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academics (men = 57.1%) completed a survey measuring their job satisfaction, 
job stress, and work environment perceptions. Findings revealed high levels 
of overall job satisfaction (83.6% satisfi ed with their jobs) and relatively low 
levels of stress (13.7% regularly stressed). Most academics reported positive 
features of their work environment including autonomy and quality, role clar-
ity, infl uence over academic work, and a strong social community. Negative 
features included dissatisfaction with pay, poor leadership, and pressure to 
produce. Job satisfaction was signifi cantly associated with traditional aca-
demic values (focus on quality, involvement in decision-making, commitment 
to the workplace, recognition), while stress was linked to market-related as-
pects (pressure to produce, quantitative work demands, job insecurity). The 
study highlighted relatively high levels of well-being among Czech faculty, 
which can be attributed to the continued prevalence of a traditional, profes-
sor-oriented academic system based on autonomy and collegiality. Despite 
recent market-oriented changes within Czech research policy, the negative ef-
fects of marketisation are not yet pronounced in the quality of academic work-
life in public universities, except for the increasing pressure for productivity. 
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Introduction

Higher education has witnessed a major transformation over recent decades, from 
a traditional model based on autonomy and collegiality towards more market-ori-
ented structures. Diverse labels have been used to describe this transformation, 
such as ‘neoliberalism’, ‘managerialism’, ‘academic capitalism’, or ‘market-orien-
tation’ [Fredman and Doughney 2012; Linková 2014; Shin and Jung 2014]. These 
terms can be subsumed under the general term ‘marketisation’, which refers to 
a set of processes implemented across higher education systems in Europe and 
elsewhere in order to increase the competitiveness of national higher education 
systems and reduce state expenses related to funding. The processes defi ning 
marketisation ‘range from the partial retreat of the state as financier, to the alloca-
tion of strategic authority to university management and to an increasing focus 
on the economic utility of teaching and research’ [Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011: 
666]. In more specifi c terms, marketisation involves cuts to government funding, 
intensifi ed cooperation between universities and industry, a shift towards more 
corporate, autocratic management, increased emphasis on performance indica-
tors and performance-based funding, and fl exibility and precarity of academic 
work [see, e.g., Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011; Shin and Jung 2014].

Within higher education studies, a distinct body of research has developed 
that draws attention to signifi cant changes in the quality of academic worklife un-
der market-oriented reforms. The concept of this quality refers to a set of organisa-
tional factors that are vital for the well-being of academic staff, such as autonomy, 
role clarity, or supportive supervision [Winter, Taylor and Sarros 2000]. Although 
studies in higher education often measure these factors differently, there has been 
considerable agreement that both the quality of academic worklife and the well-
being of academic staff have deteriorated under market reforms [Shin and Jung 
2014]. This decline has been particularly visible in Anglophone countries that are 
strongly market-oriented, such as the UK and Australia, where academics report 
increasing exposure to work overload, job stress, and job insecurity [Gillespie et 
al. 2001; Tytherleigh et al. 2005; Winefi eld et al. 2003; Winter, Taylor and Sarros 
2000]. While the shift towards marketisation is believed to be occurring to some 
extent globally, there are substantial national variations within systems of higher 
education governance and, relatedly, to the extent and speed of implemented 
market reforms [Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011; Locke and Teichler 2007]. 

To add to this line of research, this study examines the quality of academic 
worklife within Czech public universities to assess the extent to which the global 
push towards marketisation affects Czech academic staff at the level of their eve-
ryday working conditions. As we document below, studies concerning the aca-
demic professions in the Czech Republic provide evidence of the continuity of 
traditional academic cultures based on self-governance, autonomy, and collegial-
ity, but also of more recent market-oriented changes that disrupt these traditional 
values. As Linková [2014: 82] argues, the turn towards ‘neo-liberal managerial-
ist governmentality’ has been particularly visible at the level of Czech research 
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policy. This shifting terrain and its frequently evolving plans for higher educa-
tion reforms have become a frequent topic in the national debate. While some 
researchers point to the ineffi ciency and unsustainability of Czech higher edu-
cation institutions and their need for market-oriented reforms [File et al. 2006; 
Matějů and Simonová 2005; Matějů and Fischer 2009], others are more critical 
of this managerial turn and highlight its detrimental effects, both on academic 
scholarship and academic lives [Linková 2014; Stöckelová 2014]. 

Drawing on this debate, the purpose of this study is to provide up-to-date 
empirical evidence concerning the ways in which Czech academic staff perceive 
those aspects of their work lives that are typically discussed as concerns in mar-
ket-oriented countries, such as job insecurity and work overload. Furthermore, 
we aim to examine levels of well-being among Czech academics and identify fac-
tors that relate to that well-being within the specifi c context of public universities. 
Given the recent market-oriented changes at research policy levels, are Czech 
university academics stressed, overworked, and demoralised, refl ecting the same 
developments as those reported in Anglophone countries? Do they experience 
less satisfaction and a weaker sense of collegiality? Are they exposed to job inse-
curity and permanent pressures to produce in an increasingly competitive aca-
demic system? By addressing these questions, the study hopes to contribute to 
the growing body of both international and national research that explores these 
complex relationships between shifts in academic systems and the well-being of 
academic staff. Within the national context, addressing these questions is impor-
tant for an informed discussion of higher education reforms and for the practical 
issues of everyday academic management. 

Conceptual framework: the professor- and market-oriented systems 

To examine the extent of marketisation in the worklife of Czech academics, we 
draw conceptually on a recent comparative framework proposed by Shin and 
Jung [2014] that was developed based upon an international comparative survey, 
‘The Changing Academic Profession’ (CAP). The data for the CAP survey were 
collected between 2007 and 2008 across 19 higher education systems,1 but only 
data from the university sector was used in Shin and Jung’s comparative frame-
work. The framework explores the well-being of academic staff—defi ned as job 
satisfaction and job stress—with regard to two different university systems. The 
fi rst, a professor-oriented system, is the more traditional academic model defi ned 
by the autonomy of academics, their participation in governance and decision-

1 The Czech Republic was not included in the CAP project. The design and methods from 
the CAP study were later used in the follow-up EUROAC project which collected data con-
cerning academic worklife in fi ve more European countries, including Poland and Austria. 
However, the Czech Republic was not included in the EUROAC project either. 
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making, and their ability to have a signifi cant infl uence on how their jobs are de-
fi ned [Shin and Jung 2014]. In this system, academics are to large extent evaluated 
based upon internal accountability grounded in academic expertise and they 
enjoy relatively high social reputations within society. At academic governance 
levels, we understand this system as corresponding to a ‘Humboldtian model 
of academic self-rule’ that is based on ‘the self-regulation of academic affairs by 
the academic and scientific community’ [Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011: 671]. 
In terms of the well-being of academic staff, the professor-oriented system is hy-
pothesised to positively correlate with job satisfaction and negatively with stress, 
particularly owing to the high levels of autonomy and the social reputation aca-
demics are granted by this system [Shin and Jung 2014]. Of the countries involved 
in the CAP study, the typical proponents of the professor-oriented system were 
certain European and Latin American countries, such as Italy or Mexico [ibid.]. 

