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Abstract: 

This study analyzed the relationship between research budget allocation and research output productivity 

among full-time collegiate faculty members at San Pablo Colleges, a private higher education institution 

in the Philippines. Guided by the Resource-Based View (RBV) theory, the research investigated how 

financial support influences faculty research activities and output. A quantitative correlational research 

design was employed, utilizing total enumeration of all 60 full-time collegiate faculty members, with 

responses successfully obtained from 51 individuals. Data were collected via a researcher-made survey 

questionnaire with sections on demographics, research engagement status, perceived institutional support 

for research budget allocation, and research output productivity. Descriptive statistics, independent 

samples t-tests, one-way ANOVA, and Pearson’s correlation coefficient were used for data analysis. Key 

findings revealed no statistically significant association between research output productivity and 

demographic factors such as sex (p = 0.590), college affiliation (p = 0.657), age group (p = 0.811), or 

years in teaching (p = 0.079). However, a strong positive and statistically significant relationship was 

found between faculty perceptions of research budget allocation and their level of research output 

productivity (r = 0.744, p < 0.001). This strong correlation indicates that improved perceptions of 

budgetary support are linked to higher self-reported research productivity, underscoring the critical role of 

faculty perception in shaping scholarly performance. The study concludes that while demographic 

characteristics do not significantly influence productivity, strategic budget allocation and transparent 

communication are vital catalysts for scholarly output. Recommendations include enhancing budget 

accessibility, streamlining disbursement processes, and leveraging positive perceptions to reinforce 

research value. 
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Introduction 

In recent years, the landscape of higher education in the Philippines has undergone 

significant transformations, particularly in the realm of research and development. The 

Philippine government has recognized the pivotal role of research in national development, 

leading to initiatives aimed at enhancing research capabilities across the country. For instance, 

the Department of Science and Technology's (DOST) Science for Change Program, launched in 

2016, sought to decentralize research funding, increasing the share allocated to regions outside 

Metro Manila from 20% to 66%. This move aimed to bolster regional research initiatives and 

address disparities in research infrastructure and output (DOST, 2022). Despite these efforts, the 

Philippines continues to lag behind its Southeast Asian neighbors in research productivity. In the 

study of Gopez, dela Cruz, Magahis, Resurreccion, and Demeterio (2024), a bibliometric 

analysis, revealed that while the number of Scopus-indexed publications from Philippine 

institutions has grown, the country still falls below the ASEAN average in research output. This 

underperformance is attributed to various factors, including limited research funding, inadequate 

infrastructure, and a lack of robust research culture within many higher education institutions 

(HEIs).  

Private HEIs, such as San Pablo Colleges (SPC) in Laguna, face unique challenges in this 

context. Established in 1947, SPC has been a cornerstone of education in the region, offering 

programs from preschool to graduate levels. However, like many private institutions, SPC relies 

heavily on tuition fees for funding, leaving limited resources for research activities . This 

financial constraint hampers the institution's ability to support faculty research endeavors, 

affecting overall research productivity. The issue at hand is the apparent disconnect between 

research budget allocation and research output productivity among full-time collegiate faculty 

members at SPC. While national policies emphasize the importance of research, there is a 

paucity of empirical studies examining how budget allocations directly influence research 

productivity at the institutional level, particularly within private colleges. This gap in the 

literature underscores the need for focused investigations into the dynamics of research funding 

and output in specific institutional contexts. 

This study aims to analyze the relationship between research budget allocation and 

research output productivity among full-time collegiate faculty members at San Pablo Colleges. 

Guided by the Resource-Based View (RBV) theory, which emphasizes the strategic use of 

institutional resources to enhance performance, the research investigates how financial support 

influences faculty research activities and output. By faculty engagement in research and output 

metrics, the study seeks to assess the effectiveness of current funding strategies and provide 

insights into how targeted investments in research capabilities can enhance institutional 

productivity and academic impact. 

