting research topics (Wood, 1990)
and autonomy in research agenda offer op-
portunities to enjoy engaging in scholarly
activities and support inner motivation to
perform research because researchers like
to do it (Hardre et al., 2011).

Research funding is one of several insti-
tutional tools that enable large studies to be
carried out and stimulates scholars’ involve-
ment in research. However, in an analysis
of motivational factors for faculty to con-
duct research, funding was not found to be
related to real enjoyment of research, and
grants did not correlate significantly with
research motivation (Chen et al., 2006).

As mentioned above, communication
with scholars inside and outside an organi-
zation has been identified as significantly
influencing research performance, and the
availability of innovative information tech-
nologies on campus has positively affected
scholars’ productivity and their collabora-
tion with one another (Ding et al., 2010).
Thus, the HRM system which gives re-
searchers opportunities to connect with col-
leagues can support and facilitate research.
HRM practices supporting inside and out-
side information sharing and encouraging
researchers’ participation in international
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scientific events, conferences, and networks
should create communication opportunities.

Collaboration with talented students in
publishing has been highlighted as another
important predictor of high-level research
(Kiewra & Creswell, 2000). Therefore,
HRM practices ensuring collaboration with
graduate students and Ph.D. students could
create an opportunity to increase research
productivity.

Research projects and team collabora-
tion have been singled out as important
contributors to fruitful research activities
(Fox & Mohapatra, 2007). HRM practices
supporting team working and involvement
in local and international projects should
empower scholars to use their skills.

Therefore, appropriate job design, com-
munication, and collaboration-fostering HR

-

Y4

Design of HRM system

Knowledge
Educational background and
academic lineage
Research content knowledge
Publishing experience

Ability-enhancing HRM
practices

Recruitment and selection
Training and development

-

Motivation-enhancing HRM

practices

Research skills
Academic writing
Advanced research
Time management
Performance appraisal IT proficiency
Compensation
Career

| S —

Abilities
Innate scientific ability/talent

Research-oriented attitudes

Opportunity-enhancing HRM
practices
Job design
Communication
Collaboration
Involvement
Work structure

Inner motivation to conduct

Autonomy/self-direction in
research
Confidence in research abilities
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Research-oriented KSAs and attitudes

N

practices providing possibilities to dedicate
time to research, autonomy in the research
agenda, communication and information
sharing, creation of conditions for col-
laboration with colleagues through interna-
tional scientific conferences and research
networks, supervision of Ph.D. students,
involvement in research projects, editorial
bodies, and creation of work structures for
teamwork on research development could
serve as components of the research-oppor-
tunity-enhancing HRM group.

Based on researchers’ identified compe-
tencies, skills, and attitudes as research per-
formance determinants leading to research-
oriented behavior, we formulated bundles
of HRM npractices from requisite abilities,
motivation, and opportunities to enhance
research performance and build a theoreti-
cal HRM-research performance framework
(see Figure 1).

~
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework of the HRM-research performance linkage in higher education

institutions
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The logic of the model is that research
ability, motivation, and opportunity-en-
hancing HRM practices foster identified re-
search-oriented KSAs and attitudes, which
enhance adequate research-oriented HR
outcomes and finally lead to research per-
formance outcomes.

4. DISCUSSION AND
CONCLUSIONS

Previous studies have suggested the
need to widen the contextual boundaries
of the HRM—performance linkage, and so
this paper has focused on higher educa-
tion specifics that have been previously
under-explored. Our study, to our knowl-
edge, is one of the first theoretical attempts
to identify “which models of HRM emerge
in which contexts” (Boxall, Huo, Macky,
& Winterton, 2019, p. 4). Based on the lit-
erature analysis, we aimed to determine the
factors leading to research performance and
to build a theoretical HRM—-research perfor-
mance chain, to contribute to the theoretical
disclosure of a “black box” in the HRM—re-
search performance linkage, an area that re-
mains under-examined. We identified HRM
practices that enhance research-oriented
behavior, since earlier studies have signaled
the need to foster research performance
(Creswell, 1985; Levitan & Ray, 1992;
Kiewra & Creswell, 2000; Teodorescu,
2000; Bland et al., 2002; Bland et al., 2005;
Smeby & Try, 2005; Fox & Mohapatra,
2007; Smith et al., 2008; White et al.,
2012). Since a positive influence of the
HRM system is stronger than that of indi-
vidual HRM practices (Combs et al., 2006),
we considered the HRM system as a set of
bundles of HR practices acting in unison
to create a work environment supporting
the development of high-quality research
to be published. We discussed the research
performance measures, identified scholars’

knowledge, skills, abilities, research-ori-
ented attitudes, and behaviors, and conse-
quently defined the specific groups of HRM
practices related to research performance
enhancement. Finally, we propose a theo-
retical model of the HRM-research perfor-
mance chain.

