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DEFINITION OF OPERATIONAL TERMS

Lecturers: University Academic Staff who hold Ph.Ds. (Doctorate of

Philosophy Degrees)

Reciprocity: A condition where the recipient of benefits is morally

obliged to recompense the source of those benefits.

Research Productivity: Extent to which Lecturers engage in academic investigations

and publish their findings in form of journal articles, books
and, book chapters and also present their research findings
in academic conferences, in addition to supervising post

graduate students to completion.

Lecturer research productivity: Number of journal articles published, books and book
chapters

authored, conference papers presented, number of Masters
and Ph.D. students supervised to completion by lecturers in

the last five years (2015-2019).

Organisational support: The policies, management practices, systems and structures,

funding, Physical and electronic infrastructure that a
University makes available to a Lecturer to support his/her
research

productivity.
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Perceived organisational support: Employees’ beliefs/ opinions in the extent to which
an

organisation values their contributions, cares about their
wellbeing, and is willing to support their performance to
meet organisational goals.

Research Infrastructure: Functional laboratories with the needed research equipment,
field research equipment, well- lit and ventilated office space
with appropriate office furniture, furnished with computers and
printers, and reliable power connectivity for conducting

research.

Functional remotely accessed e-libraries, availability of recent
soft copies of books and publications and University

subscription to online publication outlets.

Presence of software for data collection, and analysis, internet
connectivity needed for conducting research.

Research management: Practices, processes, mechanisms, and structures that the
University institutes to support the lecturers’ research function.
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ABSTRACT

In today’s hyper-competitive higher education market, research productivity has become a
dominant criterion for establishing the relative standing of individual academics and ranking of
universities. However, in Ugandan universities, attention is paid more to the teaching function.
The research function is generally left to individual lecturers to conduct as a requirement for
promotion. This study therefore sought to evaluate the effect of the university organisational
support on lecturers’ research productivity at Kyambogo University. The analysis focused on
research policy, research management, researchfunding and research infrastructure as the
organizational support avalled to lect.urers in promoting research productivity. Research
Productivity was indicated as article publication, Book authorship, conference presentation and
graduate students supervision. The study used a mixed-method cross-sectional correlational
survey design. A sample of 127 Ph.D. holding lecturers and 9 key informants participated in the
study. Data was collected using questionnaires, documentary analysis and interviews. It was
analysed using Structural Equation Modelling for quantitative data while qualitative data was
analysed through thematic content analysis. Overall, the results revealed generally low
organisational support (mean = 2.83 Std D. = 0.258), low research productivity (mean = 2.83,
Std D. = 0.693), indicating a significant relationship between organisational support and research
productivity (B = 0.523 p = 0.000). Specifically, the study established a significant positive
effect of research policy (f = 0.219, p = 0.023) and research infrastructure (f = 0.280, p = 0.016)
on research productivity. However, no significant effect of research management (f = 0.027, p =
0.803) and research funding (B = 0.113, p = 0.253) on research productivity. The study thus
concluded that organisational support is a major predictor of research productivity in universities
and recommended university managers to improve the support given to lecturers to conduct the
university research function. In particular, the study recommended the formulation and
implementation of favouring and supportive research policies, and increased funding to improve

the university research infrastructure as the most critical support factor for research productivity.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the study

Lecturers’ research productivity is a critical factor for the success of any university.
Productive lecturers not only enable their universities to achieve their goals but also enhance
their competitiveness.  Universities’ global competitiveness largely depends on their
academics’ research output than teaching awards. As such, university academics research
productivity is thus increasingly becoming a crucial indicator of their career prestige as well
as the overall university standing, funds generation, industry relationship, and desirability to
both global and indigenous student populations (Yang, 2017). To this end, universities should
not only fully exploit the talents of their lecturers but also avail them with the necessary

support to promote their productivity in the bid to offer the best quality services.

Research productivity is influenced by both personal and organizational factors. Though
individual aspects such as age, gender, family responsibilities, intelligence, interest, ambition,
focus, academic rank, and years of service may play a critical role in determining individual
lecturer®s level of productivity in general, they are not easy to manage and adjust. On the
other hand, organizational factors such as the availability of electronic technology, physical
infrastructure, policies, funding and governance arrangements are more amenable to
interventions. Research has also shown that organizational aspects like management forms
can be adjusted with less difficulty than individual factors like interests, attitudes and
personality traits (Jung, 2012; Teodorescu, 2000). This study therefore evaluated the effect of

organizational support on research productivity among lecturers at Kyambogo University.



This chapter presents the background of the study. It also highlights the statement of the
problem, purpose, objectives, research questions and hypotheses, the scope, justification, and
significance of the study, and the conceptual model that guided the study. The background
entails the historical perspective which gives the past overview of the problem under study,
the theoretical perspective gives the theories that underpin the study, the conceptual
perspective describes the key study variables, and the contextual perspective shows the

problem at hand that prompted the study.
1.1.1 Historical perspective

World over, productivity in higher education has had a multi-dimensional character in form of
knowledge production, dissemination, and application through research and publication,
teaching, and outreach activities. However, research productivity has specifically received
more attention from several scholars (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; McGill & Settle, 2012; Henry
et al., 2020; Jameel & Ahmad, 2020), acknowledging it as not only a crucial role but also a
primary function for university standing. This therefore calls for increased organisational

support to facilitate lecturers in conducting this dominant university function.

The notion of research establishment at universities began in 19th-century Germany. This was
during the European Industrial Revolution that led to the explosion of new ideas through
empirical research conducted in laboratories and results later validated to develop new
technologies (Geiger, 2004; Altbach, 2013; Cloete et al,. 2015). The pre-eminence of research
over teaching was further brought forward from around 1825 by the Humboldt*s Reformed
University of Berlin (Altbach, 2013). Before that, universities were dedicated to the teaching
function, to prepare professionals in several disciplines. From the late 19" century to the early

20" century, universities in Europe and North America struggled to transform into innovation



centres through increased research to generate knowledge for societal advancement (Watson,

2010; Altbach, 2011; Altbach, 2013).

The growth and evolution of universities’ research productivity have mainly been shaped by
external factors. After the second world war, there was a sharp increase in research
productivity among the industrialised countries, mainly the United States of America and the
Soviet Union, due to government policies influenced by the cold war arms race and space
technology rivalries (Altbach, 2013; Auranen, 2014; Cloete et al., 2015). By the 1950s many
European countries had started setting up profession-based research entities to allocate
funding and partner with universities to conduct both basic and applied research (Auranen,
2014). This called for university academic staff to get involved in research to promote the
socio-economic development of their societies. From the 1960s to the 1990s, emphasis on
scientific research spread from North America and European countries to Asia, where it has
remained a source of high-tech innovations and economic prosperity focusing more on
promoting research-based technological inventions and bringing them to the market (Auranen,
2014). As innovation increasingly became the mantra for development in the 21% century, the
generation of applied knowledge through research has steadily emerged as the source of
economic growth and affluence in North America, Europe and Asian countries (Altbach,
2011). Thus, to keep pace with the new reality, nations have scrambled to establish
institutions that would promote the generation and dissemination of knowledge through

research and publications, of which universities have played a central role.

Globally, universities remain knowledge production and transfer centres as well as workshops
for novel technological advancements through enhanced students’ and academic staff

creativity (Ghabban et al, 2019). Research productivity has therefore continued to receive



increased attention and investment not only in recognition of its widely accepted contribution
to economic development, but also to the countries’ global competitiveness and dominance,
hence the need for increased organizational support, as a critical factor in enhancing research

productivity among university academic staff.

In Africa, universities were largely a creation of colonial establishment in the early 20"
century. They were mainly aimed at teaching to produce low-level but broadly educated civil
servants like clerical officers and interpreters (Kasozi, 2017). Universities founded on the
above perspective included Makerere in Uganda, Ibadan in Nigeria, Legon in Ghana, Fourah
Bay in Sierraleone, and Gordon College-Khartoum in Sudan (Sicherman, 2008; Temele,
2016). Most of these new or elevated university colleges served as regional training
institutions affiliated with and awarding degrees of the University of London (Zeleza, 2006).
In these universities, little attention was given to the function of generating new knowledge
through research, for fear of opposition to colonial governments by the educated African elites
(Atuahene, 2012; Lulat, 2003; Zeleza, 2006; Mamdami, 2011; Atuahene, 2012). This
restrictive policy left many African countries to gain independence without the required
human capital for national development. Thus, after independence, the initial African
governments emphasised the training of the manpower needed to replace the departing
colonial officers as their main higher educational need (Kasozi, 2017). This explains why
post-independence universities mainly concentrated on the teaching function with little
attention given to research for development (Sawyer, 2004; Mamdami, 2011; Atuahene,

2012).

Although attempts by some American academics in the late 1960s to conduct research in

prominent Sub-Saharan Universities like Makerere gave a shot of emphasis on research,



especially in the sciences faculties, the Humboldtian design of a university founded on a dual
mandate of scholarship and teaching was never realised (Anderson, 2010; Henningsen, 2013;
Kasozi, 2017). The situation was worsened by the economic and political upheavals that hit
the continent from the 1960s through the 1990s whose consequence was the inability of
African universities to keep pace with global developments in managing research in higher
education. African universities went through unprecedented declines in research productivity,
reducing their contribution to international referred journals to less than 2% (Jung et al.,

2019). A review of the Thomson

Scientific Citation Indexes (CI), shows that Africa’s contribution to the global scholarly
literature decreased from 1.0 percent in 1987 to 0.7 percent in 2004 (Tijssen, 2007; World
Bank indicators, 2013). Even the more recent figures on Africa’s research performance still
remain depressingly low at just 1 percent of the world’s research output (Muriisa, 2014;
Teferra and Teichler, 2015; Kasozi, 2017; Jung et al., 2019).

