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Abstract 

Despite universities throughout the world frequently citing research as their primary 

goal, multiple studies have revealed disappointingly low levels at many Saudi 

universities. This study therefore examined the perceptions of faculty members 

regarding the importance of research, encompassing motivation and issues affecting 

research productivity. The study employed qualitative inductive research in the form of 

a case study and in-depth structured interviews for data collection. The participants were 

eighty-seven faculty members, three from each college (twenty-nine in total) at MER 

University, varying in terms of age, gender, academic ranking, qualification, discipline, 

and managerial role. The findings relating to the first question were grouped according 

to six major themes: development of knowledge in the field, development of individual 

skills, meeting the needs of society, help managing crises (e.g. coronavirus), and 

supporting the country’s economy. Five major themes emerged for the second part of the 

question: earning points for promotion and improving salary, license to be an examiner 

at different universities inside and outside the country, preserving the intellectual 

property of the research owner (individual or institution), providing others with an 

opportunity to access new data and solve problems about a specific topic. In answer to 

the second question four key themes emerged, each with a number of sub-themes: 

institutional factors, environmental factors, individual interest, and ability related 

factors. There were three themes mentioned in relation to the third question, each linked 

to a number of sub-themes: leadership levels (Ministry of Education - University – 

College – department level), the media, and external institutions.  
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Introduction 

Research is a vital facet of the role and function of universities in the modern era, as 

universities are expected to serve as a source of knowledge and innovative ideas. Many 

countries now fund exclusively research-based universities to support national economic 

and social development, and guarantee high rankings to enable them to compete with 

other research centers and higher education institutions globally. University academics 

are expected to conduct research as well as teach, and research skills are viewed as 

central to a modern university education. Currently, national governments are 

prioritizing universities’ efficiency and effectiveness in all areas of teaching and 

research. Nevertheless, evidence suggests research production and participation in 

research activities by members of colleges is declining, due to a variety of obstacles that 

are lowering research productivity. 

Research is known to play a major role in developing and disseminating existing 

knowledge and new knowledge. For academics, having published research affords 

access to higher salaries and better terms. University professors recognize that research 

and education are interlinked, as participation in research activities supports their 
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teaching. Conducting research also refines their thinking and creativity. The research 

competency of an institution enhances the quality of its teaching overall, as research 

skills are an essential component of an effective education (Lertputtarak, 2008). Thus, it 

is valuable to understand why differences in research productivity occur, something that 

has been examined in previous research.  

The main responsibilities of faculty members in a modern university are teaching 

(transferring knowledge), research (advancing knowledge) and community service 

(applying knowledge). However, it should be recognized that for many academies there 

is a hierarchy of value and access to research opportunities. Scholarships are at the top 

of the pyramid, followed by teaching and then community service (Brand, 2000).  

In recent years, academics have increasingly taken on complex roles in higher education 

institutions. They have greater responsibilities for teaching, research and service than in 

the past. For example, the United States of America has built nearly 300 research 

universities (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2010). This is 

increasingly important, as for research and non-research institutions alike, faculty 

members’ cooperation with both local and international colleagues is important to the 

research production process. 

The Kingdom of Bahrain has adopted principles of sustainability, competitiveness and 

fairness in order to ensure the livelihood of the Bahraini citizens for a safe and satisfying 

life, and the Bahrain Economic Vision 2030 was launched in 2008 by His Majesty King 

Hamad bin Isa Al Khalifa. This comprehensive vision aims to fully guide the continuous 

development of Bahrain’s economy. Thus, the literature indicates that Bahrain’s 

development is heavily dependent on research, and consequently the Kingdom spends 

large sums of money on research. The Kingdom of Bahrain also encourages all faculty 

members at the universities in Bahrain to write as many high-quality research papers as 

possible, in order to benefit from results that can better serve the community to promote 

economic, social and educational prosperity (Fawzi & Al-Hattami, 2017).  

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia has established King Abdullah University of Science and 

Technology to be a modern university and one of the largest research universities in the 

world. Emphasis on scientific research is critical, as it plays a key role in developing all 

the sectors in the country, and in designing appropriate strategies and policies to enhance 

research capacity and productivity for academics. Undoubtedly, in view of the 

significance of research, leaders and policy makers at the Ministry of Education and 

Training and at the universities themselves require an accurate understanding of how far 

current expectations of academics can be met in view of the extent of their current 

research ability, and the factors that impede them from conducting such research. They 

also need to understand possible motivational factors and changes that could be made to 

encourage academics to engage routinely in research. Therefore, it is vital to clarify 

these factors in the context of Saudi higher education in general, especially in relation to 

the education market. 

The topic of the research productivity is of great interest to me, due to my personal 

experiences during my nine-years working at a Saudi University. As an employee of an 

academic department at a Saudi university my responsibilities include active 

participation in the production of research as a member of the faculty, as well as 

investigating impediments to research productivity, especially considering its value for 

university academics wishing to maintain their academic status. This study focuses on a 

specific Saudi university, but it was planned in such a way that the findings will be 

valuable to other universities. 

With the deteriorating situation in terms of publication rate in Saudi Arabia, the 

following questions are addressed in this research: 
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RQ1. What are the perceptions of faculty members regarding: 

 The importance of research? 

 The aims of writing and publishing research? 

RQ2. What are the factors that influence the research productivity of academics at 

MER University?  

RQ3. What can be done to improve the level of faculty members’ participation and 

involvement in research. 

 

Literature Review 

The Importance of Research Productivity in Higher Education  

Today, university lecturers are being expected to increase their research output and 

productivity to meet the ever-changing demands of the 21st century. This is because the 

quantity and quality of research produced by higher education institutions is one of the 

main criteria determining whether they are recognized for their academic achievement 

and excellence. Consequently, the structures inside many academic and research 

institutions are based on a hierarchy, with academics awarded positions according to the 

quantity and quality of the research they produce. A study by Perry et al. (2000) 

revealed that faculty members view completing research successfully as critical to career 

appraisals, and acknowledge that publications are commonly a prerequisite for 

promotional opportunities in terms of both tenure and salary (Bloedel, 2001; Kotrlik et 

al., 2002).  

Engagement in research helps academics to understand themselves relative to their 

career choices, and evaluate their own capabilities. Additionally, research helps 

academics to fully comprehend the scope of their discipline, which is essential for 

effective teaching. Writing research papers also helps university teachers to appreciate 

the originality and quality (or lack thereof) of research work more fully. According to 

Creswell (1986), teaching and research are of equal importance for university teachers, 

because participating in research directly upgrades the quality of teaching. The 

significance of research to a university cannot be overstated. It creates new knowledge, 

generates innovations, enhances the quality of its faculties, and raises the institution’s 

reputation and thereby its economic status.  