Our model provides theoretical explana-
tions of mediating factors in HRM-research
performance linkage and response to Buller
and McEvoy’s (2012) call, by displaying
HRM practices customized for research in-
stitutions that are “essential organizational
mechanisms for generating, reinforcing,
and sustaining employee actions in line
with organizational capabilities/culture,
group-level job competencies/norms, and
individual  KSAs/motivation/opportunity”
(p. 52). Our theoretical HRM-research per-
formance framework can be a point of ref-
erence for HRM practitioners in higher edu-
cation and research institutions to enhance
research performance and shed light on
HRM development in this context.

5. LIMITATIONS AND
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE
STUDIES

This paper has some important limita-
tions which require consideration in sub-
sequent studies. First, our study endeavors
to develop a theoretical HRM-performance
model for research-output generation and
complies with a deductive approach in the
theory-building process (Christensen &
Carlile, 2009). We recognize that the set
of scholars’ KSAs, attitudes, and behav-
iors associated with research performance
is derived from a small number of previous
studies based on frugal empirical evidence.
Therefore, the next step in the development
of HRM-research performance theoretical
linkage should be a qualitative exploration
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of other mediators in HRM-research perfor-
mance linkage.

Second, we have limited the research
performance measures to the social scienc-
es, so future research should perhaps focus
on re-examining the HRM-performance
model in other research settings. Third, the
role of line managers and departments in
enhancing research performance should
be kept in mind, since they are major ac-
tors in HRM implementation (Kuvaas,
2008; Boxall et al., 2011). Fourth, our
proposed model should be tested empiri-
cally using multisource data, considering
intended and implemented HRM practices,
as well as combining and examining dif-
ferent levels (individual, departmental, or-
ganizational, institutional, and national)
of analysis and multi-level investigations
(Guest, 2011). Finally, the internal consist-
ency of HRM bundles should be evaluated
(MacDuffie, 1995; Delery & Doty, 1996),
which could be challenging, as the impor-
tance of HRM practices in HRM bundles
could differ depending on an organization’s
HR strategy (e.g., recruitment of already
highly performing scholars or intensive in-
ternal development of fresh Ph.D. gradu-
ates). Likewise, we limited our study to the
components of HRM bundles but did not
consider the description of HRM processes
and techniques, such as recruitment, perfor-
mance appraisal, or other processes.

There is no “one best way” of apply-
ing diverse HR practices (Mayrhofer et al.
2004), though our framework proposes the
starting point of the specific HR configura-
tion and mediating mechanisms that should
be taken into consideration in applying
HRM to enhance research performance in
HEIs.
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POVEZANOST UPRAVLJANJA LJUDSKIM
POTENCIJALIMA I ISTRAZIVACKIH REZULTATA U
INSTITUCIJAMA VISOKOG OBRAZOVANJA

Sazetak

Unapredenje istrazivackih rezultata je
dobilo na znacaju u posljednjih nekoliko de-
setljeca. Medutim, broj studija, u kojima se
analiziraju odrednice istrazZivackih rezultata
te pokuSavaju identificirati prakse upravlja-
nja ljudskim potencijalima (ULJP), koje una-
preduju navedene rezultate, vrlo je mali te su
medusobno nekonzistentne. Cilj je ovog rada
analizirati utjecajne cimbenike, znacajne za
istrazivacke rezultate te odgovoriti na pozive
za praksama ULJP, prilagodenim istrazivac-
kim i institucijama visokog obrazovanja. Rad
se temelji na teorijskim vezama izmedu ULJP-a
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i organizacijskih rezultata te tezi identificiranju
mjera istrazivackih rezultata; definiranju vje-
Stina, sposobnosti i stavova, kao i ponasanja,
relevantnih za ostvarivanje istrazivackih rezul-
tata; i na kraju, utvrdivanju skupina sposob-
nosti, motivacije i mogucnosti za unapredenje
praksi ULJP-a, povezanih s istraZivackim re-
zultatima. Na kraju se razvija teorijski okvir,
koji povezuje ULJP s istrazZivackim rezultatima.

Kljucne rijeci: prakse ULJP, veza izmedu
ULJP i rezultata, istrazivacki rezultati, institucije
visokog obrazovanja