 The second, a market-oriented system, is a contrasting model in which 
academic jobs become to a large extent determined by the market and external 
stakeholders. These then limit academics’ autonomy and their involvement in 
decision-making and academic governance [Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011; 
Shin and Jung 2014]. Academics’ social prestige within the society is reduced, 
as they become subject to external accountability to external stakeholders, such 
as businesses, rather than to their base academic community. In our analysis, we 
understand the market-oriented system as corresponding to the term ‘marketisa-
tion’ and as including elements of both ‘academic capitalism’ and ‘audit culture’, 
that is, the emphasis in university steering on entrepreneurism, assessment, ef-
fi ciency, and accountability [Stöckelová 2014]. In terms of working conditions, 
the market model reduces academic autonomy, while increasing pressures on 
productivity through performance-based and autocratic management [Fredman 
and Doughney 2012; Tytherleigh et al. 2005]. In addition, job insecurity typically 
increases as a result of a managerial preference for part-time and contract-based 
employment. As noted above, the market system is believed to have mostly det-
rimental effects on the well-being of academic staff. A particularly strong rela-
tionship was found between performance-based management and the extent to 
which academics perceive their job as a source of stress [Shin and Jung 2014]. The 
strongest proponents of market-oriented systems in the CAP study were the UK, 
Australia, and Hong Kong. 

While drawing on the distinctions described between professors and these 
market-oriented models, we simultaneously recognised that national academ-
ic systems are not clear-cut and homogeneous. Instead, ‘each national system 
bears its own nuances due to historical peculiarities and path dependencies, 
often leading to contradictory development patterns and hybrid forms of gov-
ernance’ [Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle 2011: 668]. To accentuate the multiplicity of 
academic systems, we approached the Czech university environment using the 
concept of hybrids [Kolsaker 2008]. In using this concept, we drew on the body 
of literature that accentuates the need to avoid dichotomies between the ‘old/



K. Zábrodská et al.: Keeping Marketisation at Bay

351

liberal’ and ‘new/neoliberal’ university [Kolsaker 2008; Linková 2014; Stöckelová 
2014]. Instead, this research makes visible the multiplicity within each academic 
system and the fact that elements of previously dominant cultures survive and 
transform in the new environment [Kolsaker 2008]. The question this paper then 
seeks to address is not whether Czech universities are already ‘marketised’, but 
to what extent they express symptoms related to the professor-oriented and/or 
the market-oriented systems and what impact this has on the well-being of aca-
demic staff. 

The Czech national context: hybrid academic governance

Since 1989 a number of studies have examined the Czech academic profession, yet 
their fi ndings paint no easily coherent picture. Over the past twenty years there 
have been several surveys of academic staff [e.g., Paulík 1995; Tollingerová 1999; 
Matějů and Vitásková 2005; Matějů and Fisher 2009]. Although these surveys pro-
vide important insights into the Czech academic profession, their contribution 
to the analysis of the developments in academic worklife at Czech universities is 
limited given the considerable differences in their focus and methodology. Each 
of the surveys focused on different aspects of the academic profession, without 
much overlap, thus resulting in ‘the fragmentary nature of existing research on 
academics’ [Melichar and Pabian 2007: 41]. Moreover, the surveys did not directly 
relate their fi ndings to the concept of the quality of worklife or to systems of aca-
demic governance that are the main concern of this paper and of the international 
debate to which this paper hopes to contribute. 

One of the fi rst post-1989 surveys [Paulík 1995] was conducted on a small 
sample of 158 respondents from a regional university; its generalisability is there-
fore much restricted. In this survey, academics reported being both stressed and 
satisfi ed: 39.9% reported extreme stress and the mean value of job satisfaction 
was 3.59 on a 5-point Likert scale. Although satisfaction at academic workplaces 
was relatively high, satisfaction with salary was low. Tollingerová [1999] used 
a sample of 1466 academics to compare the Czech academic profession to the 
larger international survey data.2 Her study showed that Czech academics were 
mostly satisfi ed with their academic jobs in an overall sense, but their satisfaction 
concerning specifi c job aspects varied considerably. Academics often identifi ed 
with their profession and viewed it as their life mission, yet they also perceived 
their jobs as demanding. In terms of university governance, academics appreci-
ated the extent of autonomy and support for academic freedom and the consider-
able independence of Czech academia from political pressures. Matějů and Vi-

2 The survey project titled ‘The Academic Profession’ was initiated by the Carnegie Foun-
dation for the Advancement of Teaching. Together with the CAP study, these surveys are 
the two main international surveys of the academic profession so far.
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tásková’s [2005] survey, conducted on a sample of 4415 respondents, was mostly 
concerned with academics’ attitudes towards potential reforms in higher educa-
tion management and funding. At the level of institutional climate, the survey 
showed that most respondents (80–82%) felt their institution supported academic 
freedom, but were split concerning other issues, such as styles of institutional 
management. Like in previous surveys, most academics felt their salaries were 
unfairly low. Most recently, Matějů and Fischer [2009] used a large sample of 
6339 academic staff. Like the previous survey, the main focus was on attitudes 
towards higher education management and its potential reforms. This survey 
suggested that more than half the respondents would support some market-ori-
ented reforms, such as ‘corporate’ management or student fees. At the same time, 
academics appeared to be considerably split with regard to the content of such 
reforms.

Given the noted lack of overlap in the above surveys, a more informative 
analysis of academic regimes can be found in scholarship that directly discusses 
academic cultures and governance within Czech higher education, including 
public universities. Here, the analysis of university governance indicates that 
Czech universities represent a hybrid system that combines the Humboldtian 
model of academic self-rule with emerging marketisation [Dobbins and Knill 
2009]. On one hand, there is strong evidence that Czech public universities have 
until recently resisted neoliberal trends [Dobbins 2011]. In contrast to Anglophone 
countries, such as the UK or Australia, which have faced marketisation (and its 
consequent restriction of academic autonomy) since the 1980s, Czech universities 
after 1989 gained ‘almost unprecedented’ levels of autonomy [Prudký, Pabian and 
Šima 2010: 78] from the state and other external actors. This autonomy developed 
as a response to the state control of universities during the previous communist 
era [Pesik and Gounko 2011]. Thus, the governance at post-1989 Czech universi-
ties has until recently been characterised by ‘an uncompromisingly Humboldtian 
character, governed by an academic oligarchy, shielded by academic freedom and 
institutional autonomy’ [Pabian, Šima and Kynčilová 2011: 96]. Some years ago, 
Melichar and Pabian [2007] observed that the global trend towards managerial-
ism largely evaded Czech academic staff, in part because Czech academics have 
resisted it. More recent studies indicate that the Humboldtian model, based on 
academic autonomy, continues to be a strong presence in the Czech public univer-
sity sector [Hyndlová, Provázková and Pabian 2010; Pabian, Šima and Kynčilová 
2011]. This is also consistent with the above-mentioned national surveys that 
highlighted high levels of autonomy and protection of academic freedoms as key 
aspects of the Czech academic profession. 