Since its inception, higher education has consistently played a pivotal role in societal 

development. Indeed, Pooja (2007) underlines this, identifying the role of higher 

education as to foster knowledge, create knowledge, and disseminate knowledge through 

research, providing a valuable service to society. In the context of Saudi Arabia in 

particular, the significance of research arises from the following:  

[The] Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, in an effort to move from its oil-based economy, is 

taking more steps towards creating an economy based on knowledge. Universities in 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia play a key role in kingdom’s attempts to accomplish the 

wished for sustainable economic growth. Because the production of knowledge is based 

on the human capital included in the academic staff working in these universities, the 

recommendations proposed by the Saudi National Policy for Science and Technology 

have emphasized the importance of enhancing research skills for academic staff and 

researchers in public universities using various methods and initiatives. However, little 

is known about the influence of initiatives implemented to promote research on the 

actual research results of academic staff working in these universities”. (Al-Zaman, 

2015) 

Importantly, universities are higher education as well as research institutions, and award 

academic and professional degrees in a wide range of subjects, from the postgraduate 

level to the postdoctoral level. For students, university education helps them to navigate 
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the dynamism and rapidity of transformation worldwide. According to Isani (2005), 

universities can be likened to greenhouses, where different types of seeds are planted, 

become plants and are sent all over the world. At its best, a university education 

transmits the past, manages the present and predicts the future. Adeeb (1996) urges that 

the purpose of higher education is firstly to disseminate knowledge and secondly to 

build a relationship between theory and practice.  

Relational experiences in research support societies in their cultural, social and 

economic development, and improve scientific and technological research in the social 

sciences, humanities and creative arts. Higher education refers to education provided by 

universities, colleges, and other academic degree awarding institutions. Higher 

education is expected to create thinkers, philosophers, and people with criticality, depth 

and imagination. Arguably, and according to Geiger (1986) the higher education sector 

in the 21st century is very different from the higher education in the late 19th and 20th 

centuries, in its emphasis on research. 

A number of studies have examined the important role played by academic research in 

higher education institutions (Al-Hattami and Al-Ahdal, 2015; Jenkins, 2004; Jenkins, et 

al, 2003; Karloak, 2012; Zaman, 2004, Woodhouse, 2001). As noted by Whiston (1992), 

funds are generally distributed to universities according to their ability to conduct 

fruitful research, accounting for the quality of research facilities, the presence of 

research staff and active graduate students. There is a clear correlation between research 

awards and universities’ research capabilities. In 1987, Boice (1987) conducted research 

that concluded new academic staff could allocate just one hour per day to work on their 

research, and generally submitted about 1.5 manuscripts annually, with more time 

devoted to research corresponding to expectations of higher wages and more prestigious 

tenure.  

Research productivity has been variously defined; Williams (2003) stated that it refers to 

both the research product and the researcher’s effort. For the purposes of this article, it is 

essential that the concept of “research productivity” be defined precisely, as it is a major 

component of the research question. Firstly, “research” means an accurate study or 

investigation, particularly one undertaken to uncover new facts or information (Oxford 

University 1995). “Productivity” relates to total product and is a measure of whether the 

processes an individual is implementing to ensure production are effective or not (Witzel 

1999). However, although productivity is very important in industrial circles, the general 

interest in terms of competitiveness and productivity in a university setting is more 

complex. Productivity in this context has educational, budgetary and political 

ramifications for individual researchers and the higher education institutions that employ 

them (Krugman 1991). Moreover, when referencing research productivity, 

Weidenborner (2007) observed that a successful research product is more than just a 

collection of information, it requires planning in advance, reference to sources, 

assessment of the types of notes to be taken, and how they will be grouped together into 

an effective paper. 

For the purpose of this research, the term “research productivity” is taken to include a 

number of products; i.e. publications in professional journals and conference 

proceedings, writing a book or chapter, gathering and analyzing original evidence, 

obtaining research grants, carrying out editorial duties, writing monographs. A software 

program, “Publish or Perish” (PoP), is available to formally assess research productivity. 

It can evaluate the performance of academic staff, and assess criteria to determine 

promotion, salary increases, and contract renewal (McGrill, Richard and Jones 2006). 

Over and above this, in the “Classification of University Departments, one of the most 

important standards is the total number of publications and citations provided by their 
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faculty members” (Gonzalez-Brambila and Veloso, 2007). 

 

Factors Influencing Academics’ Research Productivity  
Many researchers including Jitpitak (1989) and Pabhapote (1996) investigated factors 

pertaining to faculty members’ research productivity, and concluded that personal 

characteristics and environmental factors correlated positively with a faculty’s research 

productivity. 

Several elements have been identified as crucial in previous studies related to research 

productivity. According to Blackburn and Lawrence (1995), it appears that the relevant 

factors are social, demographic, and occupational, in addition to self-knowledge, social 

knowledge, behavior, and environmental structures. When Fox (1996) examined 

academic staff in the faculty of science, there appeared to be three categories correlating 

with research productivity: individual characteristics (such as psychological 

characteristics, work habits, and demographics), environmental factors for work, and 

feedback promotion (colleagues and mentoring). Williams (2003) studied factors 

pertaining to research productivity in human resource education and development of 

staff in the college after high school and classified relevant factors into three categories: 

environmental, institutional, and individual interest and ability. For the purposes of their 

study, Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) presented the determinants of research 

productivity according to demographic, environmental, institutional, and personal career 

development factors. 

Several studies pertaining to productivity have demonstrated the relationship between 

career publication and age as non-linear, despite the overall ratio of publication 

generally decreasing with age (Finkelstein, Seal & Schuster 1998; Teodorescu 2000). 

Bland and Berquist (1997) also suggested that the mean productivity of academic staff 

appears to reduce with age, however, many older academic staff are still fully active in 

research and their outputs can be comparable with those of younger faculty members. 

Bland and Berquist (1997) found that changing workloads and focus are more influential 

in terms of research productivity than the individual’s age. Furthermore, Williams 

(2000) investigated academic professors in U.S. School of Human Resources 

Development and found no significant relationship with productivity and age, a finding 

also reported by Ramsden (1994) in Australia.  

However, examining other influential factors alongside age, Levin and Stephan (1991) 

stated, following a longitudinal study, that the impact of “life cycle” varies greatly by 

field. Furthermore, in general, the age at which a person first publishes affects the 

consequent productivity of their research. If an academic submits research for initial 

publication at an early age, they are likely to produce more throughout their career. 

Investigating other demographic factors influencing productivity, Blackburn et al. 

(1991) considered researchers’ gender. The results here are often contradictory but 

sometimes correlate. Several researchers insisted that males have a higher levels of 

research productivity than women (Bailey 1992; Vasil 1992; Billard 1993; Gottlieb 

1994; Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; Finkelstein et al. 1998; Creamer 1998; Kotrlik et al. 

2002). They also note that women seem to have fewer achievements on almost every 

indicator as academics. For example, women overall produce a smaller number of 

publications than men, are allocated to lower salary grades in general, and are employed 

in less prestigious graduate schools and higher education workplaces, as well as being 

ranked lower in terms of receipt of tenured positions (Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; Sax 

et al. 1996; Vasil 1996). 