Currently, there seems to be consensual acknowledgement that Africa’s under development
largely depends on its inability to fit into today’s knowledge economy. Many African leaders
also contend that Africa’s intangible benefit from globalization is largely based on its inability
to contribute to the global pool of knowledge (Jung et al, 2019). With little to show for its
knowledge productivity in this knowledge era, there is need for sustained organizational
support through meaningful policies, effective management to implement the formulated

policies, and adequate resource allocations by both African governments and individual

universities to the research function.

In Uganda, the long history of civil unrest and political mismanagement of the country from
1966 to the 1990s are highly blamed for the country’s lagged state of research productivity

(Musisi & Muwanga, 2003; Kyaligonza, 2015). From 1966 to the 1990s, Uganda was plunged



into dictatorial rule, civil wars, political instability and insecurity, characterized by
mismanagement and total collapse of the economy (Ssempebwa et al., 2004; Sicherman,
2008). This period had a reverse impact on the advancement of the country’s higher
education, with high levels of academic staff attrition, lack of international scholarships and
access to up-to-date scholarly materials and outlets, nearly leading to leading to a complete
collapse of the university’s research infrastructure (Kyaligonza, 2015; Musisi & Muwanga,
2003). The resultant state of hopelessness among the remaining lecturers greatly reduced their

research productivity (Makerere University Report, 2012; Kyaligonza, 2015; Jackson, 2017).

As the country was recovering from the post-independence turmoil, it faced the lending
conditions of the United Nations money lending institutions which undermined the funding of
higher education and research, in favor of basic (primary and secondary) education for its then
perceived higher rate of returns on investment (Mamdami, 2011; Atuahene, 2012; Bloom et
al, 2013; Muriisa, 2014). African countries including Uganda were forced to re-allocate
resources towards the primary and secondary education levels. The result was low funding to

universities of which the research function was the most adversely affected.

The contention that universities are basically, producers of skilled manpower as opposed to
producing knowledge and training future researchers and academics was further reinforced by
the neoliberal policies of the 1980s that focused on market requirements to guide the
economic and social affairs (Kyaligonza, 2015; Kasozi, 2017). The policy emphasis was to
make higher education market-driven through commercialization, privatization and
massification of universities to generate their own revenues by introducing privately

sponsored academic programmes. This explains the then popular introduction of market-



driven courses in Ugandan universities at the expense of research as a key prerequisite for

respectable staff performance (Kasozi, 2017).

Besides, the government of Uganda did not emphasize the contribution of research to national
development. For instance, Uganda Vision 2040 failed to categorically state the role research
would play in transforming Ugandan society from one dominated by peasants to one that is
modern and prosperous (Kasozi, 2017). As such, the rush to build new public universities has
majorly been shaped more by the quest to improve students' access to higher education than a
mix of knowledge creation and dissemination. Such global and national economic policy
shifts also reduced the universities” ability and readiness to provide the necessary
organizational support for research productivity among their academic staff. As such, it
necessitated the need to analyse the presence of organisational support factors in universities

availed to lecturers in the bid to promote research productivity.

Kyambogo University is the result of the integration of three educational establishments: the
Uganda National Institute for Special Education, the Uganda Polytechnic, and the Institute of
Teacher Education. The three were teaching institutions that basically emphasized research as a
teaching component (Kyaligonza, 2015; Kasozi, 2017). The majority of the academic personnel
that the university acquired was primarily prepared to teach and instruct, not to conduct
scholarly research. It's also important to note that the university didn't begin with the required
infrastructure for research, research management systems, or policies. Such historical factors are
believed to have an adverse bearing on the university research output. Although the university
embarked on capacity building programmes for its academic staff through Ph D programme
sponsorships aimed at meeting the National Council for Higher Education requirements among

others, these have not translated into increased research productivity. It's also important to



remember that the university didn't begin with the required infrastructure for research, research

management systems, or policies.

At the moment, the university is commended for turning out a large number of teachers and
engineers onto the labour market, but not producing or sharing applicable knowledge that can
change society. Low levels of research and innovation have been found at Kyambogo University
by several university rankings. For example, the university's low research output is seen in the
AD scientific Index rankings (2022), with only 24 active researchers out of the top 500 scientists
in Uganda. Kyambogo did not post any researchers among Uganda's top 40, where it faired
poorly, ranking behind Kampala International, Gulu and Busitema Universities. Kyambogo is
not listed in the top 200 of several regional (African) university rankings that are based on
research, and in other rankings, the university has no data available (Shanghai, 2018; QS World
University Rankings, 2021; SCIMAGO, 2022; THE, 2021; Webmetrics, 2022). This
investigation was thus necessary to determine the degree to which the university supports its

academics in promoting its research function in light of the appalling condition of affairs.

1.1.2 Theoretical perspective

This research was hinged onto the Organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al, 1986) and
the Social-Technical Systems Theory (Mitchell, 1972). The Organizational Support Theory
postulates that employee's performance is closely related to how much support they believe they
are receiving from their organisation (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eder and Eisenberger, 2008;
Boateng, 2014; Boateng et al., 2019). According to the theory, employees form general opinions
about how much employers values their contributions, are concerned about their well-being and

their willingness to support employees to increase performance (Shore & Shore, 1995; Lew,



2009). Such a perception determines employees’ felt obligation and in turn increases their effort
to contribute towards the organisational objectives, with the expectation that their commitment to
the organization and improved performance would further be recognized, supported and

rewarded.

From this perspective, the theory posits that employees need to be valued, catered for and
supported through fair and just policies, valued rewards, supportive management structures
and practices to increase their job performance, job satisfaction, organizational commitment
and intention to stay with the organization (Eisenberger et.al, 1986, 1990, 2001, 2002; Rhoads
and Eisenberger, 2002; Colakoglu, Culha & Atay, 2010; Liu & Ding, 2012; Boateng, 2014;
Shen et al, 2014; Kurtessis, Eiseberger et al., 2015; Mabasa and Ngirande, 2015; Boateng et
al., 2019; Putri and Sofyandi, 2019). This theory thus guided the analysis of the first three
objectives of the study, namely the effect of the research policy, research management and

research funding on lecturers™ felt obligation to conduct research and publish findings.

However, the theory does not succinctly bring out the concept of providing employees with
the required tools for the job to enhance their productivity, in deviation from the widely held
view that employee competences must be matched with the tools, resources and the
technology needed to accomplish tasks regardless of other forms of workplace motivation
(Mele, Pels & Polese, 2010; Behdani, 2012; Hester, 2014; Oosthuizen & Pretorius, 2016).
This necessitated the use of the Social-technical Systems theory as another guiding theory to
explain the role of organizational physical and electronic infrastructure in supporting research

productivity.

The Socio-Technical Systems Theory is derived from the assumption that organisations are

made of the social and technical sub-systems as their two main components (Mele et al.,
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2010; Hester, 2014). The social component refers to the employees, for instance lecturers in a
university. On the other hand, the technical component includes the technology, equipment
and other resources that must be availed to the employees to enhance their productivity. The
main contribution of the sociotechnical systems theory is its emphasis on the
interconnectiveness of both the social and the technical sub-systems to improve system
performance (Behdani, 2012; Pence et al, 2014). In modern organizational management,
productivity is more of a result of a positive interaction between people as the social sub-
system and technology as the technical elements available in their workplaces. Such
interaction promotes organizational performance, mainly through a cause-effect relationship.
In this interaction, the social-technical systems (employees and equipment) are the substantive
factors while performance and job satisfaction are the outcomes (Eric, 1981; Mtsweni et al,
2020). This theory therefore helped to explain the fourth study objective, namely the effect of

infrastructure support on lecturers® research productivity.

1.1.3 Conceptual perspective

Igbal and Mahmood (2011), define research productivity in regard to how much faculty
members engage in complex research work, publish in refereed journals, write books and
book chapters, present papers at academic conferences and come up with inventive artistic
works. According to Okiki (2011), research productivity is the degree to which lecturers
conduct research, publish their findings in professionally referred journals, conference
proceedings, write books, book chapters, make them available online, or disseminate them to
the general public. For Latif & Subramaniam (2016), research productivity refers to the
production of articles published or accepted by peer-reviewed journals indexed in major

publication outlets.
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However, for purposes of this study, research productivity is defined as the extent to which
lecturers engage in academic investigations, publish their findings in form of journal articles,
books, book chapters, conference presentations, in addition to supervising graduate students at
Masters and Doctoral levels to completion. Research Productivity was therefore indicated by
publication counts of journal articles published, books, book chapters, conference
presentations and graduate students (masters and Ph. D) supervised by each lecturer to

completion in the last five years from 2016 to 2020.

Despite the increased emphasis on evaluating research productivity in higher education
institutions, there is no consensus among academics and administrators as to what research

productivity actually is, how to quantify it, or how to interpret it (Kumar, 2010; altbach, 2015;

Nygaard, 2017; Yang, 2017; Sayfa, 2017; Pojani et al., 2018; Jung et al., 2019; Putri &
Sofyandi, 2019). Various criteria have been applied to categorise research outputs, and a
variety of indicators suggested to quantify individual research output. The most frequently
employed one is the publication count which is a summation of counts of conference papers,

books, book chapters, journal publications, review of manuscripts and other types of outputs.