 On the other hand, Czech academia has in recent years faced increased 
pressure to adopt certain aspects of market-orientation in order to strengthen 
their competitiveness within the global market [Dvořáčková et al. 2014; Pesik and 
Gounko 2011]. Stöckelová [2014: 435] observes that, at the level of research policy, 
‘the elements of academic capitalism and the audit culture have gradually be-



K. Zábrodská et al.: Keeping Marketisation at Bay

353

come stronger’ over the past ten years. Linková [2014: 78] dates the solidifi cation 
of the emphasis on market and academic metrics in Czech academia even earlier, 
to the beginning of the 2000s. These market-oriented changes include a reduc-
tion in governmental funding, a shift towards performance-based funding allo-
cations, and increasing demands for effi ciency and public accountability. Some 
faculties underwent severe cuts in state funding, leading to layoffs and causing 
academics to be more (or, in some cases, fully) dependent for their success upon 
national and international grant competitions. The university environment also 
shows other signs of the market turn, such as a strengthening of the external in-
fl uences of private industry and of economic rhetoric primarily concerned with 
the applicability of university ‘products’ [Linková and Stöckelová 2012: 619]. 

Research performance among Czech academics has also come under in-
creasing scrutiny. This is evident in the rapidly growing importance of research 
assessments, most notably those embodied in the ‘Methodology for the Assess-
ment of Research and Development and Its Results’ (hereinafter Methodology) 

[Linková and Stöckelová 2012], which is now used routinely (in the Czech Repub-
lic) in both institutional and individual evaluations.3 Given these developments, 
some scholars have observed that Czech academics—mostly those in junior posi-
tions—are already exposed to the adverse effects of the market turn, including 
job insecurity, strong pressures to produce, and permanent stress [see Cidlinská 
and Vohlídalová 2015; Linková and Červinková 2013; Stöckelová 2014]. Consider-
ing this recent evidence, it is not unlikely then that academic worklife in Czech 
public universities has changed in the past few years and may be losing its Hum-
boldtian character as identifi ed in earlier studies. 

The current study

This study examines the quality of academic worklife in Czech public universi-
ties, assessing the extent to which it displays aspects of the professor-oriented 
and/or market model and the impact of these aspects on the well-being of aca-
demic staff. The study represents the fi rst stage of a larger three-year project that 
explores the relationship between work environments and the well-being of uni-
versity academics through a mixed-method design. The purpose of the project 
is to provide a comprehensive analysis of a number of organisational processes 
within the public university sector, including academic leadership, academic cul-
tures, and the development of academic careers. 

The reason the project specifi cally focuses on public universities is the cen-
trality of this sector within Czech higher education. Globally, universities rep-

3 For a discussion of the developments of the ‘Methodology’ and its role in moving Czech 
academia towards the market model and a related economist view of science, see Linková 
and Stöckelová [2012]. 
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resent ‘the traditional core institutions of higher education’ [Locke and Teichler 
2007: 7] that are key actors in the production and dissemination of knowledge. 
In the Czech Republic, this central position is occupied by public universities 
because of their size and impact on teaching and research: the majority of Czech 
higher education students attend public universities and public universities are 
also the main producers of academic research.4 Given the project’s focus on a 
detailed analysis within one specifi c sector, the project does not include a com-
parison with other higher education or research institutions, such as private uni-
versities or the Czech Academy of Sciences.5 

Research design

Data collection

The study was conducted with an electronic questionnaire in November 2014. The 
use of an electronic questionnaire allowed us to reach large numbers of Czech 
faculty members and simultaneously protect their anonymity. Prior to the data 
collection, we compiled a list of e-mail addresses using contact information that is 
publicly available on university websites. Because the study specifi cally focused 
on academic staff, non-academic employees were not included (PhD students 
were included only when they were simultaneously employed in an academic 
position). Academic staff was defi ned as persons employed at a teaching and/or 
research position at a public university. Those who had simultaneous positions 
at other higher education institutions or research institutions were invited only 
if their academic position at a public university was their main source of income. 

In total, we collected approximately 20 000 e-mail addresses. According 
to statistics, the total number of academic staff in Czech public universities in 
2013/2014 was 21 545 [Czech Statistical Offi ce 2015], which means we contacted 
almost all university academics. The potential participants were then sent an 
e-mail that included information about the research and a direct link to our web-
based questionnaire. The e-mail with the link to the questionnaire was sent in 
November, close to the end of the semester, in order to ensure that respondents 
had previously spent several months in direct contact with their academic work 
environments. 

4 Koucký [cited in Stöckelová 2014] reports that, in 2011–2012, 79% of all higher education 
students attended public universities. Public universities also repeatedly occupy the high-
est ranks among the top 20 producers of academic research [Hodnocení výsledků výz-
kumných organizací v roce 2014]. Additionally, in the Czech Republic public universities 
are central with respect to academic careers: they are the only institutions that can grant 
academic qualifi cation of associate professors and professors to Czech academics. 
5 Our focus on the university sector is also consistent with Shin and Jung’s [2014] compar-
ative framework that excludes non-university institutions. 
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Respondents

Of those invited to participate, 4517 academics responded and completed the 
questionnaire (23% response rate). To avoid problems stemming from missing 
values in the analysis, we used a sample of 2229 academics all of whom fully 
completed the questionnaire.6 The effective sample thus included 10% of the re-
searched population, which is comparable to other studies using online surveys 
among academic faculty [e.g. Kolsaker 2008]. 

The composition of the effective sample is described in Table 1. As can 
be seen, a slightly larger number of men participated in the study (57.1%). The 
most highly represented were younger academics aged between 30 and 39 years 
(40.4%), followed by the age group 40–49 (17.2%). The largest share was academ-
ics in the ranks of assistant professors (42.9%), followed by associate professors 
and professors (23.1%). Of all respondents, 32.6% identifi ed themselves as occu-
pying a leadership position at various levels of the organisational hierarchy. Most 
worked in the humanities and the social sciences (42.2%), followed by the natural 
sciences (33.1%), and the technical sciences (22.7%). The majority of respondents 
were employed at a public university full time (68.2%).

Comparison with national statistics suggests that our sample was fairly 
comparable to the researched population in most key features, except that of aca-
demic discipline. In terms of gender, national statistics [Czech Statistical Offi ce 
2015] report that women comprised 35.6% of academic staff at Czech public uni-
versities in 2013/2014, compared to 42.9% in our sample. Women were therefore 
overrepresented in our sample, but the difference was not dramatic (7.3%). The 
sample showed good representativeness regarding gender composition across 
academic ranks. According to the Czech Statistical Offi ce [2015], in 2013/2014 
women made up 14.5% of professors (compared to 16.4% in our sample), 24.8% 
of associate professors (compared to 29.0% in our sample) and 48.9% of assistant 
professors (which equals 48.9% in our sample). Regarding disciplines, national 
statistics for the year 2013/2014 [Czech Statistical Offi ce 2015] report that, in the 
higher education sector, 23.8% of academics worked in technical sciences (com-
pared to 22.7% in our sample), 40.7% in natural and medical sciences (compared 
to 33.1% in our sample), and 28.2% social sciences and humanities (compared to 
42.2% in our sample). Therefore, academics in natural and medical sciences were 
underrepresented, while those in the social sciences and humanities were over-
represented in the study. Despite this bias, we were able to include into the study 
a substantial proportion of academics from all main disciplines. 