However, some researchers have concluded that there is no obvious gender difference 

with regard to productivity (Kotrlik et al. 2002; Teodorescu 2000; Williams 2000). 
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Robin and Powell (1987), and Omundson and Mann (1994), found no difference in 

publication outcomes for males and females in the Faculty of Social Work. Similarly, 

McNamee, Willis and Rochford (1990) found no gender-based differences in the faculty 

of sociology. Garkland (1990) found the same when examining data from the Faculty of 

Library and Information Science, and Rieger (1990) for the Faculty of Education. 

Moreover, while some authors (Weber, 2011; Santo et al., 2009) did not find a 

significant impact on research productivity caused by demographic factors such as 

gender and marital status, Usang et al. (2007), Weber (2003), Weber (2011), and Kramer 

(1998) emphasized that married and unmarried academic staff and male and female 

faculty differed significantly in their research productivity. 

In general, academic environments, cultures, or climates provide both socializing and 

reinforcing organizational messages concerning research-related standards, values, and 

expectations (Kuh & Whitt 1998). The culture of the academic profession includes a set 

of core academic values, such as intellectual inquiry and understanding, social 

commitment, academic honesty, academic integrity, academic freedom and cooperation 

among faculty toward the community of scientists (Austin 1992). Collegial commitment 

is one of the most prominent influences on research productivity, because it illustrates 

the perceived importance placed on research by both the faculty, departments and the 

institution as a whole (Blackburn & Lawrence 1995). 

When there is a positive atmosphere regarding promoting research, faculty members 

work with colleagues on campus, and scientists and lecturers can unite to develop new 

ideas. Faculty members can also receive support from their colleagues to continue their 

work. Good colleagues serve as sources of ideas and criticism, and also apply pressure 

to do well in the form of a strong motivation to achieve success (Blackburn & Lawrence 

1995). In 1996, Barbie reviewed significant intense scientific cooperation among 385 

outstanding researchers. Elsewhere, Jones and Preusz (1993) demonstrated an important 

relationship between research productivity and the extent to which colleagues interact by 

discussing and participating in joint research projects. Personal relationships with 

colleagues are the basis for the informal exchange of ideas that ultimately became 

cooperative research projects. 

In their study, Bland and Reuven (1992) classified twelve important organizational 

variables, or cultural characteristics, that appear to positively affect the research 

productivity of faculties. These variables consist of obvious organizational objectives, 

research focus, a distinct research culture, climate balance between respect and 

intellectual impulsivity, firm participatory governance and a stable (decentralized) 

organizational structure.  to According Pettigrew and Nichols (1994), publishing 

productivity was likely to be higher in PhD awarding universities. Previous research has 

also indicated that academic staff’s behavior is less likely to be responsive to formal 

bureaucratic rules in research universities than in comprehensive universities (Clark 

1987).  

In terms of financial impact, Etzhowitz (1992) concluded that the capability of securing 

research funding has become a measure of success and naturally informs productivity. 

Funding grants usually include salaries and funds being made available to hire other 

professionals in order to help teach and conduct influential research. In 1998, Dundar 

and Lewis developed and tested a more comprehensive model for the research 

productivity of a faculty and found that measuring library expenses represented an 

important institutional factor. As there has been increased demand for library facilities 

expenditures, it appears that the productivity of research for faculty members has also 

been maximized (Payne & Spieth 1935).  

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education report (1993) stated that faculty staff felt 
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they spent a lot of time in managerial roles and not enough time completing personal 

development activities.  

Williams (2003) discovered that the balance of time spent in teaching, research, 

servicing, and management could explain a large proportion of the variance in the 

productivity of research, while total hours worked did not. Conversely, however, Kotrlik 

et al. (2002) found that the time allotted to research was not specifically related to 

research productivity. Also on the subject of available time, Kindagor et al. (2012) and 

Shane and Cummings (2010) tried to draw a subtle distinction between the time devoted 

to research and conducting research. Reporting on whether time available negatively 

affected research outcomes they added that the time spent teaching did not have 

compromise faculty research output.  

Factors of personal career development associated with the academic and personal 

qualifications of the academic professors themselves are also significant. These factors 

include elements such as an individual’s ability and interests, as well as their attitude 

towards conducting research, academic origin, the type of advanced degree acquired, 

research experience, skills and training, grade and tenure status. Likewise, faculty 

member’s attitudes and commitment to scientific work are closely related to his or her 

research productivity. Researchers are productive because they value their research role 

and share, with colleagues, a very well-established normative structure that guides the 

path to create and convey new knowledge. 

Contrary to this point of view, Kendagor et al. (2012) consider that the environmental 

attributes of the place of work are powerful factors in increasing the productivity of 

research for faculty members - the easier the work culture is, the more productive faculty 

will be (Bland et al. (2002). This leads to the most cited institutional factors that hinder 

the productivity of research are: lack of institutional research support (Hoffmann & 

Koufogiannakis, 2014), teaching burden (Webber, 2011; Alghanim, & Alhamali, 2011; 

Jung, 2012), shortage of library resources (Hoffmann & Koufogiannakis, 2014), low 

colleague collaboration in research (Shin & Cummings, 2010), and faculty members’ 

preferences and interests varying (Shin & Cummings, 2010; Kaya and Weber, 2003; 

Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2011). It is undoubtedly arduous for academics to conduct 

research and increase their productivity in the context of a heavy teaching burden, 

limited funding for research, insufficient scientific resources, and a poor research 

infrastructure. 

Pfeffer and Langton (1993) also link job satisfaction positively to productivity, 

indicating that employees’ opinions about their personal circumstances can affect 

productivity, whether they are expressing an opinion about job satisfaction, research / 

training environment, adequate funding or freedom to collaborate. Additional obstacles 

that appear to hinder faculty staff from conducting academic research in higher 

education institutions are cultural barriers (Zahrani, 2011), rank (Weber, 2011; Stafford, 

2011; Bland et al., 2005; Hedjazi and Behrvan, 2011; Jung, 2012), lack of interest in 

conducting research (Williams, 2013), lack of confidence (Kasetsart, 2009; McGrail, 

Richard & Jones, 2006) and lack of research competence and academic skills (Kendagor 

et al., 2012; Heinrich et al., 2004). Thus, it has been proposed that interest in research 

could be the best indicator of research productivity (Gottlieb, 1994; Ramsden, 1994; 

Noser et al., 1996). 

