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Purpose: The purpose of this article is to examine the impact of satisfying the five basic 7 

psychosocial needs defined in the SCARF model (Status, Certainty, Autonomy, Relatedness, 8 

Fairness) on the level of engagement of academic teachers in both teaching and research work. 9 

Additionally, the aim is to indicate how taking these needs into account can help mitigate key 10 

management paradoxes in higher education. 11 

Design/methodology/approach: The study was conducted among 416 academic teachers from 12 

Polish universities. A proprietary questionnaire based on the SCARF model and the UWES 13 

scale for measuring work engagement were used. Data were analyzed using descriptive 14 

statistics methods, regression analysis, and thematic analysis of open-ended responses.  15 

The main research questions concern the relationship between the fulfillment of SCARF needs 16 

and the level of academic teachers’ engagement, as well as their ability to cope with 17 

management paradoxes. Three hypotheses were formulated, the key one stating that satisfying 18 

SCARF needs positively influences engagement and facilitates balancing conflicting 19 

institutional expectations. 20 

Findings: All five SCARF needs showed a statistically significant relationship with the level 21 

of engagement (p < 0.05), with the greatest impact observed for the needs of Relatedness and 22 

Status. Meeting these needs fosters higher engagement in both teaching and research activities 23 

among academic teachers. The qualitative analysis confirmed the quantitative findings, 24 

revealing real-life examples of how these mechanisms operate. 25 

Practical implications: The results indicate that considering SCARF needs not only supports 26 

the individual motivation of academic teachers but also contributes to creating a more balanced 27 

work environment. Employing an approach that addresses the psychological needs of academic 28 

staff in management may provide an effective solution to management challenges in higher 29 

education, leading to increased organizational effectiveness and job satisfaction among 30 

teachers. 31 

Originality/value: The article offers a new perspective in research on higher education 32 

management by combining the SCARF model with an analysis of organizational paradoxes. 33 

The findings have theoretical significance, highlighting the importance of psychosocial needs 34 

in academic work, as well as practical value by providing guidance for university leaders on 35 

building a supportive work environment and mitigating organizational tensions. 36 
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1. Introduction 1 

Higher education operates in an environment characterized by increasing complexity and 2 

dynamism. Universities must simultaneously contend with the pressure to achieve scientific 3 

and teaching excellence, limitations resulting from available resources, and the necessity to 4 

implement innovations that respond to the needs of contemporary society (Cieciora, 2017; 5 

Liang, 2024). At the heart of these challenges lie fundamental management tensions, which 6 

affect both the functioning of institutions and the motivation and well-being of academic staff. 7 

Striving to balance various, often conflicting, organizational priorities requires university 8 

authorities to make difficult decisions that respect the independence of academic teachers, 9 

promote collaboration, and guarantee measurable outcomes. Such an approach necessitates 10 

consideration of psychological factors that determine how academics engage with their work. 11 

In this context, the SCARF model, grounded in neuroscience, provides a perspective that 12 

enables a better understanding of the mechanisms influencing motivation and effectiveness in 13 

academic work. 14 

The SCARF model defines five key needs that play a crucial role in professional 15 

environments such as higher education. Implementing principles derived from this model in 16 

university management can not only improve employee well-being but also impact their 17 

engagement, which manifests as energy, emotional involvement, and focus on task completion 18 

(Campbell et al., 2022). This approach offers a new perspective on the challenges of university 19 

management, enabling the mitigation of key tensions and the creation of more harmonious work 20 

environments. 21 

The purpose of the article is to examine the impact of satisfying the five basic psychosocial 22 

needs defined in the SCARF model on the level of engagement of academic teachers in both 23 

teaching and research work. In addition, the aim is to indicate how taking these needs into 24 

account can help mitigate key management paradoxes in higher education. The article offers  25 

a new perspective in research on higher education management by combining the SCARF 26 

model with an analysis of organizational paradoxes. The findings have theoretical significance, 27 

highlighting the importance of psychosocial needs in academic work, as well as practical value 28 

by providing guidance for university leaders on building a supportive work environment and 29 

mitigating organizational tensions. 30 

This article consists of five sections, an introduction, and a conclusion. The first section 31 

explains the theoretical foundations concerning the SCARF model, academic staff engagement, 32 

and management paradoxes. The second section presents the research methodology. The third 33 

section showcases the results of a survey conducted among academic teachers regarding the 34 

impact of satisfying the needs defined in the SCARF model on their engagement in research 35 

and teaching. These results indicate that taking these needs into account not only supports 36 

individual motivation but also contributes to the creation of a more balanced work environment. 37 
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The fourth section contains key findings and discussions. The article concludes with 1 

recommendations for university leadership and authorities to adopt a management approach 2 

that considers the psychological needs of academic teachers, enabling the creation of a work 3 

environment conducive to engagement and effective management of paradoxes present in the 4 

academic setting. 5 

2. Theoretical background  6 

2.1. SCARF model in the context of higher education 7 

The SCARF model, developed by David Rock (Rock, 2008). The SCARF acronym stands 8 

for the five domains (needs): Status, Certainty, Autonomy, Relatedness, and Fairness (Rock, 9 

2015). This model is a useful tool for analyzing human behavior in organizational contexts.  10 

It allows to identify psychosocial needs that determine how individuals function in social and 11 

professional relationships (Rock, 2008; Manjaly et al., 2024; Evans, 2025). In the academic 12 

environment, where interactions between teachers, students, and administration are especially 13 

important, taking these needs into account can significantly improve the working atmosphere, 14 

motivation, and effectiveness of academic staff (Rock, 2008).  15 

Below, it was presented the key domains of the SCARF model. 16 

Status, as the first need listed in the SCARF model, refers to the recognition of an individual 17 

within a community. In the context of universities and scientific institutions, status is 18 

manifested through the acknowledgment of academic achievements, such as scientific 19 

publications, grants obtained, awards received, or professional promotions. As Rock (2008) 20 

demonstrates, status is one of the key factors determining engagement and effectiveness in the 21 

workplace, and its absence can lead to demotivation, decreased identification with the 22 

institution, and reduced innovation (Dobele et al., 2014). Research conducted by Jordan et al. 23 

(2011) showed that the perception of social status in the workplace has a significant impact on 24 

employee engagement and productivity (Deng et al., 2019; Eka, Anik, 2020). Employees with 25 

higher perceived status exhibited greater job satisfaction and were more engaged and productive 26 

(Liu et al., 2021). 27 

The next need is certainty, which in the academic environment comes down to clear 28 

communication from university authorities regarding institutional goals, expectations of 29 

academic staff, and career paths. As Musselin (2013) notes, non-transparent criteria for 30 

evaluating academic achievements, ambiguous requirements for promotion, and changing 31 

regulations in the higher education system can increase the sense of uncertainty and limit the 32 

long-term engagement of scholars (Kwiek, Antonowicz, 2015). Certainty in the academic 33 

environment is crucial for effective talent management, as it enables employees to better plan 34 
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their careers and take a strategic approach to scientific and teaching activities (Teichler, Höhle, 1 

2013). Furthermore, research by Kezar (2018) suggests that academic institutions implementing 2 

transparent evaluation and promotion policies not only reduce stress levels among staff but also 3 

foster the development of an organizational culture based on mutual trust and cooperation.  4 

As a result, transparent institutional policies positively influence the quality of scholars’ work 5 

and their readiness to take on new research and teaching challenges. 6 

Autonomy, or the sense of freedom in decision-making, is particularly important for 7 

academic teachers who value independence in choosing research topics, scientific 8 

methodologies, and teaching methods (Gagne, Bhave, 2011; Prichard, Moore, 2016).  9 

When employees feel they have influence over their work and the ability to make choices and 10 

introduce changes in their positions (Hughes, Lewis, 2020), they are more creative (Sia, Appu, 11 

2015), more likely to engage, and increase their effectiveness (Bindl, Parker, 2011). Autonomy 12 

supports innovation and the undertaking of scientific risks, which are essential for knowledge 13 

development (Orakci, 2025; CSEE-ETUCE, 2024; Woelert et al., 2020; Trevelyan, 2001).  14 

At the same time, limiting this freedom, for example through excessive regulation, can lead to 15 

frustration, decreased motivation, and reduced scientific potential (Woelert et al., 2020; 16 

Trevelyan, 2001; Bate, 2023). 17 

An equally important need is relatedness, which in the academic context is manifested in 18 

collegial relationships and the sense of belonging to the academic community (Kurek, 2014). 19 

Building strong interpersonal ties and promoting interdisciplinary collaboration positively 20 

affect academic staff engagement and job satisfaction (McGrath et al., 2017) as well as 21 

interactions with the broader community and stakeholders (Orazbayeva et al., 2021). Scientific 22 

sources confirm that the sense of isolation, especially among young academics, can lead to 23 

burnout and reduced work engagement (Boone et al., 2022; Sabagh et al., 2018; Kelly et al., 24 

2024). 25 

The final element of the SCARF model is fairness, which refers to the perceived equity in 26 

the distribution of resources, duties, and opportunities. In higher education, where resources 27 

such as research funding, time for research, and access to training are often limited,  28 

fair allocation is crucial. Academic staff who feel treated unequally may experience frustration, 29 

which negatively affects their engagement and motivation (Dobele et al., 2014; Malhotra et al., 30 

2020). In contrast, transparent and fair decision-making procedures strengthen trust in the 31 

institution and support better functioning of the entire academic community (Hnat et al., 2015; 32 

Rock, 2008; Evans, 2025; Crom-Jonson, 2025; Smith, 2024). 33 

In summary, the SCARF model provides valuable guidance for management in the 34 

academic environment, pointing to the fundamental psychosocial needs whose fulfillment can 35 

significantly improve the well-being and engagement of academic staff. Each domain of the 36 

model plays a key role in shaping the employee experience in the workplace and their level of 37 

work engagement. Taking these needs into account in university management strategies can not 38 

only alleviate tensions resulting from key management paradoxes but also create a more 39 
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harmonious and productive work environment for academic teachers (Rock, 2008; Crom-1 

Jonson, 2025). 2 

2.2. Academic staff work engagement 3 

Work engagement is one of the key factors determining the success of higher education 4 

institutions in fulfilling their educational and scientific missions. In the literature, it is defined 5 

as a positive, satisfying psychological state characterized by vigor, dedication, and full 6 

absorption in one’s tasks (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Bakker, Demerouti, 2008; Evitha et al., 2021; 7 

Saks, Gruman, 2014). In the academic environment, this engagement plays a particularly 8 

important role, as academic staff simultaneously fulfill many functions-from teaching and 9 

research to administrative and social roles (Zając, 2012). Employees who are engaged in their 10 

work demonstrate higher levels of effectiveness, and their attitude translates into the success of 11 

both themselves and the entire institution (Bozeman, Gaughan, 2011; Fernandez, 2020; 12 

Khamzina et al., 2024). 13 

One of the significant effects of academic staff engagement is its positive impact on student 14 

satisfaction and their learning outcomes (Morales et al., 2016). An engaged academic teacher 15 

conducts classes with greater enthusiasm, creating an atmosphere conducive to knowledge 16 

acquisition and involving students in active learning (Zhao, You, 2024). The use of active 17 

learning methods, such as team projects or simulations, requires additional engagement and 18 

resources from both lecturers and students. Research indicates that teachers who display strong 19 

engagement are more likely to employ innovative teaching methods tailored to students’ 20 

individual needs. In this way, they contribute to improving the quality of the educational 21 

process, which directly translates into students’ academic achievements (Xiong, Yuan, 2024). 22 

Engaged teachers also invite students to participate in research or co-author scientific articles, 23 

which supports or stimulates their motivation to develop research interests (Mägi, Beerkens, 24 

2016; Kowalczuk-Walędziak, 2017). 25 

Another important aspect is the relationship between engagement and research productivity 26 

and innovation (Cadez et al., 2017). Academic staff who are deeply engaged in their work show 27 

greater motivation to undertake new research challenges (Alhija, Majdob, 2017) and to seek 28 

innovative solutions (Ulla et al., 2017). Engagement fosters striving for high quality in research, 29 

which is reflected in the number of publications, obtaining research grants, and participation in 30 

interdisciplinary projects (Khan et al., 2018; Batool et al., 2021). Moreover, engaged academics 31 

are more open to collaboration and knowledge exchange with other researchers, which supports 32 

the development of innovative solutions in science and technology (Farooqi et al., 2019). 33 