6 We recognise that excluding questionnaires with incomplete items may seem unneces-
sarily restrictive for the purpose of descriptive statistics and correlations reported in this 
article. However, in our follow-up analyses related to the project we use more advanced 
statistical methods, such as SEM, in which such reduction is appropriate. As the aim of the 
project is to provide a coherent and comprehensive portrayal of Czech academics’ working 
lives, we have decided to use the same sample and dataset across all our analyses.
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Measures

We designed our questionnaire based upon previously established fi ndings con-
cerning the quality of academic worklife and the well-being of academic staff 
[e.g. Fredman and Doughney 2012; Schulz 2013; Shin and Jung 2014; Winefi eld et 
al. 2003]. As noted above, the study was part of a larger project that aims to de-
scribe the Czech university environment and to examine complex relationships 
between varied facets of academics’ well-being and their working conditions.7 
For this reason, we decided to include the well-established, standardised meas-
ures in our questionnaire that are necessary for such statistical analyses. These 
included selected measures of organisational climate [Patterson et al. 2005], psy-
chosocial work environments, including job satisfaction and stress [Kristensen et 
al. 2005], and several other measures not discussed in the current article (work 
engagement and burnout, life satisfaction, and personality measures). The ques-
tionnaire further covered demographic and employment variables (e.g. age, gen-
der, academic title, formal position, length of employment) and perceptions of 
workload and work content (weekly working hours, proportion of working time 
dedicated to research/ teaching/ administration). In what follows, we describe 
those measures relevant for the current article in more detail. 

Consistent with international research, we used job satisfaction and stress 
as two main indicators of the well-being of academic staff. Job satisfaction was 
measured with the ‘job satisfaction’ scale from the Copenhagen Psychosocial 
Questionnaire II [COPSOQ II; Kristensen et al. 2005]. This scale measures overall 
job satisfaction (‘How pleased are you with your job as a whole, everything taken 
into consideration?’) as well as satisfaction with specifi c aspects of the job, such 
as career prospects. We also added a question addressing academic satisfaction 
with salary, as previous national surveys showed its relevance. The second meas-
ure of well-being was stress, measured with the ‘stress’ scales from the COPSOQ 
II. The stress scales are designed to assess the frequency with which respondents 
had experienced stress-related emotions during the preceding four weeks (e.g. 
‘How often did you feel stressed during the past 4 weeks?’). In terms of com-
parison potential, these measures have both strengths and limits. The measure 
of overall job satisfaction is well-suited for both national and international com-
parison because studies typically use similar questions to measure this concept.8 
The comparison is more limited with respect to stress where measures tend to be 
more varied. However, consistent with the COPSOQ II, studies assessing stress in 

7 For instance, one of the analyses uses the questionnaire data to examine both direct and 
indirect links between academic personality traits and life satisfaction through work en-
gagement and job satisfaction [Blatný et al. 2016].
8 For instance, in the CAP study, overall job satisfaction was measured by asking ‘How 
would you rate your overall satisfaction with your current job?’ [Shin and Jung 2014]. In 
the Czech Republic, Tollingerová [1999: 37] asked academics ‘To what extent are you gen-
erally satisfi ed with your professional situation, in an overall sense?’ 
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academic staff commonly use measures that ask respondents to assess levels of 
strain over the past weeks [see, e.g., Winefi eld et al. 2003]. 

Regarding perceptions of academic work environments, we examined two 
main domains. The fi rst was the organisational climate, measured by selected 
scales from the Organizational Climate Measure (OCM) [Patterson et al. 2005]. 
Organisational climate refers to shared employee perceptions of organisational 
practices and procedures [Patterson et al. 2005], that is, to how things are usually 
done within the organisation. We specifi cally focused on organisational climate 
at the level of academic departments in order to assess the extent to which the 
departmental climates involved aspects of traditional, professor-oriented climate 
and/or the market-oriented climates. Based on literature review, we selected fi ve 
scales that directly relate to these academic models. Scales that we defi ned as 
aspects of the professor-oriented model included: Autonomy (the scope of infl u-
ence academics have over their work), Quality (the degree to which the quality 
of academic work is emphasised) and Involvement (participation of academics 
in governance and decision-making). Scales that were defi ned as aspects of the 
market model were: Pressure to Produce (pressure on academics to meet targets), 
and Performance Feedback (emphasis on feedback, and measurement of job per-
formance). 

The second domain was the psychosocial work environment measured by 
selected scales from the COPSOQ II [Kristensen et al. 2005]. In contrast to the or-
ganisational climate measure, the measure of the psychosocial environment ad-
dresses individual work experiences, rather than shared organisational practices. 
From the COPSOQ II, we selected scales measuring variables typically discussed 
as key concerns of the deteriorating academic worklife in market-oriented coun-
tries. These included: Quantitative Demands, Job Insecurity, Infl uence, Recogni-
tion, Role Clarity, Job Insecurity and Commitment to the Workplace. We also 
added scales measuring levels of social community and support because these 
can be considered as mitigations against the detrimental effects of marketisation 
[Weinrib et al. 2013]. These included Social Community, Social Support from Col-
leagues, Social Support from Supervisors and Quality of Leadership. 

All standardised measures were translated into Czech using a standard 
back-translation procedure. The Cronbach’s coeffi cients alpha ranged from 0.842 
to 0.751 in the case of organisational climate scales and 0.886 to 0.703 in the case of 
the COPSOQ II scales. Thus, the reliability of the scales used in the study ranged 
from satisfactory to very good with all values above the threshold 0.7.

Analysis

We used SPPS 21.0 software to analyse the questionnaire data. Basic fi ndings 
(sample description, including job-related well-being and work environment 
aspects) were obtained using descriptive statistics (i.e. means, standard devia-
tions, and frequencies of the responses in the particular scales). The relationship 
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between employee well-being and work environment variables was computed 
using the Spearman correlation coeffi cient. As we included only the complete 
response vectors in the analysis, there was no missing data. All reported correla-
tions were signifi cant at p  0.01 level. 

Findings and discussion

In reporting our fi ndings, we fi rst discuss levels of academics’ well-being (i.e. job 
satisfaction and stress) and then proceed to examine the relationship between job 
satisfaction/stress and more specifi c aspects of respondents’ work environments. 