This research will contribute to the literature on the topic of research productivity among 

faculty members at a Saudi university. It fill a vital gap in the literature as limited 

studies have been conducted on this topic in the Arab world generally, and in Saudi 

Arabia specifically.  
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Previous Studies of Research Productivity 

Hunter and Kuh (1987) examined the productivity of copious contributors to higher 

education. The study was performed in three stages: (1) to identify number of copious 

contributors according to the number of articles published from 1979-1983 in seven 

selected professional journals. There were 85 copious contributors with appropriate 

qualifications. (2) Questionnaire survey sent to the 85 copious contributors identified in 

order to request information about personality traits, educational experiences, and other 

factors that respondents consider to be important to their development. (3) Semi-

structured telephone-based interviews with eighteen respondents (selected using targeted 

sampling to form a subset of people) and to gain insights into the interests, experiences, 

and motivations of highly productive knowledge producers. 

The study adopted theories of adults and career development, personality perspectives, 

and social communication. This study concluded that creative individuals were 

suggested to be “confident, sensitive, receptive, curious, flexible in their thinking, and 

intellectually cheerful” (p. 444). They are willing to work long hours over a lengthy 

period of time and develop a sense of humor. The reasons for participating in research 

and publishing activities are interest in contributing to knowledge, facilitating promotion 

in academic ranking, enhancing personal prestige, and achieving a sense of academic 

commitment. 

Butler and Cantrell (1989) conducted an investigative study to compare the equivalence 

of six external rewards (money, teaching burden reduction, tenure, mobility, recognition 

and promotion) as they relate to business faculty members’ research productivity. The 

theory used by Butler and Kanterl (1989) was that of Vroom’s prediction (Vroom, 

1964).  

Qualitative and exploratory studies were conducted by Baldwin (1990) to identify 

individual and institutional environmental factors that might distinguish between “vita” 

professors and their “representative” cohort. This study adopted the theory of career 

development. The theory suggested that in many areas employees eventually reach a 

plateau after an initial period of career growth when they become less objective-

oriented. That is, after achieving the highest academic standing, many professors being 

to reassess their toles. These results indicate that professors are investing a greater 

proportion of their time in research activities, and administrative and institutional 

services compared to typical professors who have a more diverse and balanced working 

life. Vita professors are also more involved in professional activities such as 

presentations in meetings, consulting, publishing, collaborating and applying for 

funding. In contrast, there were more obstructions reported by vita professors than 

cohort professors, which included insufficient working conditions (such as poor 

facilities and library collections). 

Blackburn et al. (1991) discovered several variables that are strong predictors of 

publication, including self-efficacy, financial support through grants, career life, self-

efficiency, self-assessments, and environmental perceptions. Furthermore, they proposed 

that institutions could create opportunities for academic staff to enhance their 

competencies, as well as that employee growth and performance could be increased 

through appropriate managerial leadership. 

An article published by Abdelnour (2015) analyzed the research outcomes at Higher 

Education Institutions (HEIs) sample in Six Arab Countries, in order to commence 

determining the productivity of academic research in the broader region of the Middle 

East and North Africa (MENA). The survey conducted a classification of higher 

education institutions (HEIs) at 310 institutions in Lebanon, Qatar, United Arab 

Emirates (UAE), Morocco, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia (KSA) and Jordan. The study 
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revealed a lack of higher education institutions’ ability to provide high-quality data, 

which raised issues related to institutional excellence and transparency. The available 

data was analyzed using a number of statistical methods. Consequently, the outcomes of 

faculty research in the Arab world are relatively low, which confirms the current idea of 

the delayed knowledge sector in the region. While traditional scholarships concentrated 

on institutional factors, such as budget allocation, as one of the major determinants of 

research productivity, the study affirms that other factors must be taken into account 

when interpreting low output, which then has extensive effects on policy formulation.  

These factors include the overall satisfaction of faculty members, the formation of 

faculty members in a research environment, and the university’s mission with regard to 

academic research. Given the distinctive scarcity of studies on the productivity of 

faculty research in higher education institutions (HEIs) in the Arab region, this study 

seeks to minimize the gap in the literature by providing original data drawn from six 

Arab countries. The authors sought to provide a basis for more research on this topic.  

The present study will apply a qualitative approach to explore the issue of research 

productivity among 87 University faculty members in depth through a structured 

interview, as described in the next section. 

 

Methodology 

To get a rich understanding of the issues being investigated, it is crucial to choose an 

appropriate methodology, which considers the nature of the knowledge, objectives and 

questions needing to be answered. 

The selection and acceptability of the method embodies various assumptions related 

to the nature of knowledge and how it can be acquired, in addition to posing a group 

of radical assumptions about the nature of the phenomena to be investigated. 

(Morgan, 1980, p. 491) 

The research can be classified according to several methodological categories. Cohen, 

Manion and Morrison (2007) divided research into surveys, experiences, comprehensive 

and thorough ethnography, procedural research, case study research, testing, and 

evaluation. Borg and Gall (1996), Leedy (1997), and Verma and Mallick (1999) point to 

three categories of research methodology: historical, descriptive, and experimental. Best 

et al. (1999) referred to the same categories, but descriptive research can be divided into 

secondary quantitative and qualitative work. The research can also be categorized by 

purpose, process, logic, and output (Collis and Hussey, 2003).  

A case study is ordinarily utilized when researchers concentrate on a unit of study that 

occurs in a specific context or confined context such as individual teachers, a classroom, 

or a school (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011). Yin (2009) stated, “the case study is an 

experimental investigation that studies the contemporaneous phenomenon in its realistic 

context, particularly when the boundaries between the phenomenon and the context are 

not obviously defined” (p. 13). This study uses a qualitative methodology. In general, 

previous research utilizes questionnaire surveys; however, data collection via 

questionnaires has restrictions. For example, Hughes (1996) examined factors pertaining 

to the publication productivity of faculty utilizing postal surveys. She also mentioned the 

use of questionnaires has been criticized, particularly when they contain potentially 

sensitive questions. Thus, this study is designed as a case study in the context of a Saudi 

University, MER. 

Qualitative research has been growing in popularity as a form of research. From a global 

perspective, in the higher education sector, writing and publishing of scientific, 

qualitative, and experimental research in peer-reviewed journals has always been 

considered valuable. The application of the qualitative research method has become 
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more popular over the last two decades, owing to increased focus on defining the facets 

of people’s daily experiences (Cocklin 1996). Many research publications are 

recognizing qualitative research, recognizing it as a reasonable and dependable form of 

inquiry for obtaining related information of a social or institutional nature (Taylor 1993; 

Gilner 1994). Qualitative research refers to various types of research strategies that 

utilize natural, ethnographic, or anthropological approaches, including participant 

observation or field research (Merriam 1998). Moreover, these methods of qualitative 

research support the discovery of the uniqueness of people, objects and events. They 

direct researchers to learn how people position and understand themselves and others 

(Berg 1989). 

Qualitative research typically relies on a small sample population, with data gathered 

using various methods; e.g. observation, interviews, documents, and diaries (Raean, 

2003). Creswell (1998) reported that the rationale for using qualitative research should 

conform to the nature of the research question. Usually in a qualitative study, the 

research question often begins with “how” or “what” so that the initial invasions in the 

subject tend to describe what is going on in relation to the study. 