Beyond contributing to institutional policy development at SPC, this research offers 

broader value to the academic community as it adds to the limited body of literature on research 

funding in private HEIs in the Philippines and provides a case study that other institutions may 

reference as they navigate similar challenges. In doing so, the study supports the ongoing 

discourse on improving research capacity and productivity in the country’s private higher 

education sector. 
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Statement of the Problem 

This study aims to examine the relationship between research budget allocation and 

research output productivity among full-time collegiate faculty members at San Pablo Colleges.  

Specifically, this study seeks to answer the following main question: 

1. What is the demographic profile of the respondents in terms of: 

  1.1 Age; 

  1.2 Sex; 

  1.3 College; and 

  1.4 Number of years in teaching? 

2. What is the research engagement status of the respondents in terms of: 

  2.1 Completion of a research project in the past year; 

  2.2 Publication in a refereed or peer-reviewed journal; and 

  2.3 Receipt of institutional research grant or funding within the last three years? 

3. What is the level of institutional support for research budget allocation as perceived by the 

respondents? 

4. What is the level of research output productivity among respondents based on self-reported 

engagement in research-related activities? 

5. Is there a significant association in the level of research output productivity when respondents 

are grouped according to profile variables? 

6. Is there a significant relationship between faculty perceptions of research budget allocation and 

their level of research output productivity? 

 

Method 

This study employed a quantitative correlational research design to examine the 

relationship between research budget allocation and research output productivity among full-time 

collegiate faculty members at San Pablo Colleges (SPC). A correlational approach was deemed 

appropriate as it allows the identification of statistical associations between variables without 

manipulating them. As McCombes (2023) explained, descriptive research is particularly useful 

when investigating topics that are not yet fully understood, as it provides a clear snapshot of 

existing trends and patterns. In this case, the study explored how institutional funding relates to 

faculty research productivity within a private higher education setting, offering insights into an 

area that remains underexplored in many academic institutions. 

To achieve comprehensive data collection, the study employed total enumeration, 

targeting all 60 full-time collegiate faculty members of SPC. Responses were successfully 

obtained from 51 individuals, resulting in a retrieval rate of 85%. Despite follow-up strategies 

such as coordination with department heads, reminders via faculty group chats, and personal 

messages to respondents, a small percentage (15%) did not participate. Preliminary observations 

suggested that these non-respondents were spread across various departments and did not 

represent any single demographic group, minimizing concerns about systematic bias. 

Nevertheless, their absence was acknowledged as a minor limitation. Given the high response 

rate, the data still offered a reliable representation of the faculty population for meaningful 

analysis. 
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The primary instrument was a researcher-made survey questionnaire composed of four 

structured sections. Part I gathered demographic information, including age, sex, college 

affiliation, and years of teaching. Part II assessed research engagement status through three yes-

or-no questions regarding recent project completion, journal publication, and receipt of 

institutional research funding. Part III measured perceptions of institutional support for research 

budget allocation through ten indicators rated on a four-point Likert scale. Part IV evaluated 

research output productivity using eight indicators, also on a four-point scale, capturing the 

frequency and depth of faculty involvement in research activities. To ensure clarity and 

alignment with the study’s objectives, the instrument was validated by three experts—a research 

coordinator, a faculty member with a doctorate in education, and the research director—who 

assessed its content and structure. After incorporating their feedback, the questionnaire was pilot 

tested with 20 high school faculty members from the same institution who were not part of the 

study’s target population. Although they belonged to a different academic level, these 

respondents were considered appropriate for pilot testing due to their familiarity with academic 

procedures and research practices. Cronbach’s alpha was then used to assess internal consistency 

for Parts III and IV, yielding a coefficient of 0.92, which indicated excellent reliability. 