Czech academics: still satisfi ed 

As Table 2 shows, the majority of respondents (83.6%) were very satisfi ed or 
satisfi ed with their jobs, when all job aspects were taken into consideration. 
Respondents also had positive views on specifi c aspects of their job, except for 
their salaries. While a majority said they were satisfi ed with their physical work-
ing conditions (80.8%), the ways in which their abilities were used (69.1%), and 
their career prospects (66.8%), more than half (54.0%) were dissatisfi ed or very 
dissatisfi ed with their salaries. When compared with results in the CAP survey, 
the level of overall job satisfaction in our sample was high. As Shin and Jung 
[2014] reported, the average percentage of academics satisfi ed with their jobs was 
69.5% in countries classifi ed as ‘the high-satisfaction/low stress cluster’ but fell to 
55.3% in the ‘low-satisfaction/high stress’ cluster. When compared with previous 
national surveys, our fi ndings suggest a consistency in two long-lasting trends 
within the Czech academic profession: high satisfaction with academic jobs in 
an overall sense [Paulík 1995; Tollingerová 1999] and dissatisfaction with salaries 
[e.g., Paulík 1995; Matějů and Vitásková 2005; Matějů and Fischer 2009;9 Melichar 
and Pabian 2007]. Thus, there appears to be continuity of these two aspects, with-
out any visible drop in Czech academics’ overall satisfaction. This is in contrast to 
some qualitative studies that reported a decline in joy and job satisfaction result-
ing from managerial practices [Linková 2014]. 

The second indicator of well-being measured in the study was stress. As can 
be seen in Table 3, the percentages of those who experienced high levels of stress 
were relatively low. About half of respondents (51.9%) reported no or minimal ex-
periences of stress, while only 13.7% felt heavily stressed. Considering that more 
than half of respondents did not feel particularly stressed during the middle of 
an academic year suggests low levels of stress, particularly when compared with 
data from market-oriented countries. For instance, in a US study of tenure-track 

9 In this survey, however, satisfaction with salaries increased when academics were asked 
about their total income (33% said they had multiple sources of income). 
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university teachers, two-thirds said that they were under stress at least 50% of 
their work-time [Blix et al. 1994]. In Australia, Winefi eld et al. [2003] found that 
43% of academics across 17 universities could be classifi ed as at risk of psycholog-
ical illness resulting from undue stress (as compared to only 12% in the general 
Australian population). In a study among UK academics, Kinman [2001] found 
that 53% of the respondents reported borderline levels of stress (as compared to 
27% in the general UK population). 

These relatively low levels of stress in our sample are also consistent with 
respondents’ estimated workloads as measured by the number of weekly work-
ing hours. Kinman [2001] observed that the threshold leading to poor psychologi-
cal health (including stress) in academic staff is working over 50 hours per week. 
On average, Czech academics in our sample estimated working 44.76 hours per 
week—a number well below this threshold. In fact, according to Shin and Jung’s 
[2014] study, working around 44 hours per week is the average workload charac-
teristic for ‘low-stress’ academic systems. By comparison, academics in the ‘high-
stress/low satisfaction’ cluster (including the UK and Australia) report working 
on average 47.3 hours per week [ibid.]. Similarly to the fi ndings reported by Tollin-
gerová [1999] almost two decades ago, Czech academics therefore appear to con-
tinue to have lower weekly workloads than academics in Anglophone countries.10 

Research fi nds that the well-being of academic staff typically differs by gen-
der, age, and seniority [Bentley et al. 2013]. Owing to spatial constraints, we ad-
dressed some of these demographic differences in another paper, in particular the 
differences related to gender [see Zábrodská et al. forthcoming]. In this paper, we 

10 In 1999, Tollingerová reported that Czech academics in ranks of professors worked on 
average 40–43 hours per week (depending on the part of academic year). By comparison, 
professors in selected Anglophone countries reported their weekly workload to be consid-
erably higher: 46–52 hours in the US and even 50–52 hours in Australia. 

Table 2.  Job satisfaction (mean values and standard deviation measured on a scale: 
(1) very dissatisfi ed, (2) dissatisfi ed, (3) satisfi ed, (4) very satisfi ed)

Satisfaction with… M (SD) Satisfi ed Dissatisfi ed

Job as a whole, everything taken into 
consideration 3.0  (.62) 83.6% 16.4%

Physical working conditions 2.99 (.73) 80.8% 19.2%

Use of your abilities 2.74  (.74) 69.1% 30.9%

Career prospects 2.72 (.75) 66.8% 33.2%

Pay 2.33 (.90) 46.0% 54.0%

Note: The category ‘satisfi ed’ combines responses ‘very satisfi ed’ and ‘satisfi ed. The 
category ‘dissatisfi ed’ combines responses ‘dissatisfi ed’ and ‘very dissatisfi ed’. 
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observed that women faculty were less satisfi ed with their jobs than men faculty, 
and that job satisfaction steadily increased with age and academic rank, while 
stress decreased. In other words, younger academics in lower academic ranks were 
less satisfi ed and more stressed than older academics in senior positions (profes-
sors and associate professors). Still, despite these differences, the overall picture 
did not change: the majority of academics in our sample were rather satisfi ed with 
their jobs and reported relatively low levels of stress. In fact, drawing on Shin and 
Jung’s [2014] classifi cation, we would classify Czech university academics into the 
cluster of high satisfaction/low stress countries, which typically operate under 
professor-oriented systems. In this cluster, the average percentage of academics 
satisfi ed with their jobs was 69.5%, while 27.4% reported being under stress. Our 
fi ndings thus showed even higher levels of well-being than reported for this clus-
ter.11 In sum, we would suggest that the Czech academic profession continues to 
represent a high satisfaction and low stress occupation, as was the case in ad-
vanced Western countries before the onset of managerialism in the 1980s.12 

Departmental climates: autonomy and quality prevails

In order to explain the relatively high levels of well-being observed among Czech 
academics, we examined whether their satisfaction was related to the quality of 
their work environment. First, we shall look at the fi ndings on organisational 
climates at the level of academic departments. 

11 It needs to be noted that the CAP study [as reported by Shin and Jung 2014] used a 
5-point Likert scale to assess overall job satisfaction, while the COPSOQ II uses a 4-point 
Likert scale. Therefore, the numerical comparison between the studies is only approxi-
mate. 
12 In that era, academics in countries which now are market-oriented, such as the US, re-
ported similarly high levels of job satisfaction as in our study. For instance, in a study from 
the 1980s [Willie and Stecklein 1982], 80% of US academics were satisfi ed with their jobs. 
These levels have, however, seen a major drop in the past two decades, classifying current 
US faculties into the low satisfaction cluster [Shin and Jung 2014]. 