The methodology of the present study matches the characteristics of qualitative and 

inductive research. With regard to the data collection method, current research and deep 

structural interview methods have been used to collect the data. Interviews are described 

in several ways; for example, Cohen and Manion (2000) describe the research interview 

as a conversation, traditionally between two people, commenced by the interviewer with 

the specific purpose of extracting information pertaining to a specified study. The 

researcher has control of the conversation and concentrates on determining the content 

according to the objectives of the research, in order to provide an effective description, 

prediction, or interpretation of phenomena. 

Further elaborating, Smith et al. (1999) explain that interviews can be categorized into 

three main types: structured, semi-structured, or unstructured. Structured interviews 

contain fixed content, and procedures and the questions are pre-prepared. Semi-

structured interviews are more flexible than other methods (such as structured interviews 

and questionnaires) (Smith et al., 1999). Yen (1994, p. 84) believes that “interviews are 

one of the most essential sources of information required for case study.” Moreover, 

comprehensive and thorough interviews are especially appropriate when the type of 

research depends on understanding a wide range of persons or settings in a short time, 

particularly when the questions posed in the research cannot be effectively studied using 

other qualitative methods due to time constraints, or where the researcher is seeking to 

impose an agenda (Minichiello et al., 1995). 

In the present study, all the participants were provided with an information sheet by the 

researcher and booked appropriate appointments for them. In order to prepare for the 

interviews, the researchers decided what has to be achieved, what situations to be 

identified, what facts to be presented, and what information to be gathered. In this case, 

the researcher prepared a clear interview schedule to cover the research question and has 

a list of all points related to the research objectives. The study occurred at a public 

university located in the southern region of Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Transcriptions of 

the interview were made only by the researcher. The study is designed as a case study in 

the special context of a Saudi University MER. A case study is usually used when 

researchers concentrate on a unit of study that comes in a specific context or constrained 

context such as individual teachers, a class, or school (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011). In 

this study, the target university mentioned as MER because the leaders that I have to go 

to for permission to conduct interviews requested to keep the university’s name hidden 

in the search. So I followed the role as the objective is not the university, but as a result 
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of engaging with academics at the higher level in the Higher Education Department of 

the Ministry of Education in Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. 

Semi-structured face-to-face interviews were conducted by me and included questions 

covering all the research objectives. They took place from April to June 2020 at MER 

University. Typically, each interview continued for 45-60 minutes. The questions were 

asked in a random manner, depending on the flow of conversation, but covering the 

main questions. The English version of the transcripts were verified by a Saudi bilingual 

instructor who is also a senior English lecturer at MER, to establish the accuracy of the 

translation in terms of nuance and meaning. All the interviews with the participants were 

valid as the participants were carefully selected. 

The participants were 87 faculty members, 3 from each college (there are a total of 29 

colleges at MER university) and varying in age, gender, academic rank, qualification, 

discipline, and managerial position within the university. The aim of the study not to 

generalize as in quantitative research, but to clarify the important objectives of research 

productivity among faculty members at the university. This qualitative research aimed to 

answer the following questions:  

RQ1. What are the perceptions of faculty members regarding: 

 The importance of research? 

 The aims of writing and publishing research? 

RQ2. What are the factors that influence the research productivity of academics at 

MER University?  

RQ3. What can be done to improve the level of faculty members’ participation and 

involvement in research. 

 

Data analysis 

 The best way to conduct qualitative analysis procedures in this field was not 

clarified in the literature review, and so the researcher developed her own approach. The 

following diagram summarizes the data analysis process conducted for the current 

research.  

 

 
 

 

Figure 4.1: Analysis procedures 

 

Obtaining permission to 

access participants 

Conducting interviews  Transcribing interviews 

Classifying data 

according to research 

questions 

Reading interview 

transcripts 3 times 
Open coding 

Creating sub-themes Generating themes Supporting themes 

Identifying research 

questions in detail 

Drawing conclusions 



British Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences 170 

July 2020, Vol. 24 (1) 

 

 

© 2020 British Journals ISSN 2048-1268 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Findings 

Findings from all participants based on the research questions:  

The data collected from the semi-structured interviews was analyzed manually to 

identify sub-themes and major themes.  

 

First research question  
The first part of the first question: What are your perceptions as a faculty member 

concerning the importance of research.  

The findings from the 87 interviews could be grouped according to five major themes: 

1- Development of knowledge in any field;  

2- Development of individual skills;  

3- Meet needs of society; 

4- Help managing crises (coronavirus as evidence); and 

5- Supporting the country’s economy. 

The importance of research is to contribute to the development of knowledge in a given 

field. 

What any researcher working in his field realizes is that scientific research is important 

for the individual, society, and for knowledge itself. Through scientific research, the 

individual develops skills from the same cognitive area, which contributes to the 

development of knowledge and science in his area of interest and this positively affects 

the community through the results attained by each individual in his field, which may 

contribute to meeting the needs of society in all aspects or developing mechanisms to 

meet those needs. 

In practice, the Coronavirus crisis summed up the importance of research. Countries 

that are interested in scientific research monitor and dedicated the required human and 

material capabilities and encourage it have universities and research centers that are 

about to find out about the properties of the virus to treat and prevent it. Unfortunately, 

developing countries must buy this information for billions of dollars from developed 

countries, which are able to invest in scientific research even in times of adversity. This 

is true in all kinds of industries, space, armaments, and much more. 

Developed countries pay great attention to scientific research, due to the greatness of 

what lies in the scientific and intellectual capabilities of their children. And scientific 

research is a fertile field and a mainstay of the country’s economy and development, for 

achieving the welfare of its people. Also, any civilizational, technological or cognitive 

development in any country is nothing but the result of the growth and development of 

scientific research. 
One interviewee summarized the importance of research in one sentence, thus:  

No society without development. And no development without scientific research.  
 
Surprisingly, one interviewee believed that research is not important, and does not add 

anything to knowledge because results are clear without the time spent doing research to 

demonstrate this. This is a problem that affects much of Arab research; as its objectives 

are reflected wholly in its findings.  

Regarding the second part of the first question: What are your perceptions as a faculty 
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member concerning the aims of writing and publishing research?  

The findings from the 87 interviews could be grouped under five major themes:  

1. Earning points for promotion then improving salary (the majority of 

participants); 

2. License to be an examiner at different universities inside and outside the country; 

3. Preserving the intellectual property of the research owner (individual or 

institution); 

4. Providing others with an opportunity to learn about new discoveries; and 

5. Solve problems about a specific topic (only interviewees mentioned this point) .  

For me, the real motivation with regard to writing and publishing scientific research is 

earning points that enable me to get a job promotion, which in turn increases my 

monthly salary. And I think this is the goal of most if my colleagues, as the nature of our 

work does not give us the opportunity to be promoted through the large body of 

administrative and societal work that takes up our time, but through scientific research. 