Data collection was conducted after securing formal approval from the Research Director 

of San Pablo Colleges. The survey was administered through Google Forms, allowing for 

efficient and accessible distribution among faculty members. The data gathering period spanned 

from the last week of April to the second week of May 2025, giving respondents ample time to 

complete the instrument. Ethical standards were upheld throughout the process: respondents 

were informed about the study’s purpose and procedures, provided voluntary informed consent, 

and assured of their right to withdraw at any point without penalty. To protect privacy, all 

responses were anonymized and securely stored, ensuring that individual identities remained 

confidential. 

For data analysis, the study employed both descriptive and inferential statistical methods. 

Descriptive statistics—such as frequency counts, percentages, and means—were used to 

summarize the respondents’ demographic characteristics, research engagement status, and 

perceptions of research budget allocation and productivity. To test associations between 

variables, inferential statistics were utilized. Independent samples t-tests and one-way ANOVA 

were applied to determine whether research productivity varied significantly across demographic 

categories, while Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to assess the relationship between 

perceived budget support and research productivity. These analyses enabled a comprehensive 

understanding of how faculty characteristics and institutional support structures interact to 

influence research outcomes. 

 

Results and Discussion 

The section provides a comprehensive examination of how institutional research budget 

allocation relates to the research productivity of full-time collegiate faculty members at San 

Pablo Colleges. Drawing from both descriptive and inferential analyses, the findings offer 

insights into faculty demographics, research engagement status, and their perceptions of 

institutional support for research. Patterns in productivity and engagement are interpreted 
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alongside perceptions of budget adequacy and accessibility, allowing for a nuanced 

understanding of how institutional conditions and faculty experiences shape research behavior. 

This section presents not only the statistical outcomes but also integrates relevant literature to 

contextualize the results and highlight implications for institutional research development. 

 

Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of the 51 faculty respondents, showing a diverse 

distribution across age, sex, college affiliation, and years of teaching. 

 

Table 1 
Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

Age Group 25–31 16 31% 

 32–38 9 18% 

 39–45 9 18% 

 46–52 10 19% 

 53–59 4 8% 

 60–66 3 6% 

 Total 51 100% 

Sex Female 31 61% 

 Male 20 39% 

 Total 51 100% 

College/Department College of Accountancy (CAC) 3 6% 

 College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) 16 31% 

 College of Business Management (CBM) 3 6% 

 College of Computer Studies (CCS) 3 6% 

 College of Education (CED) 8 16% 

 College of Nursing (CON) 17 33% 

 College of Physical Therapy (CPT) 1 2% 

 College of Radiologic Technology (CRT) 0 0% 

 Total 51 100% 

Years in Teaching 1–7 28 55% 

 8–14 11 21% 

 15–21 5 10% 

 22–28 4 8% 

 29 and above 3 6% 

 Total 51 100% 
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The age distribution of the 51 faculty members shows that nearly one-third (31%) are 

between 25–31 years old, followed by two equal groups of 9 respondents (18% each) aged 32–38 

and 39–45; 19% fall into the 46–52 bracket, while those aged 53–66 represent smaller minorities 

(8% and 6%, respectively). This concentration in early- and mid-career cohorts reflects 

heterogeneity in academic life stages, a pattern observed in similar Philippine private 

universities, where mature faculty exhibit significantly different research attitudes by age even 

when productivity remains consistent across genders (Alcazaren & Robiños, 2022). Global 

studies challenge the notion of a universal productivity peak in mid-career academics, revealing 

instead diverse trajectories that extend productivity well beyond early peaks (Way et al., 2016). 

Female faculty outnumber males, comprising 61% versus 39% of the sample. This strong 

female representation mirrors the overall increase in women joining academia, particularly in 

teaching roles, though gender disparities persist in higher academic ranks and research impact 

(Jaramillo et al., 2025). In the Philippines, gender does not inherently determine research 

characteristics—self-efficacy and attitude remain consistent across male and female faculty—but 

age variations still produce differences in research mindset (Alcazaren & Robiños, 2022). 