Table 3.  Emotions related to stress as reported on a scale: (1) all the time, (2) a large 
part of the time, (3) part of the time, (4) a small part of the time, (5) not at all

M (SD)
All the time-
A large part 
of the time

Part of the 
time

A small part 
of the time/

not at all

Experience of emo-
tions related to stress 3.35 (.82) 13.7% 34.4% 51.9%
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As Table 4 shows, the majority of academics in our sample perceived de-
partmental climates as defi ned by two main aspects: autonomy (74.7%) and a fo-
cus on quality (70.4%). Both autonomy and quality can be considered traditional 
academic values related to the professor-oriented, self-governance academic sys-
tem. For instance, Anderson [2008] views autonomy and internal notion quality13 
as vital resources in resisting managerial regimes. Autonomy and quality typi-
cally decline under market reforms: autonomy gives way to more autocratic lead-
ership and the infl uence of external stakeholders [Shin and Jung 2014], while the 
focus on quality leads to concerns with quantifi able output. By contrast, our fi nd-
ings suggest that the market-oriented changes in Czech research policy have not 
yet disrupted these traditional academic values, at least at the level of academic 
departments. High levels of autonomy were a dominant aspect of the Czech aca-
demic profession in previous national surveys [Tollingerová 1999; Matějů and 
Vitásková 2005]. Our fi ndings thus indicate continuity of this aspect of Czech 
academic worklife. Interestingly, the level of perceived involvement of academ-
ics in decision-making was considerably lower (57.6%). This suggests that Czech 
academics enjoy high autonomy, but fi nd their involvement less satisfactory. 

The two other variables of organisational climate that were measured (Pres-
sure to Produce, Performance Feedback) refl ect the emphasis put on pressure 
for productivity and receiving feedback on one’s performance that we hypoth-
esised to be characteristic of the market model. These features were consider-
ably less pronounced in academics’ perceptions of their departmental climates, 
but were still reported by slightly more than half of respondents. Recent policies 
implemented within Czech higher education have clearly put stronger pressure 
on academic productivity (e.g. by linking faculty budgets to publication output) 
and measurements of academics’ performance (e.g. by increasing the importance 
of quantitative indicators, such as the h-index, in evaluations of academic pro-
ductivity) [Government of the Czech Republic 2013]. Additionally, some faculties 
have changed their remuneration practices in recent years from remuneration 
based on seniority towards a more performance-based salary, thereby adding to 
the pressure for academic productivity. It is thus likely that these changes are 
refl ected in the stronger emphasis on productivity and feedback observed in our 
fi ndings. 

Consistent with our expectations, the results of the correlation analysis (Ta-
ble 4) show that traditional academic values of quality, involvement, and autono-
my are positively correlated with academic well-being, while the market-related 
pressure to produce has a negative effect. The fi ndings concerning autonomy are 
consistent with previous analyses of the Czech academic profession. For instance, 
Melichar and Pabian [2007] argued that the high levels of satisfaction observed 

13 Quality, in the sense measured in the study, corresponds with the traditional emphasis 
on internal quality of academic work. It refl ects respondents’ agreement with statements 
such as ‘Quality is taken very seriously at this workplace’. 
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among Czech academics across national surveys can be primarily accounted for 
by their high levels of autonomy. Our correlation analysis supports this argu-
ment, but also shows that the focus on quality had an even stronger effect on 
job satisfaction than autonomy. This is interesting given the recent emphasis on 
the quantity of research output in Czech research policy which many Czech aca-
demics’ view as contradictory to their own passion for quality [Dvořáčková et 
al. 2014]. Thus, if departmental climates in the future prioritise quantity without 
also emphasising quality, this would likely lead to signifi cant declines in the well-
being of academic staff. 

Our only unexpected correlation was observed in regard to performance 
feedback. While we hypothesised performance feedback to be a market-related 
feature with negative effects on the well-being of academic staff, we found that 
performance feedback showed a positive connection to job satisfaction and a 
negative connection to stress. Our original hypothesis was based on an assump-
tion that performance feedback, as measured by the OCM, refers primarily to the 
extent to which academics’ performance is formally measured and evaluated by 
their supervisors. However, the OCM items are rather ambiguous in this respect 
and open to different interpretations.14 The performance feedback items may re-

14 In the OCM, performance feedback is measured by respondents’ agreement with state-
ments such as ‘People’s performance is measured on a regular basis’ or ‘People usually 

Table 4.  Organisational climate at the level of departments as reported on a scale: 
(1) defi nitely false, (2) mostly false, (3) mostly true, (4) defi nitely true 

Our department … M (SD)
Defi nitely
/ Mostly 

False 

Mostly/ 
Defi nitely 

true

Correlation coeffi cient

Job satis-
faction Stress

Provides autonomy to 
 academics (Autonomy) 2.86 (.70) 25.3% 74.7% .324** –.195**

Emphasises the quality 
of work (Quality) 2.89 (.73) 29.6% 70.4% .456** –.214**

Pressures academics to 
 produce (Pressure to 
 Produce)

2.67 (.64) 41.1% 59.9% –.124** .281**

Involves academics in 
 decision making 
(Involvement)

2.59 (.69) 42.4% 57.6% .409** –.225**

Provides academics with 
performance feedback 
(Performance Feedback)

2.57 (.66) 45.6% 54.4% .399** –.189**

** – correlation signifi cant at p < .001 level.
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fer not only to formal evaluation from supervisors but also to supportive and in-
formal feedback from peers, as characteristic of collegial academic environments. 
Consistent with our fi ndings, such collegial feedback would likely be positively 
connected to the well-being of academic staff. In other words, the relationship be-
tween job satisfaction/stress and performance feedback likely depends on who 
is giving the feedback to whom, how, where, and when, which cannot be estab-
lished based on the OCM questionnaire. Future research is thus needed to ex-
amine in more details specifi c forms of performance feedback received by Czech 
faculty and potentially varied effects that different forms of feedback have on 
their well-being. 

Quality of psychosocial work environments 

Market-related stressors

Next, we examined other work environment factors that were identifi ed as con-
cerns in the market model, this time with a focus on individual academics’ expe-
riences. Literature reviews show that academics in the market system experience 
excessively high performance expectations and workloads, high job insecurity 
and high role ambiguity (i.e. low role clarity) [Fredman and Doughney 2012; 
Gillespie et al. 2001; Schulz 2013; Tytherleigh et al. 2005; Winter, Taylor and Sarros 
2000]. At the same time, academics report low infl uence over work, low organisa-
tional commitment (i.e. commitment to the workplace), and less recognition [e.g., 
Shin and Jung 2014; Winter, Taylor and Sarros 2000]. Therefore, we measured all 
these market-related aspects and hypothesised that they would negatively cor-
relate with academics’ well-being. 

Table 5 summarises our fi ndings. As this table shows, stressors typically 
identifi ed in market-oriented countries had a relatively low prevalence in our 
sample. In terms of work demands, the largest group of respondents (42.9%) re-
ported moderate quantitative work demands and one-third even reported low or 
very low work demands. Therefore, most respondents were able to cope with the 
amount and speed of their work and work overload did not appear to be a preva-
lent concern. Job insecurity, as another market-related stressor, was also com-
paratively low, with only 17.0% of respondents reporting high or very high job 
insecurity. On the other hand, respondents perceived a number of positive factors 
within their environments. The majority felt that they had high or very high role 
clarity (70.4%), moderate to high infl uence over their work (84.6%), were moder-
ately to highly committed to their workplaces (79.2%), and felt moderate to high 
recognition for their work (78.7%). These fi ndings suggest that the market-related 

receive feedback on the quality of work they have done’. For the purpose of the study, 
we substituted ‘people’ with ‘academics’ to specifi cally measure working conditions of 
academic staff only. 
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changes have not yet had a dramatic impact on worklife of academic staff in our 
sample. Rather, features related to the more traditional academic environment, 
such as job security and workplace commitment, appeared to prevail. 