Thus the faculty members intend to write research even if it is only for promotion and 

therefore our level of research is not strong, adding significant knowledge. 
The truth is that I am a fan of discussing and criticizing student research because that 

leads me to renew and discover new research methods, and also develop knowledge in 

my field without increasing other research work by me. Whereas, our university system 

does not allow me to discuss research and scientific theses unless I am at the level of 

associate professor and above, and up to this level I must conduct scientific research. 

No fewer than 4 research articles published in accredited and classified local or 

international journals. Therefore, my goal in research writing is to get an opportunity to 

discuss student research to increase knowledge, as well as to obtain good financial 

income. 
In fact, I am working on large projects within the university that can be written up as 

research and published in magazines and therefore always and in view of the nature of 

my work and the nature of my specialty, I write up these projects as scientific research 

to preserve my intellectual rights; especially since the intellectual rights system is very 

weak in our university, and some other Arab universities and there have been cases of 

intellectual property infringement. 
Given the lack of scientific research in the Arab world, writing and publishing new 

scientific research is a goal for me, by which I can inform society, academics and 

decision-makers about new knowledge, to contribute to the improvement of many 

educational and non-educational issues in society. And I think that our delay in multiple 

areas is caused by the weakness in discreet scientific research of interest, so my concern 

is always spreading organized knowledge to develop my community for the better. I am 

very interested in publishing my scientific papers at international conferences to discuss 

their results within a broader society with those from a different culture who can add 

new ideas to mine. 

The researcher should not intend to do research unless he believes that there is a 

mysterious phenomenon that requires in depth research to identify a solution in an 

organized scientific way. As my careful specialization raises in my mind large issues 

that need systematic scientific research to resolve many problems, scientific research is 

the basis of the nature of my specialty. 
 

Second research question 

What are the factors that affect faculty members’ research productivity?  

Generally, the majority of the interviewees acknowledged that even accounting for the 

limited availability of resources including the internet, research productivity is relatively 
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weak in the Arab world generally and among faculty members at the target university. 

Low research productivity is considered as demonstrative of low quality overall and lack 

of innovation contributing useful knowledge for wider society and institutions. The 

majority stated that research that is undertaken is often traditional in nature, repeating 

prior research, using quantitative methods and being published in local journals. There is 

little diversity in terms of research product, i.e. publication in international professional 

journals and international conference proceedings, book chapters, carrying out editorial 

duties, writing of monographs. 

In order to identify the factors that affect faculty members’ research productivity, the 

findings from the 87 interviews could be grouped under 4 major themes, each with a 

number of sub-themes: 

The major themes are: 

1. Institutional factors; 

2. Environmental factors; 

3. Individual interest; and 

4. Ability factors. 

 

The first major theme: Institutional factors 
The theme Institutional factors was the most mentioned by all participants. This theme 

can be divided into 9 sub-themes:  

1. Lack of time (if faculty members are overloaded academically or busy with 

administrative duties not planned in advance); 

2. Lack of financial and material support; 

3. Lack of recognition for those who publish, which encourages those who do not 

undertake research not to care about it;  

4. Difficulty obtaining scientific articles for free, due to the lack of university 

participation in scientific journals; 

5. Overload in teaching; 

6. Hauge number of students requiring support; 

7. Lack of funding for faculty members able to conduct research that requires 

significant financial support; 

8. Traditional organizational requirements for faculty members’ promotions that 

impose traditional and repetitive research; and 

9. Difficulty obtaining security clearance to conduct international or regional 

research, and even the travel of faculty members abroad, or field applications. 

The second major theme: Environmental factors 

The theme Environmental factors was the second most mentioned factor by all 

participants. This theme can be divided into 4 sub-themes:  

1. The low perception of research in some countries concerning what universities 

and research centers in these countries do in relation to their view of the media, the 

police and the army; 

2. The low confidence of productive institutions in the research conducted by 

universities and research centers, leading them to refrain from funding them; 

3. Many developing countries spend money doing something not useful; and 

4. An unhealthy environment for research because of several of the behaviors and 

characteristics of toxic members in the workplace: the prevalence of gossip, lack of 

confidence in others, and failure to accept others.  

 

The third major theme: Individual interest 

The theme individual interest was the third most commonly mentioned factor by all 
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participants. This theme can be divided into 2 sub-themes:  

1. Lack of interest in doing research; and  

2. The struggle for administrative positions at the expense of interest in scientific 

research, due to leadership position in terms of social status and material income, as 

imposed by societal culture and the university system. 

 

The fourth major theme: Ability factors  

The theme ability factors was the fourth most mentioned by all participants. This theme 

can be divided into 1 sub-theme:  

1- Lack of knowledge about how to conduct scientific research that can meet 

journals’ requirements. 

During the interview process, the researcher realized that the interviewees spent more 

time expressing their opinion about the factors that affect research productivity in Arab 

countries generally and in the target university specifically. For example, one researcher 

pointed out the following: 

In the west, there is saying in higher education, particularly for faculty members, which 

is: “publish or perish”. Meaning “if you do not publish, you lose your job”. Which 

means that publishing research is not a goal in its self but a requirement for job 

security. In this case it might be good if quality is high, but it might be a disaster if it 

becomes a requirement with low quality as mentioned by other participants in this 

research.  

Interestingly, another researcher stated that the university nowadays is starting to 

support research by devoting significant financial support to groups of researchers. 

However, this causes a phenomenon of adding the names to articles of people who have 

not contributed to the research in any way. Accordingly, unfortunately this support did 

not actually contribute to raising the competencies of teaching staff, and nor did it affect 

their actual contribution to developing knowledge within their specialty, although there 

was a noticeable increase in the amount of scientific research produced under the name 

of the university.  

 

Third research question 

What can be done to improve the level of faculty members’ participation in research 

productivity? 

The findings from the 87 interviews could be grouped under 3 major themes, each with a 

number of sub-themes: 

1. Leadership levels (Ministry of Education - University – College – department 

level); 

2. The media; and 

3. External institutions 

 

The first major theme: Leadership levels  

The theme Leadership levels (Ministry of Education - University - College) was the 

most mentioned by all participants. This theme could be further subdivided into 23 sub-

themes based on leadership levels (2 ministry of education level, 8 university level, 2 

college level, 3 academic department level. Regarding the ministry of education level, 

participants mentioned the following subthemes as essential to improve the level of 

faculty members’ participation in research productivity: 

1. Improving the researcher’s standard of living; and 

2. The commitment of the Arab countries to an appropriate rate, similar to 

developed countries (not less than 3% of the gross national product) to finance scientific 
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research at the expense of reducing the huge and unannounced percentages of 

armaments, the media, etc. 