Faculty are mostly housed in the Colleges of Nursing (33%) and Arts & Sciences (31%), 

with lesser representation from Education (16%) and minimal presence in other disciplines. This 

uneven departmental spread is typical of teaching-centric institutions where research output 

differs sharply by discipline. Evidence shows Arts & Sciences often lead in journal publications, 

while professional courses like nursing typically produce fewer research outputs (Launio et al., 

2024). Such discipline-based variation suggests that the institutional emphasis on certain fields 

may shape faculty engagement with research. 

More than half (55%) of faculty are in the early stages of their careers, with only 18% 

having over 15 years of teaching experience. Early-career dominance can influence research 

output, as middle- and late-career academics generally show higher productivity due to 

accumulated experience and institutional positioning (Rosario et al., 2025). However, the 

diversity of their research trajectories means productivity cannot be solely predicted by age or 

seniority (Way et al., 2016). In the Philippine context, research self-efficacy—strongly tied to 

publication behavior—is not age-bound; yet limited funding, exposure, and institutional support 

often limit actual productivity (Pentang & Domingo, 2024). 

Together, these findings depict a faculty demographic that is comparatively youthful, 

predominantly female, and concentrated in a few departments. Although comparative studies 

have shown that early- and mid-career academics possess similar research attitudes and efficacy, 

differences in discipline and institutional support structures are likely to influence actual 

productivity outcomes (Alcazaren & Robiños, 2022; Pentang & Domingo, 2024). Recognizing 

these nuances will be crucial in framing any policies aimed at enhancing research performance in 

the institution. 

 

Research Engagement Status of the Respondents 

Table 2 outlines the research engagement status of 51 faculty members, focusing on their 

recent research activities. Specifically, it shows whether respondents completed at least one 



 cognizancejournal.com 

Angelique D. Perez et al, Cognizance Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies, Vol.5, Issue.6, June 2025, pg. 351-365 

(An Open Accessible, Multidisciplinary, Fully Refereed and Peer Reviewed Journal) 

ISSN: 0976-7797 

Impact Factor: 5.183 

Index Copernicus Value (ICV) = 77.57 
 

©2025, Cognizance Journal, ZAIN Publications, Fridhemsgatan 62, 112 46, Stockholm, Sweden, All Rights Reserved                         357 

research project in the past year, published in a refereed or peer-reviewed journal, and received 

institutional funding in the last three years. 

A substantial majority of 71% reported completing a research project within the past 

year, suggesting a strong culture of research engagement. This aligns with findings indicating 

that institutions which actively encourage project initiation—especially among early-career 

faculty—tend to see higher annual output (Zink & Curran, 2020). However, when it comes to 

tangible outputs, only 31% have published in peer-reviewed journals, and exactly the same 

proportion received institutional funding in the last three years. This significant drop-off from 

activity to formal outputs highlights a common issue in higher education, where many research 

efforts fail to translate into publications or funded projects (Deutsch et al., 2020). In particular, 

internal funding schemes often yield around a 65–73% conversion rate from funded projects to 

publications, indicating that even with available funds, not all faculty manage to disseminate 

their work effectively (Deutsch et al., 2020). 

 

Table 2 

Research Engagement Status of the Respondents 

Variable Category Frequency Percentage 

Completed Research Project in Past Year No 15 29% 

 Yes 36 71% 

 Total 51 100% 

Publication in Refereed or Peer-Reviewed Journal No 35 69% 

 Yes 16 31% 

 Total 51 100% 

Received Institutional Research Grant or Funding No 35 69% 

 Yes 16 31% 

 Total 51 100% 

 

Furthermore, studies on competitive funding—such as Swiss National Science 

Foundation grants—show that securing external funding usually boosts both the quantity and 

quality of publications, adding roughly one additional article annually in subsequent years and 

increasing citation impact (Heyard & Hottenrott, 2020). This suggests that the 31% who secured 

funding at the institution may benefit from improved outcomes, while those without support 

might face barriers in completing and publishing research. The observed gap, therefore, 

underscores the need for stronger institutional mechanisms like structured mentorship, writing 

workshops, and grant-writing support that have been proven to enhance research productivity 

(Heyard & Hottenrott, 2020; Deutsch et al., 2020). 