In addition to assessing research productivity by quantitative counts, the quality of research
output has also been assessed by the reputation of the journals in which studies are published
and by the frequency with which an article is cited in literature (Dev et al., 2015b). As a
qualitative metric, citation analysis reveals more information about the impact of research.
Consequently, some scholars have used the number of citations received by the published
works to measure individual authors research performance (Carpenter et al, 2014; Dev et al,
2015a; Agarwal et al, 2016; Pojani et al, 2018). Other scholars have applied a combination of

metrics to ascertain individual and institutional research productivity.
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For instance, (Henry et al, 2020) used publication counts, Ph. D graduates, intellectual
property registered and research grants won to measure research productivity. Doh et al,
(2018), used publication counts and the number of patents applied for and registered, while
McGill and Settle (2012), applied publication and authorship counts, conference presentations
and research funding attained to ascertain research productivity. An h-index comprising
publication and citation counts has also frequently been applied to measure faculty research
output (Hirsch, 2005;

Abramo et al., 2014; Quimbo and Sulabo, 2014; Pojani et al, 2018; kwanya, 2020). The
Impact Factor (IF) of a journal that indicates the annual average number of citations to recent
articles published in that journal (Harris, 1990; Turner and Mairesse, 2005) is also commonly

used to measure journal quality.

Measures like the quantity and number of research funds an academic member receives have
been mentioned by other studies (Altbach, 2015; Nafukho et al, 2019; Mtsweni et al, 2020),
Other scholars have referred to educational outcomes of an academic member such as
supervising graduate students to completion (Altbach, 2015; Mtsweni et al, 2020), while
membership to research academies (White et al, 2012) and amount of research funding (Igbal
& Mahmood, 2011; McGill & Settle, 2012), are also commonly analysed as a supportive

environment for scholarship while evaluating faculty research productivity.

Although the measures outlined above have greatly improved the understanding of research
productivity, none of them has been universally adopted as the gold standard. The three most
commonly used indicators are publication counts (quantity), citation counts (quality/impact),
and journal quality of publication (quality/visibility) (Allen, 2017). A journal's visibility is

indicated by the quantity of citations it receives, and the effect on the research community is
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indicated by the number of citations each publication receives. Hence, articles in journals with

a high citation count are thought to be more visible (Allen et al, 2017).

However, over reliance on web-metrics to measure individual research productivity has been
found to have several limitations. Web-metrics tend to concentrate on highly cited
publications with high impact factors and disregard low cited articles but used extensively by
readers. For instance, if articles are mostly used by readers like students and practitioners who
do not usually publish, their impact factor remains low implying low productivity. Some web-
metrics like Altmetrics focus more on digital conversations and social media outlets like
tweets, shares and blogs that are not citations to generate data. They also do not exclude self
citations by researchers and duplicate records of the same articles (Burne, 2020). Rankings
developed by outside agencies also tend to apply subjective weighting methodologies that are
not standadised, normalized and suited to the different academic and research disciplines
contexts (Burne, 2020). For instance, citation tracking databases can not index every type of
research productivity output since databases use different methods for collecting, reporting
and indexing from various fields of study. Lastly, some citation tracking databases do not
cover research of local, national and regional importance especially on local African issues

which may be pertinent to researchers (Byl, Ozsu, Kenyon et al, 2016).

Research literature reveals that these three measures are interrelated to yield a positive
correlation between publication counts and citation counts especially in first tier journals
(Sayfa, 2017; Seibert et al, 2017; Pojani et al., 2018). Such correlations provide the validity of
reducing the threedimensional measurement of research productivity into a single dimensional
measurement in form of publication counts, self-reported number of journal articles, books

and book chapters published in a given period before the survey (Teodorescu, 2000). It is
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from this contention that the study used simple counts of journal articles, books and book-
chapter publications, conference presentations and graduate students’ supervision as the

measure of research productivity.

As aforementioned in the theoretical perspective, employee’s performance is closely related
the organizational support received from their organisations. Eisenberger et al, (1986) defined
Organisational Support as employee perceptions on how much the organization values their
contributions and cares about their well-being. According to Putri and Sofyandi (2019),
organizational support is members' opinions of how much support organizations give to their
employees and how ready they are to help in an emergency. Ratna (2018) focuses particularly
on a university’s organizational support, regarding it as the degree to which universities tend
to lecturers’ social-emotional needs, well-being, relationships, and sense of mutual support in
addition to offering support and assistance when needed. Such a focus is in line with that of
Putri and Sofyandi (2019), which states that organizational support in a university refers to the

training, care for lecturers’ needs and allocation of sufficient time for task completion.

In line with Sondari, Rejito and Layyinaturrobaniyah (2017), in this study Organisational
Support refers to the policies, management practices, funding and the infrastructure availed by
the university to support lecturers’ research productivity. These were examined in a variety of
ways, such as research policy, which referred to the existence of a supportive university
research policy that prioritizes and supports lecturers' research as a central university function.
Research management which referred to the extent to which a university institutes supportive
practices, processes, mechanisms and structures for lecturers’ research activities in line with
the research policy. These included the establishment of a university research and innovations

unit, developing a research policy implementation mechanism, instituting efficient research
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ethical review and publication processes. It also included instituting a clear tracking system
and monitoring process of research progress from conception to publication, appropriate
teaching load allocations to leave lecturers with enough time for research activities,
recruitment and allocation of research assistants, and securing collaborations and partnerships

to support and facilitate research networks.

Organisational Support also included research funding for data collection, research
publication, book authorship, conference paper presentations, and financial incentives for
research publications, book authorship, and graduate student supervision through to
completion. It also included the research infrastructure which referred to availing lecturers
with the required physical and electronic infrastructure to support their research activities.
Infrastructure included functional laboratories with the needed research equipment, field
research equipment, well-lit and ventilated office space with appropriate office furniture,
computer sets and reliable power connectivity for conducting research. It also included the
availability of software for data collection and analysis, internet connectivity, functional
remotely accessible e-libraries, access to recent soft copies of books and publications from
major online publication outlets. The study sought to explore the presence of the above
aspects of organisational support and how their functional availability influenced research
productivity among lecturers.

1.1.4 Contextual perspective

Although Uganda has many public universities’ and most of their goals are research focused,
evidence shows that they have generally retained a stronger hand in the teaching function than
research, always delighted to award terminal certificates, diplomas and degrees (Cloete et al,

2011; Kasozi, 2017). More to this, Ugandan Universities, Kyambogo inclusive are paying more
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attention to creating more under-graduate courses, establishing remote study centres and
extending teaching infrastructure to accommodate and tap into the revenue from a large number
of private tuition paying students (Kasozi, 2017). In Uganda, universities are not required to
display research outputs at the end of semesters. Instead, they are mainly held accountable for
the employability of their graduates as the only quality measure of the education provided to

students (Rosovsky, 2015; Kasozi, 2017).

Several studies conducted on university academic staff research productivity (NCHE, 2012;

Musiige, 2014; Kyaligonza, 2015; Kasozi, 2017; Hiire et al, 2020), indicate that many university
lecturers with those of Kyambogo being no exception, spend most of their time in consultancy
services, conducting extra-load teaching in their universities and moonlighting in other
universities, with the aim of supplementing their salary income. Overworked by teaching loads,
many academics remain often too tired to concentrate on research (Kyaligonza, 2015). Even
when academic staff are believed to have the ability to carry out research, they prefer to work on
income generating projects externally funded by donors rather than working in their faculty and
departmental research groups under minimal or no support at all (Musiige, 2014). Many
universities lack functional research policies, agenda or strategic plans to manage research.
(Kasozi, 2017). Even universities like Kyambogo that have developed research policy

documents have found serious challenges in implementing them.

Research and innovation were identified by Kyambogo University as one of the main focuses of
her strategic plan (2015/16-2019/20). A research and innovations policy (2014) was also created
as an aid in advancing university-wide research endeavors. Nonetheless, budgetary allotments
for research funding at the same university have been stagnating between 1% and 2% of

institutional budgets, with actual allocations consistently falling well short of projections (KYU
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Budget book FY 2017/18 — 2020/2021). According to Kyaligonza et al. (2015), university
research funding in Kyambogo is primarily the responsibility of individual faculty members and
those who are fortunate enough to receive funding from foreign agencies, particularly in the
science-based faculties.

Several world university rankings continue to reveal unpleasant standings among Ugandan
universities in general and Kyambogo University in particular. For instance, the SClmago
Journal Rank institutions ranking (2022), mainly based on research and innovation did not have
any Ugandan university among Afric’s top twenty. Makerere University which produces close to
80% of Uganda’s university research output was ranked the 23" in Africa and kyambogo did not
appear on the list. In the Best Global Universities ranking (2022) in Africa, based on research
performance, no Ugandan university made it to the top ten list. The Times Higher Education
(THE, 2021) based on teaching, research, knowledge transfer and international outlook did not
have kyambogo on the African University rankings. The Shanghai Jiabao Tong academic
rankings (2018) only ranked Makerere between 901 to 1000 position in the world. Other
Ugandan universities Kyambogo inclusive did not appear anywhere on the list. In the

Quacquarell Symonds (QS) world university rankings (2021), no Ugandan university made it to

Africa’s top 20 chart, and Kyambogo had no data available in the rankings.