Work engagement is also a crucial factor supporting the resilience of academic teachers in 34 

the face of institutional challenges. Dynamic changes in higher education, such as legal reforms, 35 

financial constraints, or increased social expectations, can generate stress and lead to 36 

professional burnout (Schaufeli et al., 2009; Han et al., 2019). However, engaged employees 37 

are more likely to perceive these challenges as opportunities for growth rather than threats. 38 
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Their positive attitude and strong sense of purpose in their work allow them to cope more 1 

effectively with pressure and difficulties, as well as persist in pursuing their goals (Akcoltekin 2 

et al., 2017; Kundi et al., 2021). 3 

In summary, work engagement in the academic environment is a fundamental element 4 

supporting the effectiveness of academic staff in teaching and research, as well as their ability 5 

to survive and adapt in changing institutional conditions (Hilliger et al., 2020). A high level of 6 

engagement benefits both individuals and entire institutions, contributing to the creation of an 7 

environment conducive to academic excellence and knowledge development (Caingcoy, 2020). 8 

In the context of this article, academic staff engagement is linked to the SCARF model, which 9 

illustrates how satisfying basic needs can strengthen this key attitude. 10 

2.3. Theoretical approach to management paradoxes in higher education 11 

Higher education, as a form of organization, presents numerous challenges for management 12 

scholars and practitioners, stemming from its specific character (Szromek, Wolniak, 2020; 13 

Maquidato, Bayani, 2024). The work of academic staff, which combines both teaching and 14 

research, requires consideration of the unique dynamics of relationships and organizational 15 

goals, making traditional management theories often insufficient in this context (Houston et al., 16 

2006; Hu et al., 2016). One of the most significant management issues, widely discussed in the 17 

literature, is the presence of key paradoxes that define the contemporary university environment 18 

(Lewis, 2000; Leja, 2011; Smith, Lewis, 2011; Miron-Spektor et al., 2017; Lee, 2018; Doyle, 19 

Brady, 2018; Kallio et al., 2021). 20 

This article adopts the terminology proposed by J.D. Ford and R.W. Backoff (1988, p. 89), 21 

which serves to analyze key paradoxes in university management. The authors define a paradox 22 

as “an object constructed by individuals when opposing tendencies are brought together as  23 

a result of reflection or interaction” (Mesjasz, 2016, p. 407). 24 

Below, the key paradoxes in the work of academic staff that should be considered in 25 

university management are presented in a synthetic manner. 26 

The first paradox concerns the tension between autonomy and accountability (Drennan  27 

et al., 2020). Due to the nature of their work, academics place great value on intellectual 28 

freedom and the ability to make independent decisions regarding research, as well as the choice 29 

and design of teaching methods and materials. However, in recent decades, there has been 30 

increasing pressure to deliver measurable outcomes, assessed by various performance 31 

indicators such as the number of publications, grants obtained, or student evaluations. 32 

Academics often have to adapt to funding priorities for their research topics, university policies, 33 

or societal expectations. Moreover, in teaching, they must also meet specific program 34 

objectives, accreditation standards, and administrative requirements. The literature emphasizes 35 

that while such an approach is necessary from a management perspective, it can reduce the 36 

motivation and creativity of academic staff if not properly balanced (Stroebe, 2020; Kayas, 37 

2020; Schwab et al., 2023). 38 
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A second key tension is the difficulty in reconciling teaching requirements with 1 

expectations regarding research productivity. Universities, as both educational and research 2 

institutions, face the challenge of ensuring high-quality teaching while also contributing to 3 

knowledge development through research. Academic staff are thus forced to divide their time 4 

and resources between these two areas, often leading to conflicts of interest. In many academic 5 

institutions, promotions and employee evaluations are strongly dependent on research 6 

achievements, such as the number of publications or grants secured. This can marginalize the 7 

role of teaching and reduce engagement in the educational process. Furthermore, research is 8 

time-consuming and requires continuous commitment. Simultaneously conducting classes, 9 

preparing materials, and grading can result in work overload and a decline in the quality of both 10 

research and teaching. The literature highlights that prioritizing one of these functions without 11 

supporting the other can negatively affect the development of both individual employees and 12 

the institution as a whole (Leisyte et al., 2009; Spook, Raghoebar, 2022). A lack of adequate 13 

administrative or financial support may exacerbate the difficulty of balancing these two roles 14 

(Kahn, 2017). 15 

Paradoxes in university management are particularly evident in the tension between striving 16 

for individual excellence and the necessity of teamwork (Macfarlane, 2017; Ofori, 2024).  17 

On the one hand, the academic system rewards individual achievements, such as publications 18 

in prestigious journals, individual research grants, or scientific awards, which enhance  19 

a scholar’s position in the global knowledge network (Kezar, 2018). On the other hand, the 20 

growing complexity of research problems and the interdisciplinarity of modern science require 21 

effective collaboration in research and teaching teams (Finkelstein et al., 2016; Vangrieken  22 

et al., 2017). As Kezar (2018) points out, excessive emphasis on individual excellence can lead 23 

to competition rather than synergy, weakening the organizational culture of the university and 24 

reducing its capacity for innovation and adaptation. Conversely, a team-based approach, while 25 

promoting knowledge exchange and joint project development, can create difficulties in 26 

assessing individual contributions and blur responsibility for outcomes (Finkelstein et al., 27 

2016). Balancing these two perspectives is one of the key challenges in contemporary higher 28 

education management. 29 

Another important issue discussed in the literature is the relationship between stability and 30 

change in the university environment. Higher education institutions, with their deeply rooted 31 

intellectual traditions, often face the challenge of preserving their identity and values while 32 

responding to a dynamically changing environment (Denek, 2013; Karo, Drechsler, 2024).  33 

The literature emphasizes that effective university management requires simultaneously 34 

respecting traditional foundations and being open to adaptation to social, technological,  35 

and economic changes (Maassen, 2017; Hayter, Cahoy, 2018; Doyle, Brady, 2018; Klofsten  36 

et al., 2019). A lack of proper balance between these two aspects can result in both a loss of 37 

identity and difficulties in adapting to contemporary challenges. 38 
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Research on higher education management suggests that these paradoxes are not problems 1 

that can be fully resolved. Rather, they are a permanent feature of academic institutions, 2 

requiring appropriate management and balancing of conflicting interests. The literature review 3 

indicates the need for an integrated approach that considers both organizational aspects and the 4 

individual needs of academic staff (Bohunovsky et al., 2023). In this context, the SCARF 5 

model, based on neuroscience research, may serve as a valuable tool for managing these 6 

tensions, which will be discussed later in the article. 7 

3. Methods 8 

3.1. Purpose and assumptions of the study 9 

The aim of this study is to analyze the impact of fulfilling the needs described in the SCARF 10 

model on the engagement of academic teachers in both teaching and research. In particular,  11 

the research focuses on identifying the relationship between the fulfillment of individual 12 

SCARF needs and the level of engagement in various aspects of academic activity. 13 

The researchers aim to answer the following research questions: 14 

1. Main question: How does the fulfillment of the basic psychosocial needs defined in the 15 

SCARF model affect the level of academic teachers’ engagement in teaching and 16 

research? 17 

2. Supporting questions: 18 

1) Which of the five SCARF needs have the strongest impact on academic teachers’ 19 

engagement? 20 

2) How can fulfilling SCARF needs support academic teachers in coping with 21 

management paradoxes in higher education, such as autonomy vs. accountability, 22 

teaching vs. research, and individual excellence vs. collaboration? 23 

Based on the available literature and the SCARF model, the following research hypotheses 24 

were formulated: 25 

1. Main hypothesis (HM): The fulfillment of the basic psychosocial needs defined in the 26 

SCARF model significantly affects the level of academic teachers’ engagement in 27 

teaching and research. 28 

2. Supporting hypotheses: 29 

HS1: Individual SCARF needs differ in the strength of their impact on academic 30 

teachers’ engagement, with relatedness and status being the most significant. 31 

HS2: Fulfilling SCARF needs facilitates academic teachers in coping with management 32 

paradoxes in higher education, such as autonomy vs. accountability, teaching vs. 33 

research, and individual excellence vs. collaboration. 34 
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The SCARF model provides a theoretical framework for analyzing human behavior in 1 

social and organizational environments. Moreover, the SCARF domains are measurable and 2 

can be empirically tested, which ensures methodological strength when designing teacher 3 

engagement instruments (Rock, 2008; Rock, Cox, 2012). In contrast to traditional psychosocial 4 

models, such as Maslow's hierarchy of needs or Herzberg's two-factor theory, the SCARF 5 

model is grounded in cognitive neuroscience, offering direct insight into social threats and 6 

rewards that shape behavior in complex institutional systems, such as higher education 7 

institutions. In higher education, where social interactions, professional autonomy,  8 

and hierarchical structures play a key role, the needs described in this model become 9 

particularly significant. Status, certainty, autonomy, relatedness, and fairness are fundamental 10 

factors influencing the motivation of academic teachers, their ability to cope with stress, and 11 

their work engagement (Li, Foung, 2019; Javadizadeh et al., 2022; Newman, Purnell, 2023; 12 

Gkintoni et al., 2023). 13 

The analysis of studies shows that engagement in academic work contributes to greater 14 

student satisfaction, higher research innovation, and staff resilience in the face of institutional 15 

challenges (Hajdarpasic et al., 2015; Perkmann et al., 2020). At the same time, many studies 16 

point to the presence of paradoxes in university management, such as the tension between 17 

autonomy and accountability (Kallio et al., 2021), or the conflict between individual 18 

achievement and the need for teamwork (Koeslag-Kreunen et al., 2018). In this context, 19 

examining the relationship between the fulfillment of SCARF needs and work engagement is 20 

of both practical and theoretical importance. 21 

A survey-based study conducted among academic teachers allows for an understanding of 22 

how the fulfillment of psychosocial needs affects key aspects of their work. The results may 23 

provide practical guidance for university authorities, enabling them to create a work 24 

environment conducive to engagement and effective management of the paradoxes present in 25 

the academic setting. 26 

3.2. Research instrument and data collection procedure 27 

The survey was chosen as the main research instrument due to its ability to efficiently collect 28 

data from a diverse group of respondents. This choice enabled the researchers to reach a wide 29 

range of academic teachers representing various higher education institutions, scientific 30 

disciplines, and professional roles, resulting in highly representative findings. The structure of 31 

the survey was designed to allow both quantitative and qualitative analysis of academic 32 

teachers’ perceptions regarding their work engagement and the fulfillment of needs defined in 33 

the SCARF model. 34 

The questionnaire was divided into three sections: 35 

1. Section A concerned the measurement of need fulfillment according to the SCARF 36 

model. This section included 19 questions developed by the study authors based on  37 

a review of the literature on the SCARF model. The questions addressed the five key 38 
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psychosocial needs. The questions were closed-ended and rated on a 7-point Likert 1 

scale, where 1 meant “strongly disagree” and 7 “strongly agree”. This scale enabled  2 

a quantitative assessment of the degree to which each need was fulfilled. 3 

2. Section B focused on measuring work engagement. This section used the Utrecht Work 4 

Engagement Scale (UWES©), developed by W. Schaufeli and A. Bakker. The use of 5 

this tool was justified by its widespread use in research on work engagement and its 6 

confirmed reliability and validity (Schaufeli et al., 2006). The questionnaire consisted 7 

of 17 questions assessing engagement across three dimensions: vigor (energy and 8 

psychological resilience at work), dedication (identification with work, sense of 9 

purpose, and inspiration), and absorption (deep focus and complete immersion in duties) 10 

(Schaufeli, 2013; Kulikowski, 2017). As in Section A, responses were rated on a 7-point 11 