Overall, while project initiation rates are commendably high, the lower rates of 

publication and funding indicate a critical need for systematic support to convert research 

engagement into recognized scholarly output. 
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Level of Institutional Support for Research Budget Allocation 

Table 3 displays faculty perceptions of institutional support for research budget 

allocation, summarizing responses across ten distinct indicators. Anchored on a 4-point scale 

where "Agree" spans from 2.51 to 3.25, the overall mean score of 2.91 suggests that the support 

provided by the institution is considered adequate but not exemplary. 

The most positively viewed indicators are support for presenting research at conferences 

(M = 3.18), encouragement to apply for research grants (M = 3.08), and equitable distribution of 

research funding (M = 3.08). These results suggest that faculty perceive the college as fostering a 

supportive research culture, consistent with evidence that such encouragement correlates with 

increased scholarly engagement and application success (Callo & Sahagun, 2019). Furthermore, 

a positive climate—where grant-seeking is actively promoted—has been shown to enhance 

motivation and participation in research initiatives (Goff-Albritton et al., 2022). 

On the other hand, two indicators scored notably lower: access to necessary research 

funds (M = 2.57) and budget coverage for essential research expenses like equipment and data 

collection (M = 2.71). These findings reflect persistent resource constraints, a globally 

recognized barrier to academic productivity. For instance, a qualitative study in LMIC 

universities reported that inadequate funding and poorly maintained facilities significantly 

restrict research capacity ((Mahmood, Rehman, Huang, & Riaz, 2025). Moreover, systematic 

reviews have repeatedly identified gaps in startup funds, laboratory resources, and administrative 

support as impediments to research success (Peters et al., 2022). 

 

Table 3 

Faculty Perceptions of Institutional Support for Research Budget Allocation 

Indicators Mean VD/VI 

The institution allocates a sufficient budget for research activities. 2.98 Agree 

The research budget is equitably distributed among faculty researchers. 3.08 Agree 

I am informed about the procedures for applying for research funding. 2.98 Agree 

There is transparency in how research funds are allocated. 2.96 Agree 

I have access to funds needed for conducting research. 2.57 Agree 

The research budget covers essential expenses such as equipment and data collection. 2.71 Agree 

There is institutional support for presenting research outputs at conferences. 3.18 Agree 

Research funding is released in a timely manner. 2.84 Agree 

I receive guidance on how to prepare and submit budget proposals. 2.73 Agree 

The institution encourages faculty to avail research grants. 3.08 Agree 

Overall Mean 2.91 Adequate 

 Legend: 3.26–4.00 Strongly Agree/Very Adequate; 2.51–3.25 Agree/Adequate; 1.76–2.50 

Disagree/Inadequate; 1.00–1.75 Strongly Disagree/Very Inadequate 

Taken together, while faculty perceive encouragement and procedural transparency in 

grant-seeking and conference participation, they also sense a shortfall in actual financial backing 

for project execution. This discrepancy between rhetorical support and tangible resource 

provision mirrors patterns observed in developing contexts, where institutions declare research 
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priorities but struggle to align budgets accordingly (Ferrero & Salles-Filho, 2025). Thus, the 

institution’s efforts, though commendable in fostering research engagement norms, require 

translation into strengthened financial infrastructure—such as dedicated equipment funding, seed 

grants, and streamlined disbursement—to move from adequacy to excellence in supporting 

scholarly output. 

 

Level of Research Output Productivity 

Table 4 presents faculty self-assessments of their research productivity through eight 

indicators rated on a 4-point scale, with overall interpretations ranging from ―Low‖ (1.76–2.50) 

to ―Very High‖ (3.26–4.00). 