In the Webmetrics rankings (2022), Kyambogo did not appear on the list. In the university
rankings-AD Scientific Index (2022), Kyambogo University had no researchers ranked in any
discipline amomg the top 100,000 worldwide. For the years (2017-2021), the same rankings
show kyambogo ranked 252" in Africa and 7" in Uganda on the citation index, 361% in Africa
and 10" in Uganda on the i10 index, and at 350" in Africa and 9" in Uganda on the H index

despite being the second biggest university in Uganda in terms of staff size and students’
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enrollment. This implies low research productivity in Kyambogo university since research and

innovation is the basic criterion used in the aforementioned university rankings.

In almost all Ugandan universities Kyambogo inclusive, teaching has remained the main
function with more emphasis on graduation ceremonies than on launching research outputs
(Kasozi, 2017). In the Ministerial Policy Statement KYU Vote 139 (2021/2022), the overall
target number of research publications from the seven university academic units for the academic
year 2021/2022 was 83 publications and the projected output for 2022/2023 and

2023/2024 stood at 93 and 103 publications respectively (KYU strategic Plan; 2020/21-2024/25)
This implies that the annual publication target for 2021/22 was 0.25 publications per academic
staff while the projection for 2022/23 and 2023/24 was 0.28 and 0.31 publications respectively.
Such targets and projections from a population of 332 academic staff is an indicator of low

research productivity at Kyambogo university.

Empirical studies have further indicated that the average lifetime publication rate of a Ugandan

Ph. D holder stands at 10 publications and 0.6 patents for an average period of 20 years that
usually spans from 45 to 65 years of age hence about 0.5 annual publications per academic
(Wamala & Ssembatya, 2015; Kasozi, 2019). On the other hand, the annual rate of publication
per academic in Nigeria has been found to stand at 1.5 publications (Ifijeh, Ogbomo and Ifijeh,
2018), while that of Australian accounting academics was established at 3 publications and 48
citations per year (Pojani, 2018). The annual rate of publication per academic in the University
of Capetown in South Africa stands at an average of 4 publications per year as compared to less
than 0.25 for academics at Kyambogo University (KYU vote 139, 2021/22). This suggests that
practically, lecturers’ research productivity is not yet a priority, hence the need to examine the

level of organisational support lecturers receive for research productivity from their university.
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1.2 Statement of the problem

University global rankings, competitiveness, and survival heavily depend on their lecturer’s
ability to regularly conduct research, publish findings and apply the generated knowledge in
community outreach projects for society transformation (Kyaligonza, 2015; Kyaligonza et al,
2016). However, in Ugandan universities, both management and academic staff pay more
attention to the more immediate financially rewarding function of teaching, from which
management generates more revenues from the tuition paid by privately sponsored students.
Lecturers also make immediate financial gains through extra time teaching load allowances
earned from the many study programmes they conduct, leaving research as a mere training
component (Mamdani, 2011; Musiige, 2014). As such, at Kyambogo University, lecturers’
research output remains low. Kyambogo is not visible on most continental university rankings
based on research as the main ranking criterion (AD Scientific Index, 2022; SCImago, 2022;
THE, 2021; QS rankings, 2021,

Best Global rankings 2022; Webmetrics, 2022). The Average annual publication targets for
KYU academics remain at less than 0.5 per academic (KYU strategic Plan, 2021/2022-

2024/2025).

A survey of twenty Ph.D. holding lecturers in the faculty of Education from individual profiles,
JSTOR and Research Gate publication outlets in 2019 showed only six of them with publications
publically posted, an indication that the majority without are likely not to be actively involved in
research and publication. Even those with posted publications had a few journal article
publications ranging from four to eight articles in a time frame extending to nine years for some
lecturers. Only one had published a book and a few book chapters. All this indicates low

research output from the university. The continued neglect of research in the university is likely
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to result into poor visibility in the scholarly world, inability to attract big funding and
international students to the university. While Kyambogo University has come up with initiatives
like formulation of research and innovations policy, competitive research grants, and funding
staff for Ph.D training to enhance the research function, the research exercise has not yet been
institutionalized with adequate organisational support systems (Kyaligonza, 2015; Kasozi, 2017).
This therefore prompted this study to evaluate the effect of organizational support on research
productivity so as to generate new practical interventions for boosting the university research

function.

1.3 Purpose of the study
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the effect of organizational support on lecturers’

research productivity at Kyambogo University.

1.4 Research objectives

The study was guided by the following objectives.

i. To establish the level of organisational support for research productivity availed to
lecturers at Kyambogo University ii. To examine the level of research productivity among
lecturers at
Kyambogo university.

ii. To establish the effect of the research policy on lecturers’ research productivity at
Kyambogo university.

iii. To investigate the effect of research management on lecturers’ research productivity at
Kyambogo University.

iv.  To examine the effect of funding on lecturers’ research productivity at Kyambogo
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University.
V. To assess the effect of the research infrastructure on lecturers’ research productivity at

Kyambogo University.

1.4.1 Research hypotheses

I. There is a statistically positive significant effect of research policy on lecturers’

research productivity at Kyambogo University.

ii.  There is a statistically positive significant effect of research management on lecturers’

research productivity at Kyambogo University.

iii.  There is a statistically positive significant effect of funding on lecturers’ research

productivity at Kyambogo University.

iv.  There is a statistically positive significant effect of research infrastructure on lecturers’

research productivity at Kyambogo University.

1.4.2 Research questions
The qualitative inquiry of the study was guided by the following research questions

i.  What is the level of organisational support provided to lecturers in Kyambogo

University for their research activities?

ii.  What is the level of research productivity among lecturers in Kyambogo University?
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1.5 Scope of the study

The content scope of this study covered the analysis of organizational support on lecturers’
research productivity. Focusing on research productivity was considered vital because it is the
main criterion used for university world rankings, thus considered important to ascertain research
performance given the organizational support availed. The geographical scope was limited to
Kyambogo university, one of Uganda's nine public universities (NCHE, 2019), founded with the
goal of advancing knowledge and skill development in order to transform society and become a
hub of academic and professional excellence. The time scope covered a period from 2016 to
2020. This time scope was found appropriate since it was during this time that most of the
academic departments and faculties had fully established Post-Graduate programmes at Masters
and Ph. D levels that required Ph. D holding lecturers to supervise post-graduate students to
completion and to conduct research in their fields of specialization. This assertion is in line with
other studies that have found that scholars employed at post- graduate awarding institutions are
more productive than those employed at other institutions (Hesli & Lee, 2011; Hancock and
Breuning, 2015; SariLase & Hartijasti, 2018; Heng et al., 2020; Henry et al., 2020).

1.6 Significance of the study

The study brings to light the effect of organizational support on lecturers’ research productivity
at Kyambogo university. Accordingly, the study findings will be useful to university
administrators and managers in understanding the value of providing organizational support to
their lecturers in enhancing research activities. The study will also benefit higher education
regulators and supervisors in devising more appropriate and better policies for streamlining
research activities and lobby for increased research funding to public universities. It is also

hoped that research funding agencies like the donor community, local and international research
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collaborating organisations would use this study findings as a basis for decision making on
university research partnerships and funding priorities like improving on the research
infrastructure for increased productivity. This study also contributes to the already existing body
of literature on the effect of organizational support in enhancing research productivity in
universities. Besides, this study provides a basis for further research, by guiding other academics
to conduct more research on organizational support and research productivity in universities and

other research institutions.

1.7 Justification of the Study

Research productivity is a critical predictor of any university’s success. This is because, the
university competitiveness largely depends on their academics’ research output than teaching
awards obtained. As such, universities are becoming increasingly concerned about the research
productivity of their lecturers as a crucial indicator of their standing. Besides, governments,
International organisations and private corporations are getting increasingly interested in
research and innovation for development (R&D) than ever before. In Uganda for instance,

government, has put in place institutions to promote research for development through the

National Council for

Science and Technology, Agricultural research organisations and centres, Universities for
Science and Technology among others. All these organisations are required to collaborate with
universities to conduct research and generate, disseminate and apply knowledge and skills in
order to meet national development goals like Skilling Uganda and vision- 2040. This study is

therefore consistent with regional, continental, and national development frameworks and goals.
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The conceptual framework to guide the study was developed to indicate a cause and effect

relationship in which the item at the arrow’s tail influences the item at the arrow’s head. It is thus

hypothesised that organisational support influences research productivity. In this study therefore,

organisational support is the independent variable while research productivity is the dependent

variable.

Figurel. 1: Conceptual Framework
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Research policy

Training environment
Research assistants
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Research management
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publications

Books and book chapters
authorship

Graduate students’
supervision

Research conference
papers presentation

Research infrastructure

Physical infrastructure

Electronic resources

Source: Adopted and modified from the work of Ajelomohie et al

(2018); Shakir and Ahmad (2015).
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The conceptual framework above presupposes that when lecturers are provided with
Organisational support in form of a favouring research policy, supportive research management
practices and processes, research funding and a functional research infrastructure, they will be
motivated to conduct research and publish findings in journal outlets, write, author and publish
books and book chapters, present their research findings in conferences, supervise and guide

graduate students at Masters and Ph.D. level to timely completion.