The results of the correlation analysis (Table 5) were consistent with our 
expectations. Features related to the more traditional, collegial cultures (role clar-
ity, infl uence over work, commitment, and recognition) were positively corre-
lated with academic well-being, while market-related features (job insecurity and 
quantitative demands) showed negative effects. Especially high recognition and 
commitment to the workplace represented key characteristics of those academics 
who were satisfi ed with their jobs. The lowest correlations, on the other hand, 
were observed between job insecurity and job satisfaction and stress, which pro-
vides further evidence that job insecurity was not a signifi cant concern for most 
respondents. 

This is in contrast to some studies that describe job insecurity as a growing 
source of distress in Czech academia [Cidlinská and Vohlídalová 2015]. How-
ever, the evidence about growing job insecurity has been observed mostly in the 
Czech Academy of Sciences among junior academics at the PhD and postdoc 
levels. By contrast, the majority of our sample consisted of more senior faculty 
(assistant professors and above) with full-time contracts. Consequently, it can be 
assumed that these academics were better established in their academic careers 

Table 5.  Experience of selected market-related stressors, sorted by the mean value as 
reported on a scale: (1) very low, (2) low, (3) moderate, (4) high, (5) very high

Perceived … M(SD) Very 
low/low Moderate High/

very high

Correlation 
 coeffi cient

Job satis-
faction Stress

Role clarity 3.85 
(.80) 3.6% 26.0% 70.4% .411** –.314**

Infl uence 3.43 
(.78) 15.4% 42.5% 42.1% .395** –.267**

Commitment to 
the workplace

3.38 
(.89) 20.4% 35.9% 43.7% .647** –.306**

Recognition 3.19 
(.87) 21.3% 39.1% 39.6% .735** –.302**

Quantitative work 
demands

2.97 
(.81) 33.5% 42.9% 23.6% –.204** .451**

Job insecurity 2.6 
(1.13) 55.3% 27.7% 17.0% –.197** .227**

** – correlation signifi cant at p < .001 level.
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and therefore enjoyed higher levels of job security than junior academics in the 
above study. Other factors may also explain the relatively strong job security. For 
instance, because of the policies of the Czech Accreditation Commission, Czech 
academic departments prefer personnel stability and to have stable, ‘core’ de-
partment members [Dvořáčková et al. 2014]. Additionally, ‘academic inbreed-
ing’15 and a lack of inter-institutional mobility have long been typical features of 
staffi ng and job-holding in Czech academic departments [Prudký, Pabian and 
Šima 2010]. This implies that academics who are already established in the de-
partment (such as those with full-time contracts and Ph.D. titles) have relatively 
good chances of keeping their jobs. 

Interpersonal relationships: more community, less support

Finally, we look at fi ndings concerning interpersonal relationships in academic 
departments. Traditionally, universities have been characterised by a collegial 
culture involving strong a social community and collegial support. This form of 
collegiality is yet another feature that is believed to deteriorate in the market sys-
tem, particularly due to increased competitiveness and individualism of manage-
rial academia [e.g. Winter, Taylor and Sarros 2000]. On a more positive side, col-
legiality can also be considered a protective factor against detrimental effects of 
managerial reforms [Weinrib et al. 2013]. We were therefore interested in to what 
extent Czech academics experienced good social community and support, both 
from their colleagues and direct supervisors. 

As can be seen in Table 6, the majority of respondents (64%) experienced 
high or very high levels of social community, which indicates good social atmos-
pheres and collaboration with peers. Respondents also agreed that they received 
high or very high social support from their colleagues (41.6%), while only 17.5% 
felt that they received low collegial support. These fi ndings suggest that the tra-
ditional values of academic community and collegiality have largely survived 
in the respondents’ departments. The fi ndings were less positive with regard to 
support from direct supervisors and particularly the quality of their leadership. 
Quality of leadership was measured by questions addressing superiors’ abilities 
to support academics’ professional growth and their capacity for effective work 
management and confl ict resolutions. More than one third (33.1%) of respond-
ents perceived their superiors as lacking these abilities. 

As expected, correlation analysis showed that all interpersonal variables 
were signifi cantly linked to both job satisfaction and stress. The highest posi-

15 In the fi eld of higher education research, the term ‘academic inbreeding’ refers to ‘a re-
cruitment practice where universities hire their own doctoral students after graduation, 
who subsequently remain at the institution to work for their entire careers’ [Horta 2013: 
488]. This practice is closely linked to inter-institutional immobility, and by implication, 
the relative stability of academic careers. 
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tive effect on job satisfaction was quality of leadership, which, however, was 
perceived as relatively low. Internationally, academics are often critical of the 
quality of academic leadership at their institutions, with some studies indicat-
ing that those in junior positions are the most critical of their academic leaders 
[e.g. Coates et al. 2010]. The causes of low-quality leadership presumably differ 
across academic systems. For instance, Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle [2011] observe 
that systems based on academic self-governance are particularly prone to weak 
leadership due to the lack of concern with management and manpower planning 
that is characteristic of this system. Still, some factors contributing to poor aca-
demic leadership appear to be shared more globally. These include insuffi cient 
systematic preparation and managerial training available to academic leaders or 
confl icting demands on academic leaders concerning their managerial responsi-
bilities and the simultaneous expectations of uninterrupted scholarly productiv-
ity (for a review of research on academic leadership, see Machovcová and Zá-
brodská [2016]). Of course, the relatively low satisfaction with leadership in our 
sample does not necessarily mean that leadership in departments is poor. It may, 
for instance, refl ect the unrealistically high expectations of leaders, as refl ected in 
the term ‘leaderism’ [McFarlane 2014]. Clearly, however, the forms and quality of 
academic leadership in Czech departments are well suited for future and more 
detailed research. 