The two most prominent indicators were participation in research-related activities: 

faculty members rated "contributing to the enhancement of the school’s research culture" highest 

(M = 3.18), followed closely by "regular attendance at research colloquia or conferences" (M = 

3.12). The elevated score on research culture underscores a shared belief among the faculty that 

their collective efforts foster a supportive scholarly environment. This finding resonates with 

studies demonstrating the positive correlation between departmental research culture and 

productivity, showing that shared values and institutional norms significantly enhance research 

engagement (Fuentes, 2021). Likewise, strong engagement in research dialogues, networking, 

and continuous scholarly exchange—hallmarks of a robust academic environment—have been 

identified as essential drivers of productivity (Fuentes, 2021). Similarly, regular attendance at 

conferences is well recognized as a pivotal contributor to both personal and professional research 

growth. Such participation facilitates the development of competencies in scientific 

communication, offers platforms for critical feedback, and opens doors to collaborative 

opportunities—each of which enhances research quality and output (Subramanian, 2020; Hauss, 

2021). Indeed, the literature describes conferences as dynamic social spaces where researchers 

forge connections that often blossom into scholarly collaborations and successful grant 

partnerships (Hauss, 2021). 

Conversely, two indicators yielded notably lower scores. Regular application for 

institutional or external research funding (M = 2.76) suggests a moderate tendency toward grant-

seeking, one that may indicate faculty caution or perhaps inadequate support structures in this 

domain. Similarly, the perception of sufficient institutional motivation to pursue research (M = 

2.82) may signal a potential motivational gap. Research by Gangwani et al. (2022) shows that 

where institutional incentives are weak, faculty engagement in grant applications and research 

behaviors tends to diminish—even among those already active in scholarly work. 

 

Table 4 

Level of Research Output Productivity 

Indicators Mean VD/VI 

I regularly attend research colloquia or conferences. 3.12 Agree 

My research outputs are recognized by the institution or external bodies. 3.08 Agree 

My department has a high level of research productivity. 2.94 Agree 
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Indicators Mean VD/VI 

I collaborate with colleagues on research projects. 3.02 Agree 

I meet the institutional research output targets. 2.88 Agree 

I experience institutional motivation to do research. 2.82 Agree 

I apply for institutional or external research funding regularly. 2.76 Agree 

I contribute to the enhancement of the school’s research culture. 3.18 Agree 

Overall Mean 2.98 High 

Legend: 3.26–4.00 Strongly Agree/Very High; 2.51–3.25 Agree/High; 1.76–2.50 Disagree/Low; 

1.00–1.75 Strongly Disagree/Very Low 

 

Taken together, the overall mean of 2.98 signifies solid research productivity that aligns 

with global benchmarks. However, the lower scores for funding activity and institutional 

motivation hint at potential areas for strategic improvement. The literature consistently highlights 

the critical role of motivation and funding in sustaining high levels of research output (Asif, 

Mahmood, & Arshad, 2022). While faculty are largely active, recognized, and culturally minded 

toward research, targeted enhancements in motivational systems and funding support could 

further elevate institutional research performance. 

 

Association Between Research Output Productivity and Profile Variables 

Table 5 presents the results of statistical tests examining whether faculty research output 

productivity varies according to demographic factors. The analyses included t-tests and 

ANOVAs to assess differences based on sex, college affiliation, age group, and years in 

teaching. Across all four variables, none of the associations reached statistical significance: sex 

yielded a t-value of 0.54 (p = .590), college affiliation an F-value of 0.69 (p = .657), age group 

an F-value of 0.39 (p = .811), and years in teaching an F-value of 2.24 (p = .079). These results 

suggest that, within this sample, demographic characteristics did not significantly influence 

research output productivity. 