1.9 Chapter summary

The chapter provided the study's theoretical, conceptual, historical, and contextual background
information. Additionally, it included a statement of the research problem, the study's purpose

and objectives, research questions, study hypotheses, and conceptual framework.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents a review of related literature on the subject of the study with an aim of
revealing the contributions, weaknesses and gaps. With reference to the conceptual
framework, the review was conceptualised under the study objectives and particularly focused
on organizational research policies, management, funding and infrastructure in influencing
research productivity. However, as a fundamental part of this study, the chapter first provides
a theoretical review and conceptual review in order to come up with a clear conceptualization

of the study problem.

2.2 Theoretical review

Scholars have approached the issue of how research productivity is influenced from a variety
of theories. For example, Alrahlah (2016), used Maslow’s theory of motivation, McCelland’s
theory of needs and Vroom’s expectancy theory to study motivational factors on research
output among Dental faculty members in the kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Callaghan, (2017)

used Herzberg’s Two

Factor Theory to study the innate predictors of research productivity in a South African
university. Kwiek (2017) used the Utility Maximising theory to study generational changes
and how they affected research productivity among polish academics. Okendo (2018) used the
Expectancy theory to analyse constraints that affect research productivity in Tanzanian

universities, Mantikayan and Abdulgani (2018), applied the Time-Scarcity Theory,
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Complementary Role Theory, Motivation Theory, and Selection Theory to study factors
affecting faculty research productivity in Malaysia.  However, in this study, the
Organisational

Support Theory by Eisenberger et al., (1986) and the Social-Technical Systems Theory by
Emery and Trist (1960) were considered as the guide for explaining the effect of

organisational support on research productivity.

2.2.1 Organisational support theory

The theory argues that employees’ performance is directly correlated with their perceptions of
the level of support received from their employer (Eder and Eisenberger, 2008; Eisenberger et
al., 1997; Boateng et al., 2019). The theory proponents hold that employees develop
perceptions on how their organization cares about their working conditions and well-being, is
ready to support them meet their socio-emotional needs and reward their increased efforts
towards the achievement of its goals (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger et al., 2002; Shore
and Shore, 1995). Based on the principle of Social Exchange and the norm of reciprocity
(Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960), higher perception of organizational support obligates
employees to treat their organization favourably through increased organizational
commitment, job performance, job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, reduced

withdrawal behavior like absenteeism and job turnover, as illustrated in figure 2.1 below.



Figure2. 1: Theoretical model
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Figure 2.1 illustrates the relationship between the antecedents and outcomes of the perceived
organizational support. In their conceptualisation, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) revealed that
perceived organizational support has three major groups of antecedents. First is the
organizational justice/ fairness which is dispensed through fair and supportive organizational
policies and practices. The second antecedent refers to favourable organizational rewards and job
conditions such as payments, financial rewards, promotions and favourable deployments.

Another antecedent is the supervisory support which is through supportive managerial practices.

The model further illustrates the main outcomes of perceived organizational support which
include organizational commitment, job performance, organisatiional citizenship behavior,
withdrawal behavior and job satisfaction. For purposes of this study, job performance was the
selected outcome in form of lecturers’ research productivity as the dependent variable. The
theory therefore presupposes that lecturers who have a positive perception of support from their
university, develop a sense of indebtedness and a feeling of obligation to repay the university by
working harder to help their university reach its goals (Aselage and Eisenberger, 2003; Boateng
et al., 2019; Colakoglu, Gunduz, 2014). Therefore, the stronger the perceived organisational

support, the higher the lecturers’ felt responsibility to perform and reach university goals.

As one of the most valued frameworks for understanding employee-employer exchange

relationships, the organizational support theory appropriately fits this study as it focuses on how
organisations trade inducements like funding, pay raises and promotions in return for employees’
involvement in organizational activities (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). This study is therefore
grounded on the supposition that lecturers’ research productivity depends on the support
received from their university and the theory explains why a favouring Research policy, research

management practices, research funding and rewards availed to lecturers by their university is
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likely to increase their felt obligation to reciprocate the good deed. This is by conducting
research and publishing their works in time, with the expectation that their increased research

productivity will be supported and rewarded.

2.2.2 Social-technical systems theory

The Social technical systems theory holds that in order to fully comprehend the entire
organisation’s functioning and outcomes, one should focus on understanding the interactions and
relationships between parts (Mele et al., 2010). Mele et al., (2010) define a system as a
collection of interrelated parts working in conjunction with each other to accomplish
organizational goals. For example, a University like Kyambogo is a complex system of
interacting elements or parts in form of Directorates, Faculties and Departments playing various
roles but interacting with each other and with the external environment to achieve its objectives
and deliver its vision. The social technical systems theory is therefore a theoretical perspective
that focuses on understanding the connections and associations between parts in order to

comprehend the entire organisation’s running and outcomes (Mele et al, 2010).

Emery and Trist (1960) discussed organisations as socio-technical systems, stressing the social
(people and structures) and technical (technology and machines) components as the two primary
elements of an organisation viewed as a system. According to Bostrom et al., (2009), the
foundation of the socio-technical systems theory is based on the belief that the desired
organisational output is achieved through the interactional relationship. This is between the
social component which comprises the employees, their knowledge and skills and the
organizational structure in form authority and reward system. The technical component refers to

the tools, technology, materials and other resources used to execute tasks (Bostrom et al., 2009;
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Mele et al., 2010; Oosthuizen and Pretorius, 2016). Figure 2.2 illustrates the interactional

relationship between the social and technical components of the socio-technical system.

Figure2. 2: Theoretical model illustrating the relationship between research infrastructure
support and research productivity

Social sub system Technical sub system
Employees (People) Infrastructure
(Resources)
. Knowledge and
skills . Hardware
. Attitudes and facilities
values . Software facilities
Organization Task/Work
(Structure)
. Research
. Authority structures productivity
S . Reward system

Source: Adapted and modified from Bostron and Heinen’s Socio-Technical Systems

The above theoretical model presupposes that organisations are composed of many categories of
the social and technical sub-systems that must keep in constant interaction for the organization to
achieve its formal objectives. The social sub-system comprises the people like lecturers in a
university with their knowledge and skills, attitudes and values and needs. It also comprises
organizational structures like authority structures and reward systems in place to support
employees utilize their knowledge and skills to attain organizational needs. On the other hand,

the technical sub-system comprises the physical and electronic infrastructure in form of
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hardware and software resources. These must remain in constant interaction with the social sub-

system for tasks (work) to be accomplished (Oosthuizen & Pretorius, 2016).

Put succinctly, the theory implies that a university is considered a complex socio-technical
system that consists of many categories of both the social and technical sub-systems. All its
employees like lecturers, administrative and support staff under their faculties, schools,
departments and directorates guided by their authority structures and management systems in
place share the properties of social sub-systems. On the other hand, appropriate technical
components in form of physical and electronic facilities (tools and the technology) must be
instituted and assembled to interact with the knowledge and skills of the employees., In addition,
there must be appropriate organizational structures to accomplish given tasks and ensure that the
university objective of knowledge creation, dissemination and application is achieved through

research, teaching and community service.

Similarly, the theory implies that proper allocation of non-human resources (technical
components) to the lecturers (social component) enables them to improve on research
productivity (Tasks/ work) which is a cardinal function of every University. The theory provides
a clear context for comprehending the employee-organisational resource exchange and
interactional relationship as it analyses how organisations trade physical and electronic resources
in return for high level of employee task accomplishment and performance. This theory therefore
underpins the objective of the study that assesses the effect of research infrastructure on
lecturers® research productivity. In this, it is assumed that the provision of appropriate research
infrastructure by universities is likely to increase lecturers™ ability to conduct research and

publish the findings.
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2.3 Conceptual review

2.3.1 Research productivity

Research productivity has taken on a crucial role in higher education institutions raising from
being a core function to becoming a dominant function for university prestige (Gordon, 2014).
As such, the demand for higher performance standards has shifted focus towards research in
faculty performance evaluations, particularly in prestigeous publications, since research
productivity is more visible than teaching and community service outcomes (Coggburn and
Neely, 2015; Allen et al., 2018). Therefore, the main motive for the establishment of any
university worldwide is the quest for knowledge (Ogunalade and Onasanya, 2018). In this,
research productivity constitutes a vital indicator of success and is frequently regarded as an
index for prestige since more publications lead to higher academic programmes rankings, and

entire university international standing.

In regard to this concern, investigating research productivity among lectures has attracted
immense global attention among scholars and researchers. In the next section, | review the
findings of some of the earlier studies that have been conducted in this line. In a correlational
study to examine the effect of individual factors and self-concept on scholarly productivity
among academic librarians in selected public universities in South-west Nigeria, Okonedo et al.,
(2015) reported a high research productivity of 911 publications among 142 librarians from
eleven public universities in South-west Nigeria for a period from 2009 to 2014. However, this
study was conducted among only librarians as opposed to lecturers, hence a population gap that

this study filled.
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Tsafe et al., (2016) also analysed research productivity of 165 academic librarians in sixteen
universities in North-West Nigerian Universities., They found that the 123 librarians produced
373 publications within a period of twelve years (from 2000 to 2012). This indicates low
research productivity. However, their study was conducted among only university librarians. It
was also conducted in Federal, State and Private Universities. This leaves both a population and
contextual gaps. The two studies also leave a contradiction which brings into picture the

geographical gap between the two regions where the studies were conducted.