Likert scale, allowing for quantitative analysis of academic teachers’ engagement 12 

levels. 13 

3. Section C concerned demographic and professional data. This section gathered basic 14 

demographic information such as gender, age, academic degree, type of institution,  15 

and details regarding professional experience. 16 

Combining SCARF-related questions with the UWES instrument allowed for  17 

a comprehensive examination of the relationship between psychosocial need fulfillment and the 18 

level of academic teachers’ engagement in teaching and research activities. 19 

The questionnaire included both closed and open-ended questions. Closed questions 20 

provided measurable indicators for statistical analysis, while open-ended questions enabled  21 

a deeper understanding of the mechanisms and reasons behind the fulfillment or lack thereof of 22 

individual SCARF needs and their impact on engagement. 23 

The development and validation process for Section A of the questionnaire (19 SCARF-24 

related questions) involved several stages: 25 

1. Literature review. The question development began with an analysis of the scientific 26 

literature on the SCARF model, which enabled the identification of key constructs and 27 

variables to be included in the questionnaire. 28 

2. Focus group study. A meeting was held with a group of academic teachers representing 29 

the study’s target population. Participants assessed the clarity, relevance,  30 

and comprehensiveness of the questions, and their feedback was used to refine the 31 

questionnaire content. 32 

3. Expert review. Several experts in psychology and research methodology evaluated the 33 

questionnaire for content accuracy, clarity of wording, and alignment with the SCARF 34 

model. Their comments were used to further refine the questions. 35 

4. Pilot study and reliability testing. The revised questionnaire was tested on a pilot sample 36 

representative of the target population. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient calculated for 37 

Section A was 0.936, indicating high internal consistency and reliability of the 38 

instrument. 39 
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5. Data collection was conducted online (using the Computer Assisted Web Interview, 1 

CAWI, technique) via a secure platform, ensuring broad participation and 2 

representativeness of respondents. The survey was anonymous and confidential, which 3 

encouraged honest responses. The study was approved by the University Research 4 

Ethics Committee (KEBN/71/0044/D29/2023), confirming compliance with ethical 5 

standards. 6 

6. The carefully developed and validated research instrument enabled a comprehensive 7 

examination of the relationship between SCARF need fulfillment and academic 8 

teachers’ engagement. The mixed approach, combining closed and open-ended 9 

questions, provided both measurable statistical data and in-depth qualitative insights, 10 

allowing for a thorough analysis of the results. 11 

3.3. Selection and characteristics of the research sample 12 

The research sample consisted of 416 academic teachers employed at Polish higher 13 

education institutions, representing a variety of scientific disciplines, professional positions, 14 

and stages of academic careers. The vast majority of respondents were employed at public 15 

universities (94.2%), while a minority came from non-public institutions (5.8%). In terms of 16 

professional roles, research and teaching staff dominated (81.5%), reflecting the nature of most 17 

higher education institutions in Poland. A smaller group consisted of staff employed exclusively 18 

in teaching positions (17.8%), and an even smaller percentage held research-only positions 19 

(0.7%). 20 

The sample was diverse in terms of demographic and professional characteristics, which 21 

increases the reliability and representativeness of the obtained results. 22 

Below is the demographic structure of the sample according to various criteria: 23 

1. Gender – women constituted 50.5% of the group, men 47.1%, and 2.4% of respondents 24 

did not disclose their gender. 25 

2. Age – the most numerous age group was employees aged 41-50 (35.3%), followed by 26 

those aged 51-60 (28.4%). The smallest group was respondents under 29 years old 27 

(4.3%). 28 

3. Work experience – the largest portion of respondents had 21-30 years of professional 29 

teaching experience (36.3%), while those with less than 5 years of experience 30 

constituted the smallest share (10.8%). 31 

4. Professional structure of the sample: (1) position type – the largest group in the sample 32 

were assistant professors (48.3%), followed by associate professors (26.4%) and 33 

assistants (16.8%). Professors and lecturers were represented in smaller percentages 34 

(5.5% and 2.4%, respectively); (2) managerial roles – most respondents (84.9%) did not 35 

hold managerial positions, while 15.1% (63 individuals) held managerial roles in their 36 

institutions; (3) scientific disciplines – the sample was dominated by representatives of 37 

social sciences (78.1%), while the humanities, engineering, natural sciences, and exact 38 

sciences were represented to a lesser extent (a total of 11.9%). 39 
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The sampling was purposive, meaning that respondents were selected based on specific 1 

criteria related to the aim of the study. The survey was addressed to academic teachers via the 2 

rectors of higher education institutions in Poland. Official letters were sent to the rectors, 3 

requesting that they forward the survey to their staff. This made it possible to reach a wide 4 

group of teachers from various institutions, increasing the diversity and representativeness of 5 

the sample. The study was conducted between November 2023 and February 2024. 6 

Although the study included a broad group of academic teachers, certain limitations may 7 

have influenced the final results: 8 

a) due to purposive sampling, the sample is not fully random, which limits the possibility 9 

of generalizing the results to the entire population of academic teachers in Poland; 10 

b) the high percentage of respondents from public institutions (94.2%) may have resulted 11 

in a less representative analysis of the perspectives of teachers from non-public 12 

institutions; 13 

c) for younger respondents and teachers with shorter professional experience (e.g., less than 14 

5 years), their low participation in the sample may limit the ability to fully understand 15 

their experiences and perspectives. 16 

The analyzed research sample constituted a diverse and representative group of academic 17 

teachers, allowing for a comprehensive examination of the impact of SCARF need fulfillment 18 

on their work engagement. Although certain limitations related to sampling may affect the 19 

generalizability of the results, the purposive recruitment method and the demographic and 20 

professional diversity of respondents increase the reliability and practical value of the 21 

conducted analyses. 22 

3.4. Methods of quantitative and qualitative data analysis 23 

The selection of techniques and tools for data analysis was tailored to the nature of the 24 

research questions and the type of data collected, both quantitative and qualitative. The aim of 25 

the data analysis was to identify the relationships between the fulfillment of SCARF needs and 26 

academic teachers’ work engagement, as well as to uncover patterns in the perception of 27 

management paradoxes in the academic environment. 28 

Quantitative analysis was conducted on data obtained from the closed-ended questions in 29 

the survey. Preliminary data analysis was carried out using Microsoft Excel, which was used to 30 

organize the data, verify its accuracy, and perform basic statistical calculations such as means, 31 

standard deviations, and frequencies. 32 

For more in-depth statistical analysis, the Statistica software package, version 13.3,  33 

was used. This analysis included regression analysis, which made it possible to determine which 34 

SCARF model variables have the greatest impact on academic teachers’ engagement in 35 

teaching and research. The results of the regression analysis provided information on the 36 

relative importance of each SCARF need in predicting the level of engagement. 37 
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The use of this method made it possible to determine the relationship between the 1 

fulfillment of basic psychosocial needs and work engagement, while also providing statistical 2 

evidence supporting the formulated hypotheses. 3 

In parallel, qualitative analysis was conducted on data obtained from the open-ended survey 4 

questions. Qualitative responses were subjected to thematic analysis, aimed at identifying 5 

recurring patterns and areas in the perception of management paradoxes by academic teachers. 6 

The thematic analysis process included the following steps: 7 

 data coding – all responses were coded to identify key themes and categories.  8 

Each response was analyzed for content related to the perception of the impact of 9 

SCARF need fulfillment, 10 

 pattern identification – based on the coded data, dominant patterns were identified, such 11 

as the impact of autonomy on creativity in research work or the importance of fairness 12 

in building relationships in the academic environment, 13 

 interpretation of results – conclusions were drawn regarding the mechanisms 14 

influencing the perception of management paradoxes and the ways in which the 15 

fulfillment of SCARF needs supports work engagement. 16 

Qualitative analysis enabled an in-depth understanding of the reasons underlying the 17 

observed quantitative relationships. Open-ended responses provided detailed insights into how 18 

academic teachers perceive their work environment and how the fulfillment of their 19 

psychosocial needs may influence the resolution of key management paradoxes. 20 

4. Results 21 

4.1. Descriptive statistics of the studied variables 22 

The analysis of the results was preceded by an assessment of descriptive statistics for six 23 

key variables related to the professional experiences of academic teachers: status, certainty, 24 

autonomy, relatedness, organizational fairness, and level of engagement. The aim of this stage 25 

was to determine the central tendencies, distribution of responses, and the degree of variability 26 

of each variable in the studied sample. Detailed numerical data are presented in Table 1.  27 

All variables were measured on a seven-point scale (0-6 or 1-7), and the sample size in each 28 

case was N = 416.  29 

  30 
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Table 1.  1 
Descriptive statistics of the variables     N = 416 2 

Variable M 
Confidence 

-95.000% 

Confidence 

95.000% 
Me Min Max Q1 Q3 SD 

Status 3.85 3.701972 4.004759 4 1 7 3 5 1.57 

Certainty 4.41 4.275032 4.547084 5 1 7 3 5 1.41 

Autonomy 5.30 5.177551 5.418603 5 1 7 5 6 1.25 

Relatedness 5.23 5.115541 5.336382 5 1 7 5 6 1.15 

Fairness 4.28 4.127948 4.424937 4 1 7 3 5 1.54 

Engagement 4.02 3.918002 4.120460 4 0 6 3 5 1.05 

Legend: M – mean, Me – median, Q1 – lower quartile, Q3 – upper quartile, SD – standard deviation. 3 

Source: Own elaboration based on empirical research results. 4 

The mean level of Status was assessed at M = 3.85 (SD = 1.57), with a median of 4 and 5 

quartile values Q1 = 3 and Q3 = 5. This indicates a moderate sense of status among the 6 

respondents, with a wide range of responses (min = 1, max = 7) and relatively high variability 7 

(SD = 1.57). 8 

The variable Certainty obtained a mean value of M = 4.41 (SD = 1.41), with a median  9 

of 5. This means that respondents rate their sense of certainty in the professional environment 10 

as moderately high, although significant variability in responses was also observed here (range 11 

from 1 to 7). 12 

Autonomy achieved the highest mean value among the analyzed variables (M = 5.30,  13 

SD = 1.25), suggesting that academic teachers largely perceive their work as autonomous.  14 

The median of 5 and the distribution of responses concentrated between Q1 = 5 and Q3 = 6 15 

indicate a relatively consistent perception of this feature within the sample. 16 

A similar mean level was recorded for the variable Relatedness (M = 5.23, SD = 1.15), 17 

which indicates a high evaluation of the quality of interpersonal relationships in the academic 18 

work environment. The low standard deviation suggests relatively little variation in assessments 19 

in this area. 20 

For the variable Fairness, the mean was M = 4.28 (SD = 1.54), which may indicate  21 

a moderate sense of organizational fairness among respondents. The spread of responses,  22 

as in the case of status and certainty, was considerable. 23 

The variable Engagement obtained a mean of M = 4.02 (SD = 1.05) and a median of 4. 24 

Although the minimum value was 0 and the maximum was 6, the distribution of responses is 25 

concentrated between Q1 = 3 and Q3 = 5, indicating a moderate level of engagement among 26 

the academic teachers surveyed, with relatively lower variability than in the case of status or 27 

fairness. 28 

The values of the 95% confidence intervals indicate high precision of the mean estimates 29 

for each variable. These results serve as a starting point for further analyses of the relationships 30 

between the individual variables comprising the SCARF model and the level of academic 31 

teachers’ engagement in teaching and research work. 32 

  33 
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4.2. The impact of SCARF needs on work engagement  1 

The study showed that the fulfillment of needs described in the SCARF model has  2 

a significant impact on the level of academic teachers’ engagement in teaching and research 3 

work. The results of the linear regression analysis, presented in Table 2, confirm that all five 4 

SCARF variables are statistically significantly related to the level of work engagement  5 

(p < 0.05). 6 

Table 2.  7 
Relationships between SCARF model needs and work engagement (simple linear regression 8 

model) 9 

N = 416, p < 0, 000001 10 
Variable parameter (β) R^2 

Status 0.362438 0.13136097 

Certainty 0.296982 0.08819818 

Autonomy 0.263455 0.06940838 

Relatedness 0.398851 0.15908186 

Fairness 0.313851 0.09850214 

Legend: p – statistical significance, β – simple regression coefficient. 11 
R² – coefficient of determination. 12 

Source: Own elaboration based on empirical research results. 13 

The strongest predictor of work engagement was Relatedness (β = 0.398851, R² = 0.1591), 14 

indicating that a sense of belonging and support in the academic environment plays  15 

a fundamental role in motivating teachers. Strong relationships, both collegial and mentoring, 16 

foster the development of a supportive work environment, especially for younger academic and 17 

teaching staff at the beginning of their careers. Respondents indicated that collaboration within 18 

research teams and a sense of support from supervisors significantly affect their morale and 19 

willingness to take on new challenges. These results are consistent with previous studies 20 

highlighting the importance of interpersonal relationships in academic work (Van den Broeck 21 

et al., 2008; Owens et al., 2016; McGrath et al., 2017). 22 

Status, defined as recognition for achievements, was the second strongest predictor of work 23 

engagement (β = 0.362438, R² = 0.1314). Respondents who felt that their contribution to the 24 

development of the institution was appreciated (e.g., through promotions, awards, or positive 25 

feedback) demonstrated higher motivation to engage in both teaching and research activities. 26 