 

Table 5 

Association Between Research Output Productivity and Profile Variables 

Profile Variable Test Used Test Value P-value Decision 

Sex t-test 0.54 0.590 Not Significant 

College ANOVA 0.69 0.657 Not Significant 

Age Group ANOVA 0.39 0.811 Not Significant 

Years in Teaching ANOVA 2.24 0.079 Not Significant 

Legend: Not Significant = p ≥ 0.05 

 

While it might be assumed that factors like sex or seniority would affect research 

performance, the lack of significant associations in this study echoes findings from several recent 

investigations. For example, a bibliometric analysis of faculty productivity in Italy noted only 

small gender differences that diminished over time, especially when controlling for discipline 
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and rank (Abramo, D’Angelo, & Caprasecca, 2018). Similarly, research examining the role of 

age and academic rank has reported that, after promotion, age may even correlate negatively with 

productivity, while seniority—rather than mere experience in years—plays a more decisive role 

(Abramo, D’Angelo, & Murgia, 2016). These studies align with the findings, underscoring that 

simple demographic categories often fail to capture the complexity behind research productivity. 

The absence of a significant link between college affiliation and productivity runs counter 

to some global evidence showing that affiliation with higher-status departments often correlates 

with higher output (Long, Bowers, Barnett, & White, 2017). However, the literature also 

emphasizes that an active work environment—rather than individual prestige—plays a stronger 

role in driving productivity (Way, Morgan, Larremore, & Clauset, 2019). The identity of this 

institution as a unified whole may explain why departmental boundaries do not predict outputs 

among its faculty. 

Regarding teaching experience, the near-significant ANOVA result (p = .079) suggests a 

weak trend worth noting. Literature on teaching effectiveness often indicates that productivity 

stabilizes after an initial career phase. Some studies suggest productivity spikes early, plateaus, 

and then may decline mid-career (Subramanian & Nammalvar, 2016). Other researchers, 

however, have found little to no linear relationship between years of experience and research 

outcomes (Kurniawati, Pranoto, Utami, Latiana, & Ahmadi, 2021). The findings appear more 

consistent with the latter perspective, implying that teaching longevity alone is not a reliable 

predictor of scholarly output. 

Collectively, the absence of statistically significant differences in productivity across 

demographic variables indicates that research performance in this institution is relatively 

egalitarian, unaffected by sex, age, college, or years of teaching experience. This suggests that 

other variables—such as institutional culture, mentorship availability, or access to funding—

likely play larger roles in shaping research outcomes. Research also suggests that targeted 

investment in structural supports, rather than demographic-based interventions, yields more 

sustained productivity gains (Abramo et al., 2018). 

 

Correlation Between Budget Allocation and Research Output Productivity 

Table 6 summarizes the correlation between perceived budget allocation and research 

output productivity among faculty members. With a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.744, 

there is a strong positive relationship indicating that as faculty perceptions of budgetary support 

improve, their self-reported research productivity rises correspondingly. The result is statistically 

significant (p < .05), underscoring a reliable and meaningful association between these two 

variables. 

 

Table 6 

Correlation Between Budget Allocation and Research Output Productivity 

Metric Value Interpretation 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) 0.744 Strong positive correlation 

P-value 0.000 Statistically significant (p < 0.05) 

Overall Interpretation  Significant positive relationship 
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This strong relationship mirrors findings from broader educational research showing that 

well-structured and adequately allocated research funding significantly enhances scholarly 

output. For instance, an analysis by Heyard and Hottenrott (2020) of Swiss National Science 

Foundation grants demonstrated an average increase of one peer-reviewed article per year 

following new awards, illustrating how direct financial support boosts publication rates. 

Similarly, a global meta-analysis found that investments in research infrastructure and budget 

transparency markedly improve knowledge dissemination and productivity outcomes 

(Akbaritabar et al., 2021). 

Further research highlights that while concentrated funding can produce diminishing 

marginal returns—especially when allocated disproportionately to elite researchers—it 

nonetheless remains crucial for enabling cohorts of scholars to increase their output (Mongeon et 

al., 2016). Indeed, a recent Nature article emphasized how goal-aligned and strategically 

allocated budgets in the Global South translated into measurable academic gains across 

institutions (Ferrero & Salles-Filho, 2025). While some literature has debated whether funding 

causally improves productivity or merely reflects it, strong correlations such as the one found in 

this study suggest a mutually reinforcing dynamic: faculty who perceive adequate funding feel 

empowered to produce more, which in turn justifies further investment (Heyard & Hottenrott, 

2020; Mitchell & Truman, 2019). 