In a bid to explore the predictors of research productivity in Israel, Alhija and Majdob (2017)
examined the teacher educators’ research productivity in teacher training colleges from 2015 to
2016. Data were collected from 161 teacher educators drawn from four teacher education
colleges found in Israel. Results indicated low research productivity where 44% of the
participants had zero research output over the period under study. Results further revealed that a
relatively large proportion of those active in research were mostly involved in writing books and
book chapters in form of handbooks and teaching materials rather than research. This study was
however conducted in teacher education colleges that had been historically established as
teaching institutions with an emphasis on teaching rather than on research. This leaves a
population gap that the current study intends to fill by collecting data from university lecturers
whose professional mandate gives equal importance to teaching, research and research-based

community service.

Okiki (2013) investigated the association between socio-demographic traits and academics'
research productivity at twelve Nigerian federal universities. The study revealed a high research
productivity of the academics in publishing of journal articles, technical reports, conference

papers, working and occasional papers and in book chapters™ publication. However, their
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productivity remained low in the publishing of textbooks, monographs, patents and certified
inventions. The study also revealed a high productivity in the universities located in the south-
west and in the north-central regions while productivity in the universities found in other regions
remained low. This leaves a mixed picture in the level of research productivity and a

geographical gap which requires further studies into the associated factors to the phenomena.

Evaluations aimed at understanding faculty research have attracted considerable attention across
academic disciplines. Kwanya (2020) examined the volume and visibility of articles indexed by
Google Scholar in a Bibliometric analysis of publication trends of eighty-nine (89) lecturers of
information science professors in Kenya. The study revealed a low quantity, quality and
visibility of research publications. It further revealed that nearly a quarter of the sampled
academics had not yet published while nearly a half of those with publications had not been
cited. Though his findings were in tandem with those from earlier studies by Migosi et al.,
(2011), and Sabazwari, Kauser and Khawaja (2009), the study relied on only bibliometric record
analysis, studied all academics regardless of their rank and qualifications and focused on only the
information science academic Unit. This leaves a methodological, discipline and population
gaps. Hence the need to conduct a mixed methods study focusing on Ph. D. holding academics
across the

university faculties.

Similarly, Nafukho et al., (2019) conducted a study to examine the scholarly output of 612
academics at two leading public universities in Kenya. Results revealed that the low research
productivity from academics with h- index ranging from 0 to 27 for a five-year period, with
many academics’ publications never cited at all. Their revelations were in line with the Kenya

Commission for University education report (2017), which stated that Kenyan universities were
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producing low impact research, with very limited applied value even at the local level. The study
however used secondary data from only the Google scholar data base and relied on only the h-

index as the indicator of research output hence a methodological and knowledge gap.

Starovoytova (2017), conducted a mixed-method micro-level evaluation of the total and average
annual research productivity among fifteen (15) academics at the Moi University school of
Engineering in Kenya. Results revealed large differences in individual research productivity with

the most productive members having 41 publications in four years, hence an annual average of

10.3 publications, while the least productive members had an annual average of 0.9 publications.
Though the overall annual average number of publications of 2.1 per faculty member was
moderately high, results indicated that majority of the publications were generated by a relatively
small proportion of scientists. The study however obtained data from only one academic unit of
the university resulting into a very small sample size, hence the need for a university wide study

to address the population gap left by the above study.

Despite this acclaimed importance of research productivity, the research output remains
relatively low in many developing countries’ education institutions (Ahija and Madjob, 2017). In
a correlational study to analyse the effect of digital literacy and competence on the research
effectiveness of academics in seven state polytechnic universities in the Philippines, Yazon et al.,
(2019) reported very low research productivity where only two of the seven colleges surveyed
were moderately productive while the rest were less productive and unproductive in regard to the
quantity of accepted and published research output. They concluded that most university units
still lacked adequate empowerment in regard to human capacity and other resources needed for

research. However, their study was conducted at Polytechnic Universities and in the Philippines.
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Hence a geographical gap from Uganda and discipline gap from a multi-discipline university that

this study filled.

In a related study to assess the scholarly output and its attendant higher education institutions’
policy implications in the Philippines, Quimbo and Sulabo (2014), conducted a study in five
state universities covering 377 randomly selected faculty members. The study reported low
research output of not more than two publications in five years per faculty member. Shockingly,
the low research productivity levels were similar in all the five state universities studied. Apart
from being conducted in a far away and different geographical area, the study included all
faculty members with varying educational attainments. This presented a population gap that this

study covered by concentrating on a particular cohort of academics holding doctorate degrees.

In another bid to examine the extent of research productivity among private universities’
lecturers in south-south Nigeria, Ifijeh, Ogbomo and Ifijeh (2018) conducted a descriptive
correlational study with 231 respondents. Results revealed average research publication from
private universities, with lecturers publishing between 1-5 times in three years. As indicated,
their study was conducted in private universities and covered academic staff of varying academic
attainments. Hence the need for a study in a public university and among only doctorate holding
academic staff to cover the contextual and population gaps in the above study. However, an
analysis of medical and biomedical research productivity in Saudi Arabian universities, (Latif,
2015) conducted a bibliometric analysis of 1562 biomedical papers from 2008 to 2012. His study
revealed a clear linear increase in biomedical research productivity. Latif further reported that
there was more research productivity from the old universities than from the relatively new
universities whose medical colleges had been purposely established to train more medical

personnel to provide clinical services in their communities. This is against the belief that medical
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colleges should actively engage in research so that the teaching function is conducted
concurrently with research. However, the above study focused on only medical and biomedical
research productivity and measured it only in terms of articles published or accepted by PubMed
journals. This left methodological, discipline and geographical gaps. Hence the need for this

study to examine research productivity from a university-wide perspective.

In another survey of research productivity of Arab Institutions of Higher Education, Abouchedid
and Abdelnour (2015), surveyed research productivity in 310 Institutions of Higher learning in
Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and the UAE. Research productivity was
measured in terms of article publication, book authorship and conference paper presentations.
The study found that research output in the Arab institutions remained generally low, and widely

undocumented. Thus, confirming a widespread notion of an Arab knowledge deficit (Alan, 2005;

MBRF and UNDP-RBAS, 2009; World Bank, 2008). However, this study included a variety of
Higher Education Institutions ranging from Universities, University Colleges and business
schools whose academic staff was not necessarily qualified with advanced degrees to
competently conduct research and publish findings. This therefore leaves a population gap that

this study filled by studying Ph. D holding academic in a university setting.

Khalil and Khalil (2019) surveyed sixty-one (61) academics to examine their perceptions about
the impediments to performing research at the Kuwait University. Research productivity was
conceptualized as peer-reviewed publications including journal articles. Books and book
chapters, conference presentations, funded projects and self-rating of one’s research productivity
compared to colleagues in the same discipline. The study reported low research productivity in
all the measures used in the study. These findings confirm those of Abouchedid and Abdelnour

(2015), who also reported a relatively low research productivity in the Arab universities.
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However, this study was conducted in only one academic unit of a university. This leaves a
discipline gap. Secondly, the conceptualization of research productivity in form of individual
comparative self-rating with colleagues in the same discipline is more of a subjective assumption

that does not bring out empirical evidence on productivity, hence an empirical gap.

Furthermore, Salman et al., (2018) surveyed academics to examine the impact of various factors
on research productivity in five private universities found in Pakistan. The study discovered that
70% of the respondents had published one or no paper in the two years under study (2015- 2017)
which indicated very low research productivity. This study was however conducted in private
universities and covered academics of varying education qualifications.

This presents population and contextual gaps in addition to the geographical gap between an

Asian country and an African country.

In a quest to examine the scholarly productivity among academics in a Malaysian public
university, Kaur, Roliana and Selemat (2015) conducted a descriptive survey among the
academic staff at University of Technology-Malaysia. Their study revealed that although there
had been a satisfactory level of scholarly publication among academics under study, targets for
the key performance indicators had not been met. This implies that their research productivity
was still below expectation. Their study was however conducted in a science-based university of
technology with expectedly high research output, leaving a discipline and geographical gap that
this study covered by conducting research in a Ugandan university with both Science and

Humanity-based academic units.

However, in a bibliometric study to examine the research performance of Australian planning
academics, Pojani et al, (2018) analysed research publications, citations and grants winning rates

among 196 scholars in 24 universities for the years 2006 to 2016. The study reported a high
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research productivity of about three publications and 48 citations per lecturer per year on
average, regardless of rank and gender. However, it should be noted that the study employed
document analysis from various university websites and Bibliometric analysis from only Google
scholar and Scopus databases. This leaves out the views, feelings and perspectives of participants
in the study. It also covered only academics from the planning departments leaving out the
varying university academic units Also, it was carried out in a developed country university
setting whose policy framework, funding and research infrastructural support environment
differs from those of an African university. This left methodological, empirical, discipline and
contextual gaps, which calls for the need for a mixed study to cover academics from several units

and fill the aforementioned gaps.

In the quest to examine patterns of individual research productivity among top performing
researchers and the national research output in Poland, Kwiek (2018) conducted a quantitative
survey to compare the Polish top research performers with the rest of the academics for a three-
year reference period (2015 to 2018). His sample comprised 2525 academics randomly selected
from both science and humanities-based disciplines. The results revealed low research
productivity among Polish academics with 39% of academics in humanities and 57% in
medicine and health related fields not publishing a single paper or book during the reference
period. The study also revealed high inequality in research productivity where a smaller number
of scholars (10%) produced almost half of all the polish publications, with the mean research
productivity of the top performers across disciplines being seven times higher than that of other

academics.