In line with the findings of Deci and Ryan (2009), recognition and a sense of value in the 27 

workplace are integral to supporting motivation and engagement, emphasizing the importance 28 

of status as a psychological need (Deng et al., 2019). Conversely, a lack of recognition was 29 

identified as a factor lowering motivation and leading to professional frustration. 30 

Certainty (β = 0.296982, R² = 0.0882) was the third significant factor influencing 31 

engagement. Higher education employees who had clarity regarding institutional goals, 32 

promotion rules, and role requirements reported a greater ability to focus on their tasks  33 

(Pan et al., 2015). The results indicate that a lack of communication from university 34 

administration can increase uncertainty and destabilize the motivation of research and teaching 35 



246 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

staff. Other studies confirm that certainty reduces stress and anxiety, facilitating focus on 1 

productive tasks (Hirsh et al., 2012). By reducing ambiguity and supporting a predictable work 2 

environment, organizations can increase employee engagement (Hwang, Lee, 2015). 3 

Autonomy (β = 0.263455, R² = 0.0694) was identified as a critical need, particularly in the 4 

context of research activity. Respondents emphasized the importance of academic freedom in 5 

choosing research topics, teaching methods, research team composition, and ways of carrying 6 

out their tasks. Autonomy enables the development of creativity, innovation, and risk-taking, 7 

which are especially important in academic work (Woelert et al., 2020). Limiting autonomy, 8 

for example through excessive administrative regulations, was identified as a significant barrier 9 

to engagement and effectiveness. Greater autonomy promotes a sense of personal engagement 10 

and responsibility for one’s work, leading to intrinsic motivation (Tang et al., 2020; Itzchakov 11 

et al., 2022), satisfaction (Worth, Van den Brande, 2020), and encourages employees to take 12 

initiative (Lartey, 2021). 13 

Fairness (β = 0.313851, R² = 0.0985) was also a significant predictor of engagement. 14 

Respondents who perceived the allocation of resources, workload distribution, and decision-15 

making processes as fair reported higher morale and greater engagement in their professional 16 

duties. Conversely, a sense of unfairness in university management led to reduced job 17 

satisfaction and lower willingness to collaborate with others. According to the justice theory by 18 

Colquitt and other researchers (2001), the perception of fairness and equity is closely linked to 19 

employee attitudes and behaviors, including engagement (Blakely et al., 2005; Nojani et al., 20 

2012). 21 

The linear regression analysis confirmed that all SCARF needs have a significant impact on 22 

the level of work engagement, although their strength of influence varies. The variables 23 

Relatedness and Status had the greatest impact, playing a key role in creating a supportive 24 

work environment. The study’s results suggest that fulfilling these needs is essential for 25 

building academic teachers’ engagement, which in turn translates into better teaching and 26 

research outcomes and greater resilience to institutional challenges. These conclusions may 27 

serve university authorities as a basis for developing management strategies that promote the 28 

fulfillment of key psychosocial needs and support the development of an engaging 29 

organizational culture. 30 

5. Conclusions 31 

5.1. Key findings from the study 32 

This study demonstrates that the fulfillment of basic psychosocial needs, in accordance with 33 

the SCARF model, can significantly enhance the motivation and professional activity of 34 



Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 247 

academic staff (Daumiller et al., 2020). Meeting these needs requires a holistic approach aimed 1 

at cultivating an environment in which teachers feel valued, secure, empowered, integrated,  2 

and treated fairly. Such efforts are not only crucial for the well-being and satisfaction of 3 

academic teachers (Hesli, Lee, 2013; Szromek, Wolniak, 2020), but are also essential for 4 

fostering an academic environment conducive to innovation, collaboration, and excellence 5 

(Mgaiwa, 2023). 6 

Main Hypothesis (HM): The fulfillment of the basic psychosocial needs defined in the 7 

SCARF model significantly influences the level of academic teachers’ engagement in teaching 8 

and research work. Linear regression analysis confirmed that all SCARF needs have  9 

a significant impact on the level of engagement in teaching and research (see Table 1).  10 

The main hypothesis (MH) was positively confirmed. 11 

Supporting Hypothesis (HS1): Individual SCARF needs differ in the strength of their 12 

impact on academic teachers’ engagement, with relatedness and status being the most 13 

significant. 14 

The study showed that the strength of the impact of individual SCARF needs on academic 15 

teachers’ engagement varies (see Table 2). In particular, Relatedness and Recognition (Status) 16 

proved to be key for maintaining a high level of engagement in research and teaching duties. 17 

These results were further reinforced by qualitative analysis, which provided concrete examples 18 

confirming the importance of fulfilling these needs. Thus, supporting hypothesis HS1 was fully 19 

confirmed. 20 

5.2. Management paradoxes from the perspective of academic teachers 21 

Managing higher education institutions involves the necessity of balancing conflicting 22 

priorities and expectations, which often leads to the emergence of key paradoxes. Survey 23 

responses indicated that the principles of the SCARF model can play a significant role in 24 

resolving these tensions, enabling a more harmonious functioning of the academic environment. 25 

Three key paradoxes were identified as particularly important: autonomy vs. accountability, 26 

teaching vs. research, and individual excellence vs. collaboration. 27 

The Autonomy and Accountability Paradox reflects the tension between the need for 28 

academic freedom and the necessity to hold teachers accountable for their performance.  29 

On one hand, academic teachers value the freedom to choose research topics, teaching methods, 30 

or ways of carrying out their tasks (Vangrieken et al., 2017; Woelert et al., 2020). On the other 31 

hand, institutions require them to adhere to performance indicators and institutional goals (Miri, 32 

2014). 33 

Survey responses indicate that autonomy and accountability can be effectively harmonized 34 

through the application of the Autonomy principle in the SCARF model. Allowing lecturers to 35 

set their own goals within the general guidelines of the institution increases both their sense of 36 

freedom and their willingness to take responsibility for their work outcomes. Such a balance 37 

fosters creativity and innovation, while also supporting the long-term goals of the university. 38 
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The Teaching vs. Research Paradox reflects the difficulty of reconciling the demands of 1 

teaching and research activities (Borg et al., 2014; Macfarlane, 2017). Modern universities 2 

expect excellence in both areas, yet limited time and financial resources often mean that one is 3 

achieved at the expense of the other (Smithers et al., 2022). 4 

Applying the principles of the SCARF model, particularly Status and Fairness, helps to 5 

reduce this tension. Respondents emphasized that recognition of achievements in both teaching 6 

and research (e.g., through awards, promotions, or additional funding) motivates teachers to 7 

engage equally in both areas. The perception of fairness in the allocation of resources, such as 8 

time and budget, further strengthens the willingness to meet demands in both fields, creating  9 

a more balanced academic culture (Malhotra et al., 2020). 10 

The Individual Excellence vs. Collaboration Paradox involves the need to balance the 11 

promotion of individual achievements (e.g., academic degrees, promotion-related works-12 

monographs, individual grants, participation in international academic exchanges, roles as 13 

experts or reviewers, conference participation, editorial board membership) with building the 14 

collective success of research and teaching teams (e.g., joint research, projects, publications, 15 

organizing conferences or workshops, cooperation with business) (Macfarlane, 2017; Ofori, 16 

2024). 17 

According to the survey results, the principle of Relatedness plays a key role in resolving 18 

this paradox. Respondents indicated that building a sense of belonging through interdisciplinary 19 

research teams and opportunities for collaboration with other academic teachers fosters 20 

collective success while also enabling individual development. Creating support mechanisms, 21 

such as mentoring, also helps reduce the sense of competition and builds a more harmonious 22 

atmosphere in the academic environment. 23 

Supporting Hypothesis (HS2): Fulfilling SCARF needs facilitates academic teachers in 24 

coping with management paradoxes in higher education, such as: autonomy vs. accountability, 25 

teaching vs. research, individual excellence vs. collaboration. 26 

Paradoxes such as autonomy vs. accountability or teaching vs. research were present in 27 

respondents’ answers, but the results show that they can be effectively managed by addressing 28 

SCARF needs. This model also prove useful in building a supportive work environment, which 29 

is crucial for balancing expectations in both teaching and research. Thus, supporting hypothesis 30 

(HS2) was positively verified. 31 

Management paradoxes in higher education are an inherent element of university 32 

functioning, but the study results show that applying the principles of the SCARF model can 33 

significantly alleviate tensions arising from these contradictions. Autonomy, Status, 34 

Relatedness, and Fairness are key elements supporting the harmonization of seemingly 35 

conflicting goals, such as academic freedom and accountability, teaching and research 36 

excellence, as well as individual achievements and collaboration. Implementing these 37 

principles in university management practice can not only increase academic teachers’ 38 
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engagement but also contribute to building a more supportive and effective organizational 1 

culture. 2 

5.3. Satisfaction of SCARF needs and engagement – a qualitative perspective 3 

In order to understand how the satisfaction of SCARF needs influences academic teachers’ 4 

engagement in their research and teaching work, as well as how it alleviates tensions resulting 5 

from university management paradoxes, open-ended responses from the survey were analyzed. 6 

These responses made it possible to identify specific examples illustrating both positive and 7 

negative experiences of research and teaching staff related to the fulfillment or lack of 8 

fulfillment of their SCARF needs (see Table 3). 9 

Table 3. 10 

Selected examples illustrating research and teaching staff experiences in meeting SCARF needs  11 

Needs Description of academic staff experiences 

1
. 

S
ta

tu
s 

Academic teachers indicated that their engagement in teaching and research work increases when their 

achievements are recognized and appreciated. An example statement is: 

Publishing in prestigious journals, participating in conferences, and receiving scientific awards 

contribute to the professional prestige of an academic teacher. 

A high sense of status contributed to motivation to continue research and teaching work at a high level. 

However, many respondents pointed out that the lack of transparent promotion mechanisms and 

differences in salaries for the same positions caused frustration and lowered their morale. 

2
. 

C
er

ta
in

ty
 

Respondents emphasized the importance of stable and clear work rules, especially in the context of 

career advancement. One academic teacher noted: 

Unclear promotion criteria and changing regulations regarding employee evaluation cause 

uncertainty and discouragement. 

The unmet need for certainty increased feelings of stress, which negatively affected the ability to focus 

on research and teaching work. On the other hand, stable working conditions, such as permanent 

contracts, were indicated as a factor that alleviates stress and enables greater engagement in duties. 

3
. 

A
u

to
n

o
m

y
 Freedom in choosing research topics and ways of conducting classes was often highlighted as a key 

factor influencing the engagement of university staff. An example statement is: 

The greater the autonomy in the workplace, the better the results, both individual and team. 

A teacher performs their teaching and research duties best when they are not constantly monitored.  

A lack of autonomy, such as being assigned courses outside one’s area of expertise or being forced to 

collaborate on unwanted projects, was a source of frustration and reduced engagement. 

4
. 

R
el

a
te

d
n

es
s 

Constructive relationships with colleagues and students played a significant role in building  

a supportive work environment. It was noted in the responses that: 

Collaboration, knowledge and experience sharing, and collegial support are essential for the 

professional and personal development of a teacher. 

Strong relationships within research teams fostered the implementation of interdisciplinary projects 

and increased motivation for collaborative work. Conversely, distant relationships with supervisors, 

lack of institutional support, and growing competition within departments led to feelings of isolation 

and professional burnout. 

5
. 

F
a

ir
n

es
s 

The perception of fairness in the allocation of resources and distribution of duties was crucial for the 

morale of the teachers surveyed. Among the numerous responses, one stood out: The lack of 

transparency in assigning classes and roles within the department makes long-term engaged staff feel 

unappreciated, while new employees receive positions thanks to connections. 

Satisfying the need for fairness-for example, through transparent rules for assigning duties and 

mechanisms for recognizing achievements-had a significant impact on the level of engagement among 

those employed in higher education. 