The robust and statistically significant correlation in this study affirms that faculty 

perceptions of institutional support are a vital enabler of productive research behaviors. These 

results underscore the importance of strategic budget allocation—not just as administrative 

formality, but as a genuine catalyst for scholarly output across diverse academic settings. 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section presents the key conclusions and corresponding recommendations based on 

the findings of the study. 

The conclusions offer a deeper understanding of how faculty demographics, research 

engagement patterns, and perceptions of institutional support influence scholarly productivity. 

Taken together, they highlight areas where institutional policies and practices can be 

strengthened to foster a more robust and inclusive research environment. 

1. The concentration of younger faculty members and the noticeable gender and departmental 

representation suggest a developing research culture where engagement may be influenced by 

early-career experiences and academic environments. These characteristics may shape the 

institution’s emerging research identity and signal where foundational scholarly practices are 

being established. 

2. While engagement in research activities appears evident, the disparity between project 

completion, publication, and funding points to inconsistencies in the research cycle. This 

suggests that faculty may face challenges transitioning from conducting studies to achieving 

formal dissemination and institutional resource utilization, which may influence the continuity 

and visibility of their scholarly contributions. 

3. Perceptions of institutional support indicate a general sense of adequacy, especially in areas that 

involve encouragement and conference participation. However, lower evaluations in budget 
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accessibility and essential expense coverage imply that certain procedural or logistical aspects of 

budget allocation may be perceived as insufficiently enabling. This perception can shape how 

faculty engage with available institutional opportunities and structure their research activities. 

4. Faculty members generally perceive themselves as productive, particularly in contributing to 

research culture and participating in academic forums. However, the lower evaluations on 

institutional motivation and grant application frequency imply that faculty productivity may be 

self-driven rather than system-supported. This dynamic reflects a research climate where 

intrinsic motivation plays a central role, but institutional structures may be less influential in 

sustaining output. 

5. The absence of significant associations across demographic groups indicates that research 

productivity is not strongly linked to individual characteristics such as age, sex, teaching 

experience, or college affiliation. This suggests that productivity may be more closely tied to 

shared institutional conditions or personal disposition rather than fixed demographic traits. 

6. The positive relationship between perceived budget support and productivity underscores the 

importance of faculty perception in shaping scholarly performance. When faculty feel that 

research is valued and resourced, it may encourage greater engagement and output, suggesting 

that psychological and institutional climates are intertwined in influencing research behavior. 

Grounded in these conclusions, the following recommendations are proposed to help the 

institution enhance its support mechanisms, improve faculty research productivity, and create a 

more enabling research environment. 

1. Develop targeted research orientation and capacity-building initiatives that align with the needs 

and career stages of younger and newly appointed faculty, while fostering inclusive participation 

across all departments and gender groups to balance research involvement institution-wide. 

2. Establish a structured research support framework that guides faculty from project completion to 

publication and funding access, including clear pathways and institutional incentives that 

strengthen the entire research process and promote consistent scholarly engagement. 

3. Review and streamline the budget application and fund disbursement processes to improve 

faculty experiences in accessing resources. Emphasize transparency and ease of access to ensure 

that perceived adequacy translates into actionable support. 

4. Encourage mechanisms that formally recognize and sustain faculty productivity, such as regular 

monitoring, feedback systems, and academic profiling, which can validate and elevate the self-

driven efforts of faculty while linking them to broader institutional goals. 

5. Implement inclusive research development strategies that focus on institutional culture and 

shared academic values, rather than demographic-specific interventions, to support equitable 

growth in faculty productivity across all units and profiles. 

6. Leverage the positive link between perception of support and productivity by enhancing 

communication about budget availability and demonstrating how institutional investments have 

led to measurable research outcomes, thereby reinforcing the perceived value of support. 
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