In another study to explain the increasing publication rates among academics in Norwegian

universities, Kyvik and Aksnes (2015) reported high and increasing research productivity in all
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age-groups among academic staff. Similarly, in an earlier study to examine the scholarly output
of Hong Kong academics, (Jung, 2012) surveyed 811 academics in 11 Higher Education
Institutions across a spectrum of academic disciplines. The study reported high research
productivity among the surveyed academics. However, Jung’s findings were from Asian First
World City-State universities setting operating in policy frameworks, funding, cultural and
infrastructural environments far different from those of a third world country like Uganda. This

left geographical and contextual gap that were addressed in this study.

In academia, research outputs play a crucial role in realising success as they are highly correlated
to promotion, tenure, salary and other benefits. Despite this enumerated significance, many
university lecturers in Uganda hardly conduct research and innovation to produce significant and

impressive publications or register acclaimed patents (Muriisa, 2014; Musiige, 2014; Kasozi,

2017). Several studies about University academic staff productivity (Okioga, Onsongo and
Nyaboga, 2012; Wamala and Ssembatya, 2015; Kasozi, 2017) indicate that many University
lecturers in Uganda spend most of their time doing consultancy work and part- time teaching at
several institutions to be able to supplement their meager pay earned from their full-time job.
The average number of publications of a Ugandan Ph. D holder was thus projected at ten pieces
and 0.6 patents (Wamala and Ssembatya, 2015).

In Uganda, it is only Makerere University that appears to compete favourably in research
rankings among the top twenty in Africa (Makerere University Self-Assessment Report, 2013;
Makerere University Strategic Plan Review, 2017; SIR World report, 2012). Other public
universities such as Mbarara University of Science and Technology and Gulu University are
beginning to develop impressive research policies and structures like Research and Innovations
policies, research grants management policies, Research Ethical Committees and Research
Administration offices (Kasozi, 2017). However, almost all of them lack the research facilities
and funds to fulfill their research missions. Consequently, most of their efforts are geared

toward teaching.

In a study to investigate organisational correlates of university staff research productivity in four
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Ugandan private universities, Hiire et al., (2020) reported low research productivity among the
210 academics. However, the study was conducted in private universities which, though
governed under the Universities and Tertiary Institutions Act (2001) have widely varying
agendas and operate under their individual administrative frameworks as opposed to public
universities that operate under a common administrative policy framework, hence a contextual
gap. However, in an earlier investigation, Kyaligonza (2015) reported moderate research output

among academics in Ugandan public universities.

Similarly, Hite and Mugimu (2009), in their study of research participation among Uganda’s
lecturers, they revealed that, in practice, less than half of them were participating in research and
publication activities. Surprisingly, the same study indicated that 80% of the lecturers had taken
educational research courses. This implied that they had the knowledge and skills necessary to
conduct research. So, their low participation in research was not attributable to lack of skill or

priority interest in research.

In the Ugandan setting, there seems to be a gap between researchers, university managers and
national policymakers. Due to the lack of unifying structures, many active academics at Ugandan
universities prefer to work independently with overseas collaborators rather than with colleagues
in their institutions, with no organizational infrastructure support and incentives (Musiige, 2014).
Researchers also prefer providing consultancy services on projects funded externally by western
donors but which do not translate into research publications, rather than to work in research
groups in their faculties with no financial benefits attached (Mamdami, 2011; Musiige, 2014).

Consultancy work has thus overtaken research work.
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The aforementioned studies have examined the lecturers’ research productivity. The results of
most of these earlier works generally indicate low research productivity among university
lecturers. This indicates that research productivity is challenging, suggesting the need for
lecturers to be supported as an important factor for improving their performance of this noble

function of the university.

Although a great deal has been written about the lecturers’ research productivity, none of them
cited has examined how organizational support has influenced the research productivity. More
to this, although empirical studies have been conducted globally on lecturers’ research
productivity, they have largely been restricted to developed countries in North America, Europe
and Australia South East Asia and the Arab world. However, not so much has been done in this
line in the context of Ugandan universities. A prevailing gap in the literature that this study

sought to fill.

2.3.2 Organisational support

In today’s highly competitive work environment, employees are acknowledged as the most
important assets for any organization especially in service-based organisations like Universities
to deliver their visions. This is because they are considered as the engines through which
organisations run their day-to-day activities. As such their productivity is a key determinant for
the success of any organisation. Therefore, organisations need to focus on organisational support
for employees as an important factor for improving organisational performance and success

(Colakoglu, Culha and Atay, 2010).

Various scholars have attempted to study organizational support. In a study to examine the

perceived influence of organizational support on police officers’ effectiveness in China, Boateng
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and Wu (2019) revealed a positive but statistically insignificant relationship between perceived
organizational support and police officers’ performance effectiveness. Their findings were
however in contrast with those from an earlier survey of 145 police officers of Accra, Ghana by
Boateng (2014), whose study revealed a positive and statistically significant relationship
between Perceived Organisational Support and police officers’ effective performance.
Consequently, this lends credence to the widely held belief that workers' productivity rises with
their perceived degree of organizational support (Armeli et al., 1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986,
1990, 2002; Rhoads and Eisenberger, 2002). It is worth noting that both studies were conducted
in a criminology context that does not relate organizational support to research productivity. This
presents discipline and geographical gaps that necessitated the current study on lecturers in a
Ugandan public university setting to fill the above-mentioned gaps. The above findings were
however in line with those from SariLase and Hartijasti (2018), study conducted in an unnamed
university in Jarkata- Indonesia. In their quantitative survey of 100 academics from the faculties
of Economics, Languages and arts, results indicated a positive relationship between

organizational factors and research productivity.

In a descriptive survey of predictors of research effectiveness among the college of Dentistry
academics at a Philippines University, Bay and Clerigo (2013) revealed that organizational
support from the university towards lecturers’ research activities was not associated with their
research productivity. However, individual factors such as self-motivation, research skills and
experience were found to be the key drivers encouraging lecturers to do research. However, their
study was conducted in only the Oral Health College of a university, which creates a discipline

gap since such findings may not be easily generalized to a full university. The above findings
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corroborate the findings by Tafreshi et al, (2013), who did not find a direct effect of

organizational factors on faculty research productivity in Iran.

In slight variation from the findings from the above studies, Paul et al, (2017) conducted a
qualitative micro-level analysis to understand the major determinants of research productivity.
The study identified eleven factors that were categorized into two broad categories of five
organizational and six personal factors. The study concluded that optimum research productivity
can only be harnessed when personal and organizational factors work in harmony. However,
their study was conducted only among Agricultural scientists in Agricultural Institutes as
opposed to a university, used only interviews for data collection and limited research output to
the researcher’s role, journal publications and research funds as the only indicators of research
productivity. Hence the need for this study to include other dimensions and broaden the
perspective of research productivity in a university.

On the other hand, other studies found organizational support factors to be the major
determinants of research productivity. For instance, in a study to analyse constraints to research
productivity in the University of Nairobi, Kenya, Muia and Oringo, (2016) found that the major
independent variables on which research productivity depended were all organisational factors,

ranging from research culture, research environment, institutional factors and resource factors.

Arokiasamy et al, (2014) found that organizational variables, particularly mentoring, social
networks, and organizational support, were the significant contributors to the career
advancement of the academics in the six universities under study. The study was a correlational
investigation to examine the influence of individual and organizational variables on the career
advancement of 105 full-time academics in Malaysian private universities. However, this study

was conducted in private universities as opposed to a public university under the current study
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hence a contextual gap. Secondly, the study was not about research productivity but about career
advancement, which creates a knowledge gap. Thirdly, the study was conducted in Malaysia in

Asian setting as opposed to a sub-Saharan setting, hence a geographical gap.

In a further study, Kyaligonza (2015) examined the correlates of research productivity among
academics in five Ugandan public universities Results indicated that organisational factors such
as research funding had a moderate effect on research productivity. However, environmental
factors such organisational culture and working environment which are also organisational
factors had a high impact on research productivity. Similarly, in another study to investigate
organisational antecedents of university staff research productivity, Hiire et al, (2020) explored
the impact of organisational factors on staff research productivity in private universities in
Uganda. Results established that organisational factors supporting research productivity were
moderate. Results further revealed that owverall, organisational factors like technological
progression, computer skills and funding were significant antecedents of academic research
productivity. It should however be noted that this study was conducted in private universities as

opposed to public universities which are the focus of this study.

From the review above, it is evident that several studies have been conducted on organizational
support. Some of the studies have revealed that employees’ behavior is modelled on their
perceptions of the support they receive from their organisations. Thus, affirming that
organisational support is a booster for positive work outcomes like job satisfaction,
organisational commitment and employee performance (Boateng, 2014; Muia and Oringo,
2016). Other studies have revealed a weak linkage between organizational support antencedents
and outcomes (Arokiasamy et al, 2014; Paul et al., 2017; Hartijasti, 2018; Boateng and Wu,

2019). Others have found no relationship between the variables (Lertputtarak, 2008; Bay and
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Clerigo, 2013; Tafreshi et al, 2013). Although a great deal has been written about organizational
support, there is still a scarcity of studies focusing on its impact on the research productivity of
lecturers especially in the Ugandan context. This necessitates the need to focus attention on the
need to conduct this study in a Ugandan public university with an assumption that for
universities to guarantee their Lecturers’ highest research performance, they must put in place
high-level organizational support policies, management practices and resources as motivators of

energies and abilities to realise high research productivity.