Source: Own elaboration based on empirical research results. 12 
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Qualitative analysis showed that the fulfillment of SCARF needs has a significant impact 1 

on academic teachers’ engagement in their research and teaching work. Examples of 2 

respondents’ positive experiences indicated that recognition of achievements, clear work rules, 3 

autonomy, constructive relationships, and fairness in resource allocation foster increased 4 

motivation and professional effectiveness. Conversely, the lack of fulfillment of these needs led 5 

to decreased morale, increased stress, and a sense of unfairness, which can contribute to 6 

professional burnout and a decline in work quality in higher education. 7 

6. Summary 8 

6.1. Guidelines for higher education management staff 9 

To effectively support academic staff engagement, leaders managing higher education 10 

institutions should focus on actions addressing the key needs outlined in the SCARF model. 11 

First and foremost, it is essential to develop transparent rules regarding promotion, task 12 

allocation, and employee evaluation, which will help reduce stress and increase the sense of 13 

stability at work. As examples have shown, unclear promotion criteria and fluctuating 14 

regulations are a frequent source of frustration and decreased engagement. Another important 15 

element is supporting autonomy by limiting micromanagement and ensuring academic 16 

freedom, which enables teachers to decide on research directions and methods of conducting 17 

classes (Woelert et al., 2020). Respondents emphasized that autonomy is a key factor supporting 18 

creativity and effectiveness (Tang et al., 2020). 19 

The importance of relationships in the workplace should not be overlooked (Rock, Cox, 20 

2012). Supporting collaboration through mentoring programs, interdisciplinary projects, and 21 

informal integration initiatives plays a significant role in building a supportive work 22 

environment. Strong relationships motivate and at the same time help to alleviate tensions 23 

arising from conflicts of interest between individual and team goals (McGrath et al., 2017).  24 

The status of academic teachers also requires special attention. It can be enhanced by 25 

recognizing both teaching and research achievements, through formal awards, grants,  26 

or promotions, as well as informal gestures of recognition, such as praise from supervisors, and 27 

administrative support in both spheres of academic activity. 28 

In the context of ensuring certainty about future events and expectations, it is crucial to 29 

develop clear and easily accessible communication channels through which academic teachers 30 

can receive up-to-date information about changes in policies, administrative procedures,  31 

and institutional development. Such actions, ensuring transparency in decision-making 32 

processes, can significantly reduce the level of uncertainty (Pan et al., 2015). Certainty can be 33 

enhanced by open and transparent management practices, predictable and fair policies and 34 
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procedures, following through with promises and agreements, breaking down complex projects 1 

into smaller parts, and clear communication (Schmidt et al., 2014; Kezar, 2018).  2 

Open communication of goals, decisions, and strategic rationales helps build trust and better 3 

manage tensions. 4 

Last but not least is ensuring fairness, especially in the distribution of resources, assignment 5 

of teaching duties, and allocation of administrative workloads. Respondents repeatedly pointed 6 

out that perceived unfairness is demotivating and leads to workplace conflict (Schmidt et al., 7 

2014; Malhotra et al., 2020). Focusing on these elements will allow leaders to create  8 

an environment that supports the engagement and satisfaction of academic staff, thereby 9 

contributing to improved quality in both teaching and research (Smith, 2024). In this context,  10 

it is important to implement strategies oriented not only towards the university’s success but 11 

also towards the broader common good and social justice. 12 

The research results suggest that actions aimed at improving status, enabling greater 13 

autonomy, supporting positive social relationships, and ensuring fairness can collectively 14 

contribute to greater engagement among academic staff. This study has both practical and 15 

policy implications for university management. From a management perspective, these findings 16 

mean that higher education leaders need innovative, distinctive, and adaptive strategies, as well 17 

as desirable work environments that ensure teachers at all academic levels are satisfied with 18 

their work. 19 

In addition to the actions previously indicated, in order to strengthen the engagement of 20 

academic staff, meet their needs, and mitigate the negative effects of existing paradoxes, leaders 21 

in higher education should attempt to implement the following exemplary solutions: 22 

1. Integrated performance assessment models, utilizing, among others, Data Envelopment 23 

Analysis (DEA) to measure the relative efficiency of academic units based on multiple 24 

indicators (e.g., financial inputs, research outputs), benchmarking through inter-25 

university comparisons to identify best practices and areas for improvement, or cyclical 26 

(e.g., five-year) evaluation plans with clearly defined KPIs, including regular data 27 

collection and reporting (Wildani et al., 2023; Abdullah, Ramlan, 2023; Luangpaiboon 28 

et al., 2024; Almeida et al., 2024); 29 

2. Participatory management tools, such as organizing regular meetings (discussion 30 

forums, panels, feedback collection) with various stakeholder groups, establishing 31 

councils and committees with representatives from different stakeholder groups (joint 32 

decision-making on strategy, curricula, university policies), decentralized decision-33 

making, participatory budgeting (deciding on the allocation of part of the financial 34 

resources to selected projects or initiatives), organizing leadership training in inclusive 35 

management, or introducing feedback platforms (e.g., regular surveys, discussion 36 

panels) to ensure continuous information flow between the academic community and 37 

university authorities (Da Silva et al., 2017; Makki et al., 2023; Vallon, 2024; Roza de 38 

França, 2025); 39 
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3. Institutional support and continuous improvement, for example by developing 1 

transparent evaluation procedures that involve staff in defining assessment criteria  2 

(e.g., co-creation workshops for indicators), providing adaptive mechanisms that allow 3 

for modifications to systems in response to the changing needs of the university  4 

(e.g., annual process reviews), or using quality frameworks (e.g., the Baldrige 5 

framework) to link performance assessment with long-term strategic goals (Da Silva  6 

et al., 2017; Makki et al., 2023; Vallon, 2024; Roza de França, 2025). 7 

6.2. Proposed framework for balancing paradoxes by meeting needs  8 

Management paradoxes, such as Autonomy vs. Accountability or Teaching vs. Research, 9 

are an inherent part of higher education functioning (Leja, 2013). In response to these 10 

challenges, there is a growing emphasis on the potential of the SCARF model (Rock, 2008) as 11 

a tool to support the mitigation of tensions arising from conflicting expectations placed on 12 

academic teachers. One of the key elements conducive to balancing paradoxes is flexibility, 13 

which allows academic teachers greater control over their responsibilities. This approach allows 14 

for effectively reconciling individual employees’ goals with institutional requirements (Noorda, 15 

2013). Equally important is transparency, which consists of establishing clear rules regarding 16 

evaluation, promotion, and task allocation. This reduces tensions related to perceptions of 17 

unequal treatment, ultimately fostering a more harmonious work environment (Ramirez-18 

Cardona, Calderón-Hernández, 2024). Moreover, it is also important to involve teachers in 19 

creating transparent policies, codes of conduct, and procedures at the university, as this can 20 

improve their sense of control and acceptance of imposed standards (Day, 2023), as well as 21 

regularly discussing and updating them in dialogue with the entire academic community (EUA, 22 

2025). 23 

Managers should support academic self-governance initiatives but also maintain a balance 24 

between freedom and responsibility towards the community and the external environment 25 

(Noorda, 2013). It is also crucial to organize training sessions on time management, effective 26 

teaching, or grant acquisition, which can help academic teachers effectively combine research 27 

and teaching responsibilities (Uaciquete, Valcke, 2022). 28 

It is essential for university managers to create a work environment in which both aspects 29 

of academic work are valued and supported, recognizing their interconnections and significance 30 

for the quality of education and scientific progress (Lewis, Smith, 2024). Furthermore, 31 

universities can introduce policies promoting a balance between research and teaching, such as 32 

recognizing teaching achievements in promotions or providing flexible work schedules (Khan, 33 

2017). It is also necessary to introduce more flexibility than before in shaping the proportion 34 

between teaching and research activities for individual academic staff, as well as supporting 35 

academic staff in administrative tasks (e.g., grant applications-submission, accounting).  36 

It is also important to maintain transparent and fair reporting and evaluation systems for 37 

teaching and research activities (Atanaw et al., 2025), to make these outcomes public,  38 
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e.g., through financial statements and reports on the implementation of the university’s 1 

development strategy (Raza, 2009; Pawłowska, 2021), and to develop and apply monitoring 2 

and evaluation mechanisms such as quality management systems, internal and external audits, 3 

and benchmarking with other universities. 4 

Another important aspect is inclusiveness, which involves building the academic 5 

community through interdisciplinary collaboration, mentoring programs, integration initiatives, 6 

and sharing best practices in teaching and research (Li et al., 2023). Shaping an organizational 7 

culture based on academic values-conscientiousness, objectivity, independence, openness,  8 

and transparency (Pawłowska, 2021) – is also crucial. Such actions not only strengthen team 9 

relationships but also help alleviate tensions resulting from diverse individual and team goals. 10 

Implementing the SCARF model into university management practice can bring long-term 11 

benefits for both teachers and the institution itself. Increasing academic staff engagement will 12 

translate into higher quality research and teaching, which in the long run will strengthen the 13 

university’s position in the competitive higher education environment. However, achieving 14 

these benefits requires commitment from management, openness to change, and a willingness 15 

to listen and respond to the needs of academic teachers (Rasmussen, Andreasen, 2020). 16 

A supportive, transparent, and inclusive work environment can become the foundation for 17 

building a sustainable future for universities (Alexander, Manolczew, 2020). In this way, higher 18 

education institutions will be better prepared to face the challenges of the modern world, while 19 

supporting the development of both individuals and entire academic teams (Algazo, Suraiya, 20 

2024). 21 

Paradoxes related to higher education management are unlikely to disappear, but they can 22 

be effectively mitigated by meeting the basic needs of academic teachers. 23 

The SCARF model provides a useful framework which, although not an exhaustive theory, 24 

helps to better understand and manage interpersonal relationships as well as organizational 25 

tensions (Baby et al., 2024). However, attention is drawn to its limitations, especially in the 26 

cross-cultural context, where differences in the meaning of particular domains, such as 27 

autonomy or status, may affect the effectiveness of applied strategies (Carson, 2014). SCARF, 28 

as a model originating from an individualistic, Western paradigm, does not always correspond 29 

to the cultural conditions prevailing in Asian, African, or Eastern European countries, where 30 

different values and social hierarchies dominate. 31 

Therefore, SCARF should be treated as a conceptual heuristic that can support management 32 

practice, but requires supplementation with theories that better account for the structural, 33 

political, and economic complexity of academic institutions. In future research, it is advisable 34 

to strive for integration of the SCARF model with organizational theories and to adapt 35 

methodologies to the cultural and institutional context. Only such an approach can ensure the 36 

validity and effectiveness of strategies applied in diverse higher education systems. 37 



254 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

Acknowledgements 1 

The article presents the results of the Project financed from the subsidy granted to  2 

The Cracow University of Economics (059/ZZP/2024/POT). 3 

References 4 

1. Abdullah, N., Ramlan, R. (2023). Performances of academic departments using data 5 

envelopment analysis (DEA) approach. Journal of Numerical Optimization and 6 

Technology Management, 1(1), https://doi.org/10.00000/jnotm.0000.00.00.000 7 

2. Akcoltekin, A., Engin, A.O., Sevgin, H. (2017). Attitudes of high school teachers to 8 

education research using classification tree method. Eurasian Journal of Education 9 

Research, 68, 19-47. https://bit.ly/3bC1Z6T 10 

3. Alexander, A., Manolchev, C. (2020). The future of university or universities of the future: 11 

A paradox for uncertain times. International Journal of Educational Management, 34(7), 12 

1143-1153. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-01-2020-0018 13 

4. Algazo, F.A., Suraiya, I. (2024). University governance and accountability. Asian Journal 14 

of Research in Education and Social Sciences, 6(2), 528-535. 15 

https://myjms.mohe.gov.my/index.php/ajress/article/view/27078 16 

5. Alhija, F.M.N., Majdob, A. (2017). Predictors of teacher educators' research productivity. 17 

Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 42(11), 34-51. http://bit.ly/2LZ1RVk 18 

6. Almeida, J.P.L. de, Anjos, F.H. dos, Moreira, M.F., Bermejo, P.H. de S., Prata, D.N., 19 

Rodrigues, W. (2024). University efficiency evaluation using data envelopment analysis: 20 

future research agenda. Cogent Education, 12(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/ 21 