Regarding the university level, the participants mentioned the following subthemes as 

essential to improve the level of faculty members’ participation in research productivity: 

1. Availability of digital libraries at the university; 

2. Secondments and contracts for distinguished individuals; 

3. Increased support for research missions; 

4. Maximizing the field application of science in pre-university and university 

education, at the expense of exaggerating theoretical science; 

5. Maximizing methods of self-learning, research, investigation and dialogue at the 

expense of memorization; 

6. Subscribe to the most prestigious scientific journals to get free articles; 

7. At universities concede that teaching and research are the two main priorities and 

everything else is secondary; and 

8. Those who conduct research need to be recognized, valued, and encouraged for 

their efforts.  

Regarding the college level; the participants mentioned the following subthemes as ways 

to improve the level of faculty members’ participation in research productivity: 

1. Material and moral support; and 

2. Eliminate form filling and repetition in the curricula for all age groups. 

Meanwhile, at the academic department level, the participants mentioned the following 

subthemes in order to improve the level of faculty members’ participation in research 

productivity: 

1. Allocate time for the research to be undertaken; 

2. Institutions should encourage, and recognize every faculty member who 

conducts research that is credible and contributes to solving an issue, whether locally, 

regionally, or internationally; 

3. Those who are not engaging in research need to be identified, their reasons for 

not doing research determined, and specific strategies put in place to support them and 

get them involved in research; and 

4. Access to a modern and extensive scientific library outside the university. 

 

The second major theme: The media 

The theme the media was mentioned second by all participants. This theme can be 

divided into 4 sub-themes: 

1. Announcing successful experiences in each country, especially to motivate 

young researchers: 

2. Announcing the success of Arab researchers in Europe and America and 

indicating that they become creators when the environment around them changes, with 

the result that the rewards from their scientific research go to other countries; 

3. Announcing the value of scientific research to the progress of developed 

countries, and explaining the environment they provide to researchers; and 

4. Ensuring intellectual freedom for researchers. 

 

The third major theme: External institutions 

The theme external institutions was the third most mentioned theme among the 

participants. This theme can be divided into 4 sub-themes: 

1. Access to a modern and extensive scientific library outside the university; 

2. Solve the researcher’s other problems in life to ensure devotion to research; 
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3. Establish mechanisms to achieve optimal investment for all monitored for 

scientific research, with accounting and transparency systems; and 

4. Directing Master’s and Doctoral research, promotions and beyond to solve local 

issues. 

From the points above it is apparent that the interviewees not only recognize the factors 

that affect research productivity, but they also understand what could be done to 

improve the level of faculty members’ research productivity. Some of these points might 

not been mentioned in many papers conducted in Arab research including Saudi Arabia. 

Finally, it seems from the interview process with males and females of different ages 

that there are no gender and age differences in terms of productivity.  

 

Discussion and conclusion  

The current study investigated the issue of research productivity among faculty members 

in a public Saudi University, MER. It utilized a qualitative approach, inductive research 

and a case study methodology using semi-structured interviews with 87 participants to 

collect data. The aim was to answer the following questions: 

RQ1. What are the perceptions of faculty members regarding: 

 The importance of research? 

 The aims of writing and publishing research? 

RQ2. What are the factors that influence the research productivity of academics at 

MER University?  

RQ3. What can be done to improve the level of faculty members’ participation and 

involvement in research. 

Based on the researcher’s knowledge, there has been no research conducted on this topic 

at MER university previously, and only one other similar study has been found in the 

Saudi context (see Abouchedid and Abdelnour (2015)). In addition, it can be seen from 

the literature that the majority of former studies in this area have applied a quantitative 

approach to measure research productivity. However, the premise of this research was 

that a qualitative approach could uncover more data, specifically when reviewing 

researchers’ experiences at a Saudi university for a period of 9 years. The studies in the 

literature revealed weak research productivity among faculty members. 

Following the analysis, the current research concludes that the majority of participants 

believe in the value of research productivity. They acknowledge that it effectively 

develops knowledge in any field, develops individual skills, meets the needs of society, 

helps manage crises, and supports the country’s economy. Of the 87 interviewees, only 

three stated that research is not important and does not add anything to knowledge, on 

the basis that results are usually clear without the need to conduct research. Those who 

highlighted the importance of research productivity are similar to many researchers in 

the literature that have summarized the importance of research productivity in different 

ways (Bloedel, 2001; Kotrlik et al., 2002; Pooja, 2007). It also emerged that the aims of 

writing and publishing research can be divided in five subthemes, with the most 

important being to access promotion and improve one’s salary (the majority of 

participants), and to gain a license to be an examiner at different universities inside and 

outside Saudi Arabia to earn money. This emphasis on financial reward, rather than 

research to advance knowledge could explain why much of the research produced is of 

low quality.  

This also emerged as a concern in the literature review. For example, Richard and Jones 

(2006) stated that Publish or Perish (PoP) has always been used as a way to evaluate the 

performance of academic staff, especially with regard to promotion, salary increases, 

and contract renewal. It would therefore arguably benefit institutions to emphasize the 



British Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences 176 

July 2020, Vol. 24 (1) 

 

 

© 2020 British Journals ISSN 2048-1268 
 

quality and usability, not the quantity, of research. In this research the participants 

asserted that quality is not an issue, rather a specific number of research papers are 

needed to attain promotion. Thus, different measurements of faculty members’ research 

performance are required to improve the overall quality of research and ensure its 

benefits to society. In addition, the majority stated that research is often traditional 

research limited to repetitive research and quantitative methods published in local 

journals. There is no diversity in terms of research product as also observed by Rashid 

(2001).  

Clearly, it is essential that assessments of research productivity need to reference all 

types of research publications; i.e. in professional journals and conference proceedings, 

book chapters, gathering and analysis of original evidence, obtaining research grants, 

carrying out editorial duties, writing monographs.  

In terms of the factors that contribute to research productivity, in general the majority of 

the interviewees noted that it can be considered iterative and of low quality, not 

benefitting society or higher education institutions. Reasons for this were grouped into 

four themes: institutional factors; environmental factors; individual interest; and ability 

factors. Similar to Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) the main subthemes on the 

institutional side are: lack of time, overloaded teaching schedule, and lack of financial 

and material support. These factors were also identified by Oklahoma (1993), Williams 

(2003) and others. This means that organizing time and reducing the workload of faculty 

members might be considered an essential step to ensure more good quality research 

productivity among faculty members in this study. In addition, the researcher found that 

many obstacles to research productivity are related to the philosophy of the university 

and the ministry in terms of failure to reward mindset rather than activity.  

Barbie (1996) studied significant intense scientific cooperation among 385 outstanding 

researchers. Jones and Preusz (1993) demonstrated the important relationship between 

research productivity and the extent to which colleagues interact on joint research 

products. Personal relationships with colleagues are the basis for the informal exchange 

of ideas that ultimately became cooperative research projects. Bland and Reuven (1992) 

explained twelve important organizational variables or cultural characteristics that 

positively affect the research productivity of a faculty. These variables comprise obvious 

organizational objectives, research focus, a distinct research culture, climate balancing 

respect and intellectual impulse, firm participatory governance, and a stable 

(decentralized) organizational structure. Pettigrew and Nichols (1994) found that 

publishing productivity was likely to be higher in PhD awarding universities. Previous 

research has indicated that academic staff members’ behavior is less likely to be 

controlled through formal bureaucratic rules in research universities than in 

comprehensive universities (Clark, 1987).  