Table 6.  Interpersonal relationships and leadership, sorted by the mean value 
as reported on a scale: (1) very low, (2) low, (3) moderate, (4) high, 
(5) very high

Perceived … M(SD) Very 
low/low Moderate High/

very high

Correlation 
coeffi cient

Job satis-
faction

Stress/
burnout

Social community 
at work

3.86 
(.80) 8.4% 27.0% 64.6% .379** –.269**

Social support 
from colleagues

3.24 
(.84) 17.5% 40.9% 41.6% .305** –.142**

Social support 
from supervisor

3.16 
(1.01) 26.1% 31.2% 42.7% .415** –.212**

Quality of leader-
ship

3.05 
(1.0) 33.1% 34.6% 32.3% .495** –.255**

** – correlation signifi cant at p < .001 level.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to examine the quality of academic worklife in 
Czech public universities and to assess the extent to which academic staff have 
been exposed to market-related features in their work environments. The study 
highlighted relatively high levels of well-being among academics in our sample 
as well as a number of positive aspects in their work environments. These in-
cluded autonomy and a focus on quality at the level of departmental climate, role 
clarity, infl uence, commitment to the workplace, and strong social community 
at the level of individual work environments. By contrast, the negative aspects 
that we defi ned as market-oriented, such as high quantitative work demands (i.e. 
work overload) and job insecurity, were experienced only by a minority. Return-
ing to Shin and Jung’s [2014] comparative framework, we would therefore argue 
that Czech faculty members work in an environment that corresponds in most 
features to the traditional professor-oriented system, based on autonomy and col-
legiality. Professor-oriented systems are associated with high job satisfaction and 
low stress in academic staff, combined with relatively high autonomy, infl uence 
over academic work, and the social prestige of the academic profession within 
society [Shin and Jung 2014]. This description fi ts our fi ndings concerning Czech 
academic worklife.16 

The relative absence of market-related stressors in our sample is interest-
ing because it suggests that the increasing market-orientation of Czech research 
policy has not signifi cantly affected the quality of academic working lives thus 
far. The only market-related feature with negative effects on academic well-being, 
reported by more than half of respondents, was pressure for productivity. This 
pressure, though, was reported at the level of departmental climate, not at the 
individual level: despite the climate of pressure, most academics said their own 
work demands were moderate. Therefore, it appears that while academic depart-
ments increasingly emphasise the need for higher productivity (e.g. through de-
partmental meetings and mission statements), most individual academics are not 
yet negatively affected to the extent that they would feel overloaded and stressed. 
In other words, there may be a gap between market-orientation at the more sys-
temic level and academics’ individual working lives. It is also possible that the 
market-oriented changes described throughout the paper have been implement-
ed too recently to have an immediate effect and will only manifest themselves 
in the (near) future. Additionally, other factors may mitigate against the effect 
of marketisation. For instance, some qualitative studies among Czech academ-
ics show that middle-level academic leaders (i.e. department chairs and research 
team leaders) may deliberately take up positions as ‘buffers’ against manageri-

16 While we did not address the social prestige of Czech academics in the study, public 
opinion surveys of prestige of occupations document that academic (or scientifi c) profes-
sion repeatedly ranks among the most respected occupations in the Czech society [Public 
Opinion Research Centre 2016].
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alism to protect academics in their departments or teams from undue pressure 
[Machovcová, Zábrodská and Mudrák 2016; Linková 2014]. 

An interesting point to consider in this context is whether the high levels 
of well-being of academic staff observed in our sample is actually a welcome 
fi nding. In organisational theory, well-being at work—particularly job satisfac-
tion—is usually considered to be positively associated with academic productiv-
ity, although not always in direct ways [Mamiseishvili and Rosser 2011]. It should 
therefore be in universities’ best interests to have satisfi ed faculty. On the other 
hand, some studies found negative connections between faculty satisfaction and 
productivity. In an older study by Terpstra, Olson, and Lockeman [1982], for in-
stance, the implementation of ‘management by objectives’ increased academics’ 
productivity, while decreasing their satisfaction. A similar conclusion is implied 
by Shin and Jung’s [2014] comparative study. Their analysis shows that market-
oriented countries with low faculty satisfaction (UK, Australia, the US) are those 
with the highest levels of productivity, as measured by the number of refereed 
publications, and with the highest salaries. One could also add that these are the 
countries with the top-performing universities in the world, globally perceived 
as highly prestigious academic locations. It is therefore rather intriguing that aca-
demics in these countries are the least satisfi ed, while the most satisfi ed academ-
ics work in countries with comparatively low productivity and low salaries (an 
example of which is Mexico, where 87% report high satisfaction). 

Shin and Jung [ibid.] explain these seeming contradictions by the fact that 
academics in the ‘high satisfaction/low stress’ countries have the largest degree 
of academic freedom, shared governance, and empowerment, as well as the low-
est levels of performance-based management. Therefore, academics can be satis-
fi ed when granted these conditions, despite other negative factors. The point to 
be made here is that well-being of academic staff does not necessarily positively 
relate to other desirable outputs, such as organisational effi ciency, individual 
productivity, or rewarding salaries. Therefore, when interpreting the fi ndings of 
the current study, it must be emphasised that our focus on academics’ well-being 
presents only a partial and potentially an unduly positive portrayal of Czech uni-
versity environments. This is also because the study mostly examined the quality 
of individual worklife and did not address more systemic issues, such as funding 
mechanisms or conditions for excellent research. Earlier studies [Matějů and Fis-
cher 2009; Melichar and Pabian 2007] showed that Czech academics can be satis-
fi ed with their own jobs, yet manifest systemic dissatisfaction and believe that 
signifi cant institutional reforms are needed. Therefore, if more systemic issues 
such as attitudes towards funding allocation or research assessment had been 
addressed, the study might have revealed a less optimistic picture. 



Sociologický časopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2016, Vol. 52, No. 3

370

Limitations and future directions

This study has several limitations, some of which simultaneously point to direc-
tions for future research. First, the research sample was based on self-selection. 
Although the sample corresponded fairly well to the researched population in 
terms of gender, age, and academic position, the self-selection may have biased 
the fi ndings. It is plausible, for instance, that academics experiencing high levels 
of stress and work overload were less likely to complete the questionnaire than 
those under less time pressure, which might then account for low levels of stress 
in the sample. Furthermore, academics from the humanities and social sciences 
were overrepresented in the study, so our fi ndings apply more to the conditions 
in these disciplines than in the natural and technical sciences. The second limita-
tion derives from the lack of consistency across studies on academic well-being 
that limits the possibility of comparisons between research fi ndings and, conse-
quently, between various national systems. This also includes the inconsistency 
between the methods used in ours and in other national studies so that only ten-
tative conclusions can be made about developmental trends in Czech academic 
worklife. Third, given the aim of this article to provide a comprehensive descrip-
tion of academic worklife in Czech public universities, the article stressed the 
shared features of academics’ working lives, while somewhat downplaying po-
tential differences and inequalities between subgroups of academics. These will 
be the focus of our next paper. Fourth, questionnaire data generally provide only 
limited insights into the measured variables. For instance, our fi ndings concern-
ing relative dissatisfaction with academic leadership offer few insights into how 
academics actually defi ne ‘good’ or ‘poor’ leadership or how their expectations 
of academic leaders intersect with their own academic identities and aspirations. 
To address these more interpretative questions, qualitative data will be collected 
in the next stage of the project. Finally, as noted above, our focus on academics’ 
well-being presents only a partial portrayal of the work environment in Czech 
public universities. Ideally, future research should combine a detailed enquiry 
into academics individual working lives with an analysis of more systemic issues. 
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