2331186X.2024.2445964 22 

7. Atanaw, B., Estifanos, A.B., Negash, H.G. (2025). How university governance affects 23 

education service quality: Insights from Ethiopian public universities. Frontiers in 24 

Education, 9, 1447357. https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1447357 25 

8. Baby, N., Francis, V., Francis, D. (2024). Leveraging the SCARF Model For Employee 26 

Engagement: An In-Depth Analysis With Special Reference To Government 27 

Organisations. Journal of Economics, Finance And Management Studies, 7(6), 3412-3424. 28 

https://doi.org/10.47191/jefms/v7-i6-36 29 

9. Bakker, A., Demerouti, E. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career 30 

Development International, 13, 209-223. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476 31 

https://bit.ly/3bC1Z6T
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-01-2020-0018
https://myjms.mohe.gov.my/index.php/ajress/article/view/27078
http://bit.ly/2LZ1RVk
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2024.1447357
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620430810870476


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 255 

10. Bate, M. (2023). Academic freedom and self-actualization of teachers in a higher education 1 

institution. East Asian Journal of Multidisciplinary Research, 2(2), 497-510. 2 

https://doi.org/10.55927/eajmr.v2i2.2891 3 

11. Batool, A., Ahmad, S., Naz, S. (2021). Correlation of personal and institutional factors with 4 

research productivity among university teachers. Humanities & Social Sciences Reviews, 5 

9(2), 240-246. https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9225 6 

12. Bindl, U.K., Parker, S.K. (2011). Proactive work behavior: Forward-thinking and change 7 

oriented action in organizations. In: S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of industrial and 8 

organizational psychology, 2 (pp. 567-598). American Psychological Association. 9 

13. Blakely, G., Andrews, M., Moorman, R. (2005). The moderating effects of equity 10 

sensitivity on the relationship between organizational justice and organizational citizenship 11 

behavior. Journal of Business Psychology, 20(2), 259-273. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/ 12 

s10869-005-8263-3 13 

14. Bohunovsky, L., Radinger-Peer, V., Zint, M., Penker, M. (2023). Change agents under 14 

tensions: A paradox approach to strategies for transforming higher education toward 15 

sustainability. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education. 16 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ijshe-12-2022-0393 17 

15. Boone, A., Elst, T., Vandenbroeck, S., Godderis, L. (2022). Burnout profiles among young 18 

researchers: A latent profile analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. 19 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.839728 20 

16. Borg, S., Chapelle, C.A., Hunston, S. (2014). Teacher research in language teaching. 21 

Cambridge University Press. 22 

17. Bozeman, B., Gaughan, M. (2011). Job satisfaction among university faculty: Individual, 23 

work, and institutional determinants. The Journal of Higher Education, 82(2), 154-186. 24 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11779090 25 

18. Cadez, S., Dimovski, V., Zaman Groff, M. (2015). Research, teaching and performance 26 

evaluation in academia: The salience of quality. Studies in Higher Education, 42(8), 1455-27 

1473. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1104659 28 

19. Caingcoy, M.E. (2020). Research capability of teachers: Its correlates, determinants and 29 

implications for continuing professional development. Journal of World Englishes and 30 

Educational Practices (JWEEP), 2(5), 1-11. https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2020.2.5.1 31 

20. Campbell, S.J., Walsh, K., Prior, S.J., Doherty, D., Bramble, M., Marlow, A., Maxwell, H. 32 

(2022). Examining the engagement of health services staff in change management: 33 

Modifying the SCARF assessment model. International Practice Development Journal, 34 

12(1), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.19043/ipdj.121.005 35 

21. Carson, A. (2014). Understanding the significance of reward and threat triggers: 36 

practitioners' perspectives. Theses and Dissertations, 472. 37 

https://digitalcommons.pepperdine.edu/etd/472 38 

https://doi.org/10.55927/eajmr.v2i2.2891
https://doi.org/10.18510/hssr.2021.9225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-8263-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10869-005-8263-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijshe-12-2022-0393
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.839728
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2011.11779090
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1104659
https://doi.org/10.32996/jweep.2020.2.5.1
https://doi.org/10.19043/ipdj.121.005


256 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

22. Cieciora, M. (2017). Wyzwania związane z zarządzaniem procesami na uczelniach 1 

wyższych w Polsce – wybrane zagadnienia. Zeszyty Naukowe PWSZ w Płocku. Nauki 2 

Ekonomiczne, 1(25), 337-349. 3 

23. Colquitt, J.A., Conlon, D.E., Wesson, M.J., Porter, C.O.L.H., Ng, K.Y. (2001). Justice at 4 

the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research. 5 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 425-445. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-6 

9010.86.3.425 7 

24. Crom-Jonson, C. (2025). The SCARF Model: Neuroscience for Effective Leadership. 8 

Sandown Business School. 9 

25. CSEE-ETUCE (2024). Professional autonomy and academic freedom are key to making 10 

the teaching profession attractive. European Trade Union Committee for Education.  11 

26. Da Silva, C., Letícia, S., Letícia, C.V., Da Silva, Everson, P. (2017). Implementing 12 

strategic planning, performance evaluation and process management in higher education 13 

institutions. Independent Journal of Management & Production, 8(2), 362-377. 14 

DOI:10.14807/ijmp.v8i2.476 15 

27. Daumiller, M., Stupinsky, R., Janke, S. (2020). Motivation on higher education faculty: 16 

Theoretical approaches, empirical evidence, and future directions. International Journal of 17 

Educational Research, 99, 101502. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.101502 18 

28. Day, C. (2023). Professionalism in practice: Contextual differences in understandings, 19 

practices, and effects of teacher autonomy. In: I. Menter (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of 20 

Teacher Education Research. Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-21 

16193-3_30 22 

29. Deci, E.L., Ryan, R.M. (2009). The "what" and "why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and 23 

the self-determination of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), 227-268. 24 

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01 25 

30. Denek, K. (2013). Uniwersytet. Między tradycją a wyzwaniami współczesności  26 

i przyszłości. Edukacja Humanistyczna, 1(28), 7-21. 27 

31. Deng, C., Liao, S., Liu, Z. (2019). When does status turn into proactive helping behavior? 28 

The moderating role of cooperative/competitive behavior intention. Frontiers in 29 

Psychology, 10, 2702. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.0270248 30 

32. Dobele, A.R., Rundle-Thiele, S., Kopanidis, F. (2014). The cracked glass ceiling:  31 

Equal work but unequal status. Higher Education Research & Development, 33(3),  32 

456-468. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.841654 33 

33. Doyle, T., Brady, M. (2018). Reframing the university as an emergent organisation: 34 

Implications for strategic management and leadership in higher education. Journal of 35 

Higher Education Policy and Management, 40, 305-320. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 36 

1360080X.2018.1478608 37 

34. Drennan, J., Clarke, M., Hyde, A., Politis, Y. (2020). Academic identity in higher 38 

education. In: P.N. Teixeira, J.C. Shin (Eds.), The International Encyclopedia of Higher 39 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.101502
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-16193-3_30
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-16193-3_30
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.0270248
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.841654
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1478608
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2018.1478608


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 257 

Education Systems and Institutions. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8905-1 

9_300 2 

35. Eka, F., Anik, H. (2020). The effect of organizational communication and job satisfaction 3 

on employee engagement and employee performance at PT. Abyor International. Dinasti 4 

International Journal of Education Management and Social Science, 1(4), 479-489. 5 

http://dx.doi.org/10.31933/dijemss.v1i4.216 6 

36. EUA (2025). How universities can protect and promote academic freedom. EUA principles 7 

and guidelines. European University Association. 8 

37. Evans, T. (2025). Leveraging the SCARF Model to navigate AI integration in education. 9 

LinkedIn Pulse, March 11. 10 

38. Evitha, Y., Vikaliana, R., Sabaruddin, L., Sapta, A., Abdul, F. (2021). Description and 11 

causes of having work engagement in employees. Ilomata International Journal of 12 

Management, 2(3), https://doi.org/10.52728/ijjm.v2i3.282 13 

39. Farooqi, S., Shahzad, S., Tahira, S. (2019). Who are more successful researchers?  14 

An analysis of university teachers research productivity. Global Social Sciences Review, 15 

IV(I), 354-364. https://doi.org/10.31703/gssr.2019(iv-i).46 16 

40. Fernandez, S. (2020). Faculty work engagement and teaching effectiveness in a state higher 17 

education institution. International Journal of Educational Research Review, 6, 432-444. 18 

https://doi.org/10.24331/ijere.783947 19 

41. Finkelstein, M.J., Conley, V.M., Schuster, J.H. (2016). The faculty factor: Reassessing the 20 

American academy in a turbulent era. Johns Hopkins University Press. 21 

42. Ford, J.D., Backoff, R.W. (1988). Organizational change in and out of dualities and 22 

paradox. In: R.E. Quinn, K.S. Cameron (Eds.), Paradox and transformation: Toward  23 

a theory of change in organization and management (pp. 81-121). Ballinger. 24 

43. Gagne, M., Bhave, D. (2011). Autonomy in the workplace: An essential ingredient to 25 

employee engagement and well-being in every culture. In: V. Chirkov, R. Ryan,  26 

K. Sheldon (Eds.), Human autonomy in cross-cultural context: Perspectives on the 27 

psychology of agency, freedom, and well-being (pp. 163-187). Springer. 28 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9667-8_8 29 

44. Gkintoni, E., Dimakos, I., Halkiopoulos, C., Antonopoulou, H. (2023). Contributions of 30 

neuroscience to educational praxis: A systematic review. Emerging Science Journal, 31 

Special Issue: Current Issues, Trends, and New Ideas in Education, 7, 146-158. 32 

http://dx.doi.org/10.28991/ESJ-2023-SIED2-012 33 

45. Hajdarpasic, A., Brew, A., Popenici, S. (2015). The contribution of academics' engagement 34 

in research to undergraduate education. Studies in Higher Education, 40, 644-657. 35 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2013.842215 36 

46. Han, J., Yin, H., Wang, J., Zhang, J. (2019). Job demands and resources as antecedents of 37 

university teachers’ exhaustion, engagement and job satisfaction. Educational Psychology, 38 

40(3), 318-335. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1674249 39 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8905-9_300
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8905-9_300
http://dx.doi.org/10.31933/dijemss.v1i4.216
https://doi.org/10.52728/ijjm.v2i3.282
https://doi.org/10.31703/gssr.2019(iv-i).46
https://doi.org/10.24331/ijere.783947
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9667-8_8
http://dx.doi.org/10.28991/ESJ-2023-SIED2-012
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2013.842215
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1674249


258 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

47. Hayter, C., Cahoy, D. (2018). Toward a strategic view of higher education social 1 

responsibilities: A dynamic capabilities approach. Strategic Organization, 16, 12-34. 2 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127016680564 3 

48. Hesli, V.L., Lee, J.M. (2013). Job satisfaction in academia: Why are some faculty members 4 

happier than others? PS: Political Science & Politics, 46(2), 339-354. 5 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513000048 6 

49. Hilliger, I., Celis, S., Pérez-Sanagustín, M. (2020). Engaged versus disengaged teaching 7 

staff: A case study of continuous curriculum improvement in higher education. Higher 8 

Education Policy, 35, 81-101. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-020-00196-9 9 

50. Hirsh, J.B., Mar, R.A., Peterson, J.B. (2012). Psychological entropy: A framework for 10 

understanding uncertainty-related anxiety. Psychological Review, 119(2), 304-320. 11 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026767 12 

51. Hnat, H., Mahony, D., Fitzgerald, S., Crawford, F. (2015). Distributive justice and higher 13 

education resource allocation: Perceptions of fairness. Innovative Higher Education, 40, 14 

79-93. https://doi.org/10.1007/S10755-014-9294-3 15 

52. Houston, D., Meyer, L.H., Paewai, S. (2006). Academic staff workloads and job 16 

satisfaction: Expectations and values in academe. Journal of Higher Education Policy and 17 

Management, 28(1), 17-30. https://doi.org/10.1080/13600800500283734 18 

53. Hu, Y.-L., Hung, G.-C., Ching, G. (2016). Looking into the research-teaching nexus in 19 

higher education. In Proceedings of The IIER International Conference (Tokyo, Japan, 20 