Contrary to this point of view, Kendagor et al. (2012) consider that the environmental 

attributes of a work place are powerful factors in terms of increasing the productivity of 

research for faculty members. The easier the work culture is, the more research 

productive faculty members will be (Bland et al., 2002). The most cited institutional 

factors that hinder research productivity are: lack of institutional research support 

(Hoffmann & Koufogiannakis, 2014); teaching burden (Webber, 2011; Alghanim, & 

Alhamali, 2011; Jung, 2012); shortage of library resources (Hoffmann & 

Koufogiannakis, 2014); peer collaboration in the production of research (Shin & 

Cummings, 2010); faculty members’ preferences (Shin & Cummings, 2010; Kaya and 

Weber, 2003; Mamiseishvili & Rosser, 2011). 

Regarding what can be done to improve the level of faculty members’ participation in 

research productivity, the interviewees should ways to improve the level of faculty 
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members’ research productivity. Some of these points might not been mentioned 

previously in papers in an Arab context, including Saudi Arabia. The findings could be 

grouped under 3 major themes, each with a number of sub-themes: leadership levels 

(Ministry of Education - university – college – department level), the media, external 

institutions:  

 Improving the researcher’s standard of living; 

 Availability of digital libraries at universities; 

 Secondments and contracts for distinguished members; 

 Increased support for research projects; 

 Material and moral support; 

 Eliminate filling and repetition from all curricula of all ages;  

 Provide a positive experience for researchers; 

 Institutions should encourage, and recognize every faculty member who 

conducts research that is credible and contributes to solving an issue whether locally, 

regionally, or internationally; 

 Announcing successful experiences in other countries, especially those of young 

researchers; 

 Announcing the successes of Arab researchers in Europe and America, 

highlighting the need for them to produce work for Saudi Arabia; 

 Establish mechanisms to achieve optimal investment for all budgets allocated to 

scientific research, with accounting and transparency systems; and 

 Directing master’s and doctoral research, promotions and beyond to solve local 

issues. 

These methods of improvement are mentioned by other researchers (Bland & Berquist, 

1997; Kuh & Whitt, 1998). Collegial commitment has a prominent impact on research 

productivity. Collegial commitment illustrates the perceived power of commitment of 

faculty at an institution as a whole and within the member’s department (Blackburn & 

Lawrence 1995). 

The positive atmosphere that faculty members get from intermediary colleagues on 

campus, as well as scientists and lecturers can help them to preserve and develop new 

ideas. Faculty members can attain support from their colleagues to continue their work. 

Good colleagues are sources of ideas and criticism, and also apply pressure to do well by 

providing strong motivation to succeed (Blackburn & Lawrence 1995). 

In addition, Etzhowitz (1992) concluded that the capability of securing research funding 

was a measure of success. Funding grants usually include professor’s salaries and funds 

available to hire other professionals in order to help teach and conduct influential 

research. In 1998, Dundar and Lewis developed and tested a more comprehensive model 

for the research productivity of faculty, and found that measuring library expenses 

represented an important institutional factor. With increased demand for expenditure on 

library facilities, it appears that the productivity of research for faculty members also 

typically expands (Payne & Spieth, 1935).  

Pfeffer and Langton (1993) associated job satisfaction positively with productivity, and 

indicated that employees’ opinions about their personal circumstances might affect 

productivity, whether they hold an opinion on job satisfaction, research / training 

environment, adequate funding, or freedom to collaborate. It has been proposed that 

interest in research could be the best indicator of research productivity (Gottlieb, 1994; 

Ramsden, 1994; Noser et al., 1996). 

Finally, it emerged from the interview process with males and females of different ages 

that there are no gender or age differences in productivity. This is a similar finding to 
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Williams (2000), who investigated academic professors in a U.S. School of Human 

Resources Development and found no significant relationship with age, as Ramsden 

(1994) did in Australia. Blackburn et al. (1991) stated that the relationship between 

productivity of the researcher and gender has been discussed in various studies. Again, 

these results are sometimes contradictory and sometimes correlate. Several researchers 

have insisted that males have higher levels of research productivity than women (Bailey 

1992; Vasil 1992; Billard 1993; Gottlieb 1994; Blackburn & Lawrence 1995; 

Finkelstein et al. 1998; Creamer 1998; Kotrlik et al., 2002). In fact, women seem to have 

fewer achievements on almost every indicator. Some researchers concluded that there 

was no gender difference in productivity (Kotrlik et al., 2002; Teodorescu 2000; 

Williams 2000). Meanwhile, Robin and Powell (1987) as well as Omundson and Mann 

(1994) found no difference in outcomes publication for both males and females at the 

Faculty of Social Work. Likewise, McNamee, Willis and Rochford (1990) found no 

gender-based differences in the faculty of sociology. Garkland (1990) likewise found for 

the Faculty of Library and Information Science, and Rieger (1990) for the Faculty of 

Education. 

 

Recommendations 

In addition, this study makes a number of recommendations from participants, which it 

is believed will improve both the quality and quantity of research productivity at this 

university, and, in some instances, more widely across the higher education sector. It is 

recommended that universities and the government must improve the research 

environment, funding, time allocated to research, and hire qualified staff to improve 

research output in the universities. Further, it recommends that more studies be 

conducted to identify other ways of disseminating research output than publications, and 

other measures for promoting research productivity, such as optimization of funding, as 

well as comparative studies which will give more comprehensive results to guide future 

improvements. While some studies have examined “variables at the individual level”, 

further research should be done to investigate individual variables, such as age, gender, 

marital status, experience, academic rank, time, instructional work load, research 

competence and interest in research;  

This study has several strengths. First it used a qualitative approach that allowed the 

researcher to become involved in the research issue. One of the participants gave me 

three hours of her time to speak about matters that could not have been covered in a 

quantitative study, where it is more common to deal in percentages and figures than real 

life feelings. This may guide future researchers to conduct similar studies all over the 

country.  

Despite the strengths of this research, all studies have limitations. The limitations 

identified in the present study concern generalization, as just one institutional case study 

cannot represent the wider population. Nevertheless, similar characteristics can be 

observed in other universities in the country, especially with regard to issues that are 

common to the centralized Saudi education system. However, generalization was not the 

main concern of the current study. Rather it is hoped that the current qualitative research 

sets out a basis for further quantitative and generalizable research, to be formally made 

available to the Ministry of Education. People spend most of their life at work, so it is 

essential that academics enjoy the process of conducting in depth research in their 

specialist field.  
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