23rd April). 21 

54. Hughes, S., Lewis, H. (2020). Tensions in current curriculum reform and the development 22 

of teachers' professional autonomy. The Curriculum Journal, 31, 290-302. 23 

https://doi.org/10.1002/curj.25 24 

55. Hwang, Y.K., Lee, C.S. (2015). Structural relationship between authentic leadership, 25 

organizational communication, organizational effectiveness, and psychological capital of 26 

office workers. Indian Journal of Science and Technology, 8(57), 292-298. 27 

http://dx.doi.org/10.17485/ijst/2015/v8iS7/69993 28 

56. Itzchakov, G., Weinstein, N., Vinokur, E., Yomtovian, A. (2022). Communicating for 29 

workplace connection: A longitudinal study of the outcomes of listening training on 30 

teachers' autonomy, psychological safety, and relational climate. Psychology in the 31 

Schools, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22835 32 

57. Javadizadeh, B., Aplin-Houtz, M., Casile, M. (2022). Using SCARF as a motivational tool 33 

to enhance students’ class performance. International Journal of Management Education, 34 

20(1), 100594. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100594 35 

58. Jordan, S.J., Sivanathan, N., Galinsky, A.D. (2011). Something to lose and nothing to gain: 36 

The role of stress in the interactive effect of power and stability on risk taking. 37 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 56(4), 530-558. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 38 

0001839212441928 39 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127016680564
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513000048
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-020-00196-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026767
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10755-014-9294-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13600800500283734
https://doi.org/10.1002/curj.25
http://dx.doi.org/10.17485/ijst/2015/v8iS7/69993
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22835
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijme.2021.100594
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212441928
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839212441928


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 259 

59. Kallio, T., Kallio, K., Huusko, M., Pyykkö, R., Kivistö, J. (2021). Balancing between 1 

accountability and autonomy: The impact and relevance of public steering mechanisms 2 

within higher education. Journal of Public Budgeting, Accounting & Financial 3 

Management. https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbafm-10-2020-0177 4 

60. Karo, E., Drechsler, W. (2024). The future of the university in the age of sustainability: 5 

Balancing transformation and persistence. Transylvanian Review of Administrative 6 

Sciences, 20(SI), 72-79. http://dx.doi.org/10.24193/tras.SI2024.10 7 

61. Kayas, O.G., Assimakopoulos, C., Hines, T. (2020). Student evaluations of teaching: 8 

Emerging surveillance and resistance. Studies in Higher Education, 47(1), 1-12. 9 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1725875 10 

62. Kelly, M., Nieuwoudt, J., Willis, R., Lee, M. (2024). Belonging, enjoyment, motivation, 11 

and retention: University students’ sense of belonging before and during the COVID-19 12 

pandemic. Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory and Practice, 1-20. 13 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15210251241231242 14 

63. Kezar, A. (2018). How colleges change: Understanding, leading, and enacting change 15 

(2nd ed.). Routledge. 16 

64. Khamzina, B., Аbiyeva, Z., Abdrasheva, B., Nurkatova, L. (2024). Teacher work 17 

engagement in Kazakhstan universities. Bulletin of L.N. Gumilyov Eurasian National 18 

University. Pedagogy. Psychology. Sociology Series, 147(2), 76-95. 19 

https://doi.org/10.32523/2616-6895-2024-147-2-76-95 20 

65. Khan, M.A. (2017). Achieving an appropriate balance between teaching and research in 21 

institutions of higher education: An exploratory study. International Journal of 22 

Information and Education Technology, 7(5), 341349. 23 

https://doi.org/10.18178/ijiet.2017.7.5.892 24 

66. Khan, S., Shah, M., Khan, T. M. (2018). An investigation of attitudes towards the research 25 

activities of university teachers. Bulletin of Education and Research, 40(1), 215-230. 26 

67. Klofsten, M., Fayolle, A., Guerrero, M., Mian, S., Urbano, D., Wright, M. (2019).  27 

The entrepreneurial university as driver for economic growth and social change:  28 

Key strategic challenges. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 141, 149-158. 29 

https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2018.12.004 30 

68. Koeslag-Kreunen, M., Van Der Klink, M., Van Den Bossche, P., Gijselaers, W. (2018). 31 

Leadership for team learning: The case of university teacher teams. Higher Education, 75, 32 

191-207. https://doi.org/10.1007/S10734-017-0126-0 33 

69. Kowalczuk-Walędziak, M. (2017). Kilka uwag o (roz)łączności działalności badawczej  34 

i dydaktycznej nauczyciela akademickiego. Studia i Eseje, Parezja, 2(8), 21 33. 35 

https://doi.org/10.15290/parezja.2017.08.03 36 

70. Kulikowski, K. (2017). One, two or three dimensions of work engagement? Testing the 37 

factorial validity of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale on a sample of Polish employees. 38 

https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbafm-10-2020-0177
http://dx.doi.org/10.24193/tras.SI2024.10
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1725875
https://doi.org/10.1177/15210251241231242
https://doi.org/10.32523/2616-6895-2024-147-2-76-95
https://doi.org/10.18178/ijiet.2017.7.5.892
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHFORE.2018.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10734-017-0126-0
https://doi.org/10.15290/parezja.2017.08.03


260 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

International Journal of Occupational Safety and Ergonomics, 25, 241-249. 1 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2017.1371958 2 

71. Kundi, Y., Sardar, S., Badar, K. (2021). Linking performance pressure to employee work 3 

engagement: The moderating role of emotional stability. Personnel Review. 4 

https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2020-0313 5 

72. Kurek, D. (2014). Relacje interpersonalne a satysfakcja z pracy pracowników naukowo-6 

dydaktycznych. Zeszyty Naukowe Akademii Obrony Narodowej, 2(95), 292-323. 7 

https://doi.org/10.5604/08672245.1156928 8 

73. Kwiek, M., Antonowicz, D. (2015). The changing paths in academic careers in European 9 

universities: Minor steps and major milestones. In: Academic work and careers in Europe: 10 

Trends, challenges, perspectives. Springer International Publishing. 11 

74. Lartey, F.M. (2021). Impact of career planning, employee autonomy, and manager 12 

recognition on employee engagement. Journal of Human Resource and Sustainability 13 

Studies, 9, 135-158. https://doi.org/10.4236/jhrss.2021.92010 14 

75. Lee, K. (2018). Discursive effects of a paradigm shift rhetoric in online higher education: 15 

Implications on networked learning research and practice. In: B. Nina, S. Cranmer, S. Julie-16 

Ann, M. Laat, T. Ryberg (Eds.), Networked learning: Looking back – Moving forward. 17 

Springer. 18 

76. Leisyte, L., Enders, J., de Boer, H. (2009). The balance between teaching and research in 19 

Dutch and English universities in the context of university governance reforms. Higher 20 

Education, 58, 619-635. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-009-9213-1 21 

77. Leja, K. (2011). Koncepcje zarządzania współczesnym uniwersytetem. Wydawnictwo 22 

Politechniki Gdańskiej. 23 

78. Leja, K. (2013). Paradoksy w zarządzaniu organizacją. Wejście „do” czy wyjście „z” 24 

labiryntu? Przedsiębiorczość i Zarządzanie, 14(13/1), 53-64. 25 

79. Lewis, M.W. (2000). Exploring paradox: Toward a more comprehensive guide. Academy 26 

of Management Review, 25(4), 760-776. 27 

80. Lewis, M.W., Smith, W.K. (2024). Embedding paradoxical thinking in business schools. 28 

AACSB, July, 17. 29 

81. Li, T., Foung, S. (2019). SSCARF education model and happiness index modelling.  30 

In: The 3rd Sriwijaya University Learning and Education International Conference.  31 

IOP Conference Series: Journal of Physics, 1166, 012038. https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-32 

6596/1166/1/012038 33 

82. Li, X., Chen, W., Alrasheedi, M. (2023). Challenges of the collaborative innovation system 34 

in public higher education in the era of industry 4.0 using an integrated framework. Journal 35 

of Innovation & Knowledge, 8, 100430. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2023.100430 36 

83. Liang, H. (2024). The transformation of university governance abroad under the 37 

perspective of new public management. Academic Journal of Management and Social 38 

Sciences. https://doi.org/10.54097/zfkeag92 39 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2017.1371958
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2020-0313
https://doi.org/10.5604/08672245.1156928
https://doi.org/10.4236/jhrss.2021.92010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-009-9213-1
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1166/1/012038
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1166/1/012038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jik.2023.100430
https://doi.org/10.54097/zfkeag92


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 261 

84. Liu, Y., Yin, X., Li, S., Zhou, X., Zhu, R., Zhang, F. (2021). The relationship between 1 

employee’s status perception and organizational citizenship behaviors: A psychological 2 

path of work vitality. Psychology Research and Behavior Management, 14, 743-757. 3 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S307664 4 

85. Luangpaiboon, P., Phinkrathok, C., Atthirawong, W., Aungkulanon, P. (2024). Driving 5 

Educational Excellence: A Data Envelopment Analysis Study for Decision-Making 6 

Enhancement. SAGE Open, 14(2). https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440241261008 7 

86. Maassen, P. (2017). The university's governance paradox. Higher Education Quarterly, 71, 8 

290-298. https://doi.org/10.1111/HEQU.12125 9 

87. Macfarlane, B. (2017). The paradox of collaboration. Higher Education Research & 10 

Development, 36(3), 472-485. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1288707 11 

88. Mägi, E., Beerkens, M. (2015). Linking research and teaching: Are research-active staff 12 

members different teachers? Higher Education, 72(2), 241-258. 13 

89. Makki, A.A., Alqahtani, A.Y., Abdulaal, R.M.S., Madbouly, A.I. (2023). A Novel 14 

Strategic Approach to Evaluating Higher Education Quality Standards in University 15 

Colleges Using Multi-Criteria Decision-Making. Education Sciences, 13(6), 577. 16 

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13060577 17 

90. Malhotra, N., Sahadev, S., Sharom, N. Q. (2020). Organisational justice, organisational 18 

identification and job involvement: The mediating role of psychological need satisfaction 19 

and the moderating role of person-organisation fit. The International Journal of Human 20 

Resource Management, 33(8), 1526-1561. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192. 21 

2020.1757737 22 

91. Manjaly, N., Francis, V., Francis, D. (2024). Leveraging the SCARF model for employee 23 

engagement: An in-depth analysis with special reference to government organisations. 24 

Journal of Economics, Finance and Management Studies. https://doi.org/10.47191/ 25 

jefms/v7-i6-36 26 

92. Maquidato, J., Bayani, R. (2024). Workload and work engagement among the teachers:  27 

A descriptive-correlational study. EPRA International Journal of Environmental 28 

Economics, Commerce and Educational Management. https://doi.org/10.36713/epra17756 29 

93. McGrath, E., Cooper-Thomas, H.D., Garrosa, E., Sanz-Vergel, A.I., Cheung, G.W. (2017). 30 

Rested, friendly, and engaged: The role of daily positive collegial interactions at work. 31 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38(2), 1213-1226. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.2197 32 

94. Mesjasz, C. (2016). Paradoksy w systemowej teorii zarządzania. In: J. Lichtarski,  33 

W. Szumowski (Eds.), Sieci międzyorganizacyjne, procesy i projekty w erze paradoksów 34 

(pp. 398-418). Prace Naukowe Uniwersytetu Ekonomicznego we Wrocławiu, 421. 35 

http://dx.doi.org/10.15611/pn.2016.421.33 36 

95. Mgaiwa, S.J. (2023). Job satisfaction among university academics: Do academic rank and 37 

age make a difference? Cogent Education, 10(2). https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X. 38 

2023.2230395 39 

http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S307664
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440241261008
https://doi.org/10.1111/HEQU.12125
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2017.1288707
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci13060577
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1757737
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2020.1757737
https://doi.org/10.47191/jefms/v7-i6-36
https://doi.org/10.47191/jefms/v7-i6-36
https://doi.org/10.36713/epra17756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.2197
http://dx.doi.org/10.15611/pn.2016.421.33
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2230395
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2230395


262 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

96. Miri, M. (2014). Education, autonomy, and accountability. Philosophy and Education,  1 

20 November, 25-45. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199452767.003.0002 2 

97. Miron-Spektor, E., Ingram, A., Keller, J., Smith, W., Lewis, M. (2017). Microfoundations 3 

of organizational paradox: The problem is how we think about the problem. Academy of 4 

Management Journal, 61, 26-45. https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2016.0594 5 

98. Morales, M.P.E., Abulon, E.L.R., Soriano, P.R., David, A.P., Hermosisima, M.V.C., 6 

Gerundio, M.G. (2016). Examining teachers’ conception of and needs on action research. 7 

Issues in Educational Research, 26(3), 464-489. https://bit.ly/2UQWsm3 8 

99. Musselin, C. (2013). Redefinition of the relationships between academics and their 9 

university. Higher Education, 65, 25-37. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9579-3 10 

100. Newman, J., Purnell, K. (2023). Reshaping leadership in schools: A social neuroscience 11 

lens. Neurology & Neuroscience, 14(1), 1-5. https://doi.org/10.33552/ANN. 12 

2023.13.000829 13 

101. Nojani, M.I., Arjmandnia, A.A., Afrooz, G.A., Rajabi, M. (2012). The study on 14 

relationship between organizational justice and job satisfaction in teachers working in 15 

general, special and gifted education systems. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 16 

46, 2900-2905. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.586 17 

102. Noorda, S. (2013). Academic autonomy as a lifelong learning process for universities. 18 

Leadership and Governance in Higher Education, 4, 1-15. 19 

103. Ofori, D.W. (2024). Exploring collaboration and individual research experience among 20 

Ghanaian academics: A qualitative research. Journal of Education, Society and 21 

Behavioural Science, 37(6), 40-52. https://doi.org/10.9734/jesbs/2024/v37i61326 22 

104. Orakci, Ş. (2025). Autonomous learning and creative cognition: The mediating effect of 23 

gifted students’ self-efficacy. Frontiers in Psychology, 15, 1301528. 24 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.130152 25 

105. Orazbayeva, B., Van der Sijde, P., Baaken, T. (2021). Autonomy, competence and 26 

relatedness – The facilitators of academic engagement in education-driven university-27 

business cooperation. Studies in Higher Education, 46(7), 1406-1420. 28 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1679764 29 

106. Owens, B.P., Baker, W.E., Sumpter, D.M., Cameron, K.S. (2016). Relational energy at 30 

work: Implications for job engagement and job performance. Journal of Applied 31 

Psychology, 101(1), 35-49. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000032 32 

107. Pan, B., Shen, X., Liu, L., Yang, Y., Wang, L. (2015). Factors associated with job 33 

satisfaction among university teachers in northeastern region of China: A cross-sectional 34 

study. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 12(10), 12761-35 

12775. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph121012761 36 

108. Pawłowska, B. (2021). Katalog dobrych praktyk społecznej odpowiedzialności uczelni  37 

w wymiarze etycznym i niedyskryminacyjnym. Ministerstwo Funduszy i Polityki 38 

Regionalnej. 39 

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199452767.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2016.0594
https://bit.ly/2UQWsm3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9579-3
https://doi.org/10.33552/ANN.2023.13.000829
https://doi.org/10.33552/ANN.2023.13.000829
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.586
https://doi.org/10.9734/jesbs/2024/v37i61326
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.130152
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1679764
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000032
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph121012761


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 263 

109. Perkmann, M., Salandra, R., Tartari, V., McKelvey, M., Hughes, A. (2020). Academic 1 

engagement: A review of the literature 2011-2019. Development of Innovation Journal. 2 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3461621 3 

110. Prichard, C., Moore, J.E. (2016). Variables influencing teacher autonomy, administrative 4 

coordination, and collaboration. Journal of Educational Administration, 54, 58-74. 5 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-09-2014-0113 6 

111. Ramirez-Cardona, A., Calderón-Hernández, G. (2024). Organizational coupling in higher 7 

education institutions: Challenges for university governance. International Studies of 8 

Management & Organization, 54(2), 105-119. https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825. 9 

2023.2301210 10 

112. Rasmussen, A., Andreasen, K.E. (2020). The balance between teaching and research: 11 

Challenges and contradictions in the context of the modern university. In: M. Antoniadou, 12 

M. Crowder (Eds.), Modern day challenges in academy (pp. 183-195). Edward Elgar 13 

Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788119191.00020 14 

113. Raza, R. (2009). Examining autonomy and accountability in public and private tertiary 15 

institutions. The World Bank, November, 52654. 16 

114. Rock, D., Cox, C. (2012). SCARF in 2012: updating the social neuroscience of 17 

collaborating with others. NeuroLeadership Journal, 4, 1-14. 18 

115. Rock, D. (2008). SCARF: A brain-based model for collaborating with and influencing 19 

others. NeuroLeadership Journal, 1(1), 44-52. 20 

116. Rock, D. (2015). SCARF: A brain-based model for collaborating with and influencing 21 

others. Retrieved from http://web.archive.org/web/20100705024057/ 22 

117. Roza de França, F.S. (2025). Participatory management in school: Challenges and 23 

possibilities. Revista Aracê, 7(4), 17978-17993. https://doi.org/10.56238/arev7n4-138 24 

118.  Sabagh, Z., Hall, N., Saroyan, A. (2018). Antecedents, correlates and consequences of 25 

faculty burnout. Educational Research, 60, 131-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 26 

00131881.2018.1461573 27 

119. Saks, A., Gruman, J. (2014). What do we really know about employee engagement.  28 

Human Resource Development Quarterly, 25, 155-182. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 29 

hrdq.21187 30 

120. Schaufeli, W.B. (2013). Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. Retrieved from: 31 

http://www.wilmarschaufeli.nl/downloads/test-manuals/ 32 

121. Schaufeli, W.B., Bakker, A.B., Van Rhenen, W. (2009). How changes in job demands and 33 

resources predict burnout, work engagement, and sickness absenteeism. Journal of 34 

Organizational Behavior, 30(7), 893-917. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.595 35 

122. Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., Bakker, A.B. (2002).  36 

The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirmatory factor analytic 37 

approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92. http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A: 38 

1015630930326 39 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3461621
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-09-2014-0113
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2023.2301210
https://doi.org/10.1080/00208825.2023.2301210
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788119191.00020
http://web.archive.org/web/20100705024057/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2018.1461573
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2018.1461573
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21187
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21187
http://www.wilmarschaufeli.nl/downloads/test-manuals/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.595
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1015630930326


264 J. Krzyżak, J. Walas-Trębacz 

123. Schaufeli, W., Bakker, A., Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work engagement 1 

with a short questionnaire. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66, 701-716. 2 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471 3 

124. Schmidt, S., Roesler, U., Kusserow, T., Rau, R. (2014). Uncertainty in the workplace: 4 

examining role ambiguity and role conflict, and their link to depression - a meta-analysis. 5 

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology. 23(1), 91-106. 6 

https://doi.org/10.1080/135943 2X.2012.711523 7 

125. Schwab, C., Frenzel, A.C., Jaeger, J., Lorenz, A.B., Stupnisky, R.H. (2023). How do 8 

university faculty feel about grading? Insights from a control-value theory perspective. 9 

Studies in Higher Education, 49(8), 1486-1503. https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079. 10 

2023.2269190 11 

126. Sia, S.K., Appu, A. (2015). Work autonomy and workplace creativity: Moderating role of 12 

task complexity. Global Business Review, 16, 772-784. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 13 

0972150915591435 14 

127. Smith, M.J. (2024). The SCARF model for psychological safety in groups. Commons 15 

Library. 16 

128. Smith, W.K., Lewis, M.W. (2011). Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic equilibrium 17 

model of organizing. Academy of Management Review, 36(2), 381-403. 18 

129. Smithers, K., Spina, N., Harris, J., Gurr, S. (2022). Working every weekend: The paradox 19 

of time for insecurely employed academics. Time & Society, 32(1), 101-122. 20 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0961463X221144136 21 

130. Spook, J.E., Raghoebar, S. (2022). Achieving balance between research, teaching, and 22 

service at work. In: D. Kwaśnicka, A.Y. Lai (Eds.), Survival guide for early career 23 

researchers. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-10754-2_5 24 

131. Stroebe, W. (2020). Student evaluations of teaching encourages poor teaching and 25 

contributes to grade inflation: A theoretical and empirical analysis. Basic and Applied 26 

Social Psychology, 42(4), 276-294. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2020.1756817 27 

132. Szromek, A.R., Wolniak, R. (2020). Job satisfaction and problems among academic staff 28 

in higher education. Sustainability, 12, 4865. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124865 29 

133. Tang, M., Wang, D., Guerrien, A. (2020). A systematic review and meta-analysis on basic 30 

psychological need satisfaction, motivation, and well-being in later life: Contributions of 31 

self-determination theory. PsyCh Journal, 9(1), 5-33. https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.293 32 

134. Teichler, U., Höhle, E.A. (Eds.). (2013). The work situation of the academic profession in 33 

Europe: Findings of a survey in twelve countries. Springer Science & Business Media. 34 

135. Tillott, S., Walsh, K., Moxham, L. (2013). Encouraging engagement at work to improve 35 

retention. Nursing Management. 19(10), 27-31. https://doi.org/10.7748/ 36 

nm2013.03.19.10.27.e697 37 

136. Trevelyan, R. (2001). The paradox of autonomy: A case of academic research scientists. 38 

Human Relations, 54, 495-525. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726701544005 39 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2269190
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2023.2269190
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150915591435
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150915591435
https://doi.org/10.1177/0961463X221144136
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-10754-2_5
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2020.1756817
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12124865
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.293
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726701544005


Model SCARF and teacher engagement… 265 

137. Uaciquete, A.S., Valcke, M. (2022). Strengthening the teaching and research nexus (TRN) 1 

in higher education (HE): Systematic review of reviews. Sustainability, 14(22), 1-17. 2 

138. Ulla, M.B., Barrera, K.B., Acompanado, M.M. (2017). Philippine classroom teachers as 3 

researchers: Teachers’ perceptions, motivations, and challenges. Australian Journal of 4 

Teacher Education, 42(11). http://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol 5 

139. Vallon, P. (2024). Developing and Implementing Effective Faculty Review Processes for 6 

Enhanced Performance in Higher Education. Walden Dissertations and Doctoral Studies, 7 

Walden University, https://scholarworks.waldenu.edu/dissertations, 18.9.2024. 8 

140. Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., De Witte, H., Lens, W. (2008). Explaining the 9 

relationships between job characteristics, burnout and engagement: The role of basic 10 

psychological need satisfaction. Work and Stress, 22, 277-294. 11 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370802393672 12 

141. Vangrieken, K., Grosemans, I., Dochy, F., Kyndt, E. (2017). Teacher autonomy and 13 

collaboration: A paradox? Conceptualising and measuring teachers’ autonomy and 14 

collaborative attitude. Teaching and Teacher Education, 67, 302-315. 15 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.06.021 16 

142. Wildani, Z., Wibowo, W., Wulandari, S.P., Dinanti, L.A. (2023). Data envelopment 17 

analysis for the efficiency of higher education departments at Sepuluh Nopember Institute 18 

of Technology, Indonesia. European Journal of Educational Research, 12(2), 1153-1169. 19 

https://doi.org/10.12973/eu-jer.12.2.1153 20 

143. Woelert, P., Lewis, J., Le, A. (2020). Formally alive yet practically complex:  21 

An exploration of academics’ perceptions of their autonomy as researchers.  22 

Higher Education Policy, 34, 1049-1068. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-020-00190-1 23 

144. Worth, J., Van den Brande, J. (2020). Teacher autonomy: How does it relate to job 24 

satisfaction and retention? National Foundation for Educational Research. 25 

145. Xiong, L., Yuan, F. (2024). The impact of teacher work engagement on student 26 

engagement: Teaching quality as a mediator. Social Behavior and Personality:  27 

An International Journal, 52(9), 1-8. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.13541 28 

146. Zając, D. (2012). Nauczyciel akademicki wobec dylematu: badacz – dydaktyk – 29 

wychowawca – organizator. Pedagogika Szkoły Wyższej, 1, 101-125. 30 

147. Zhao, S., You, L. (2024). Exploring the impact of student-faculty partnership on 31 

engagement, performance, belongingness, and satisfaction in higher education. 32 

Educational Administration: Theory and Practice, 30(2), 180-197. 33 

https://doi.org/10.52152/kuey.v30i2.980 34 

http://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02678370802393672
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.06.021
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41307-020-00190-1
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.13541
https://doi.org/10.52152/kuey.v30i2.980