2.4 Research policy its effect on research productivity

Every organization wants to succeed, and one of the most critical factors for organizational
success is having well-laid supportive policies (Ghabban et al, 2019). Well-thought-out policy
guidelines are necessary for the intricate and complex endeavor of promoting the university
research function. As Neumann and Lindsay (1988) cited in Muia and Oringo (2016), noted,
universities need research policies that consider not only the demands for national research but
also the complete spectrum of goals of higher education, as well as the values, procedures, and
structures that go along with those goals. A research policy is driven by the University’s research
agenda, which is usually nested in the National Development Framework. According to Santos
and Horta (2018), a research agenda combines tactical frameworks for tackling problems in
order to accomplish the organization's research objectives. The greatest method to increase
research productivity and make it simple to track academic achievement at a university is to have
a research agenda and a policy that outlines the goals of research in that institution (Nordling,
2013; Cloete et al., 2015; Kasozi, 2017; Ghabban et al., 2019). Policy implementation guidelines

and management systems are then developed to support the policy and deliver the agenda.
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Among the principles of a supportive university research policy should be its ability to create an
enabling research environment in form of research centres of excellence, multi-disciplinary
research teams and research laboratories. To provide research support services such as library
resources with adequate subscriptions to relevant databases, with accessible fast and strong
internet connectivity and other ICT for staff members in all academic and research units. Also, to
provide support for staff to attend and present papers in conferences and facilitate research
collaborations and global research net workings. The policy should also strengthen research
management and coordination. This is through continued research skills training, mentorship and
apprenticeship cultures in the university. Support the development of research grants
management tools and strengthen research management and coordination structures such as
research and publication boards, university press, ethical committees, intellectual property
management and editorial boards. The policy should also improve funding for research in the
university as well as a research and publication culture through tracking staff research progress
and outputs, and a system to recognize and reward outstanding research and innovations (MAK
Research and Innovations policy, 2008; MAK policy on establishment of research institutions

and entities, 2021; MUST research Policy, 2019).

Research productivity and research policy have been linked in a number of studies. In an effort
to investigate the barriers to research productivity in Tanzanian universities, Okendo (2018)
discovered that the main institutional barriers to research productivity at Mwenge Catholic
University were the lack of a sound policy framework to support research activities and an
institutional policy on research productivity. Though the above results were from an African
university setting, the study was conducted in a private religious founded university as opposed

to a public university for the current study. This left a contextual gap. The study was also guided
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by the Expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964), which majorly relates individual performance
motivation to the expected outcomes, while the current study will be guided by the
organizational support which majorly relates performance motivation to supportive

organisational policies, systems and resources availed to employees, hence a theoretical gap.

In order to draw attention to the significant events, observations, and experiences that pose
challenges to knowledge creation in UAE higher education institutions, Ryan and Daly (2019)
wrote a monograph. They noted that the United Arab Emirates lacked strong policies to support
and incentivize extensive research, innovation, and knowledge creation. They emphasized the
need to create organizational conditions that facilitate and appropriately reward intensive
research. These would require re-examining research and innovations policies, workload
policies, Human

Resource policies, salaries and benefits and research support structures. However, their findings
and consequent recommendations were not derived from an empirical study of organizational

policies and research productivity. A gap that this study sought to fill.

Starovoytova (2017b), conducted a micro-level mixed-method study to analyse research
productivity among 15 academics at the Moi University school of engineering in Kenya. The
study discovered that the absence of institutional policies on research and publication was a
major institutional hurdle to good scholarly performance. These results concur with those of a
previous report by the Kenya Commission for University Education (2013), which indicated a
lack of connection between university research and Kenya's economic growth ambitions.
Similarly, according to Sondari et al. (2017), the low research productivity among Indonesian
university academics was caused by the university's complicated research policy and systems,

which made it difficult for researchers to accomplish their tasks.
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Latif (2015) conducted a bibliometric analysis of Saudi Arabian medical and biomedical
scholarly performance for a five- year period, from 2008 to 2012. The study revealed that the
deliberate effort by the Saudi government to change its national development policy from oil to
an internationally viable knowledge-based economy, especially in technological advancement
had led to increased research performance. This called for the formulation of supportive
university research policies for the advancement of both basic and applied research. In his study,
he further advised the Kingdom of Saudi Arabian Universities to have policy guidelines with
both short-term and long-term targets against which performance would be regularly monitored
and assessed. However, the study did not bring out empirical evidence from participants to link
the increased research productivity to universities policy support. Its implied relationship
therefore leaves an empirical gap that the current study intends to fill by obtaining primary data

from respondents to link research policy to productivity.

In the quest to identify the factors that enhance research productivity, Ghabban et al., (2019)
revealed that the university research policy research was the major identified aspect for boosting
research output among Saudi universities. However, findings from Saudi universities cannot
automatically be generalized to relate to Ugandan Universities due to wide policy variations in
regard to research funding, ICT support access and other research support

facilities.

In a later study to ascertain the institutional factors influencing research productivity in
developing countries found in the global south, Heng, Hamid and Khan (2020) indicated that the
university culture and research policies were the most critical organisational factors for

academics’ scholarly performance. However, their study employed a literature review for
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secondary data collection. This leaves an empirical knowledge gap since secondary data is less
reliable as a basis for arriving at conclusions. Secondly, their study was not attached to a
particular academic institution. The global south is widely varied in terms of cultural settings,
education systems, political, social and economic advancements that determine their ability to
support higher education. This leaves geographical and knowledge gaps that the current research

intends to address by paying more attention to a Ugandan public university context.

Shahbazi-Moghadam et al, (2015) investigated the factors that affect research productivity in
Higher Education Institutions in four Asian countries (Malaysia, Taiwan, Japan and China), their
study concluded that the university policy significantly enhanced research performance in
institutions of the countries under study. None the less, their study relied on secondary data in
form of literature., This leaves a methodological gap. Secondly, their study was not categorically
conducted in universities but in various higher education institutions, hence a subject gap. Lastly,
their study focused on only publication and citations as the surrogates for research performance.
This leaves a conceptual gap that the current research intends to fill by focusing on research
productivity from a broader conceptual perspective taking into account of publications,
authorships, presentations and graduate research supervisions.

2.5 Research management and its effect on research productivity

Another organisational factor that affects research productivity is the availability of effective
research management systems, practices and processes to implement the policy in order to meet
the university’s research objectives. According to Beerkens (2013), universities now employ
high level academic and administrative employees whose main duty it is to plan, direct and
promote research activities, attesting to the increased professionalization of research

management. He further reveals that most Australian public universities have reviewed their
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institutional structures and reinforced their research management by establishing high-level
administrative positions to the equivalent of Deputy Vice Chancellor-Research and innovations.
Such officials are devoted entirely to research and strengthening the function of faculty Deans in
the management of research in their academic units. This study intends to establish whether
Kyambogo University has well-established and functional research management structures to

drive its research agenda.

Although the general trends in research management methods are becoming better understood,
there is still a lack of empirical evidence showing how these strategies impact the success of
research. Nevertheless, studies have made efforts contribute to the understanding of this matter.
In a bid to establish the effects of management practices on research productivity Beerkens
(2013) conducted a systematic literature review of 35 public universities in Australia to establish
how their research management practices influenced their academics’ research productivity.
Findings revealed that intensifying research management increases research productivity growth.
Hence confirming that research management and research performance are positively related,
regardless of the research performance measure applied. Therefore, this study proved that
research management within an institution is crucial for research productivity. In a case study of
constraints of research productivity in Universities in Tanzania, Okendo (2018), revealed that the
absence of research teams, timely submission of progress reports and closeout reports as the key
research constraints in the university under study. However, his study was conducted in a
privately-owned catholic university whose management systems could be influenced by the
founding religious setting. The study results may not therefore, be generalized to represent a

Ugandan public university. This leaves a contextual gap, hence the need for the current study.
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In its report about the state of university education, the Kenya Commission for University
Education (2013) also revealed that poor management of research programmes, weak
supervision, monitoring and evaluation of university research activities to be the key
impediments to research productivity in Kenyan Universities. Similarly, in a descriptive cross-
sectional survey, Feyera et al, (2019) sought to explore the factors and barriers influencing
publication productivity in Ethiopian universities.

Results indicated the lack of recognition for research performance through promotions and the
absence of an institutional research journal as the major barriers to high-level research
performance among the surveyed academic staff. These are a confirmation of the positive
correlation between research management and research productivity. However, the study
population sample comprised more of master’s degree holding academics (96%). These are
assumed not to be well trained, groomed and experienced in conducting research as opposed to
Ph.D. holding academics. This leaves population and practical knowledge gaps that this study

intended to fill.

One of the management aspects for promoting research productivity is the acquisition of research
assistants to help academics in their scholarly activities. These could be recruited from graduate
students at master’s or doctoral programs under research training. Several scholars (have
attempted to analyse the effect of hiring research assistants on research productivity in varying
contexts. In a study to examine individual and organisational predictors of research productivity
in hospitality and tourism management faculties in U.S Institutions, Mody et al., (2018),
surveyed 98 faculty members using a self-administered questionnaire. The findings revealed that
availing research assistants to faculty members positively impacted on their research productivity

in terms of annual publication count in the six leading hospitality and tourism journals, with each
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additional hour of weekly research assistance increasing annual faculty productivity by 0.140
publications. Although this was an empirical study with reliable results, it was conducted only
among hospitality and tourist management academics. This leaves a discipline gap in regard to
generalizing their perceptions to represent all university academics. Secondly, the study was
conducted in the United States Institutions, with varying research management systems,
structures and practices. Such differences in the research culture and other research environment
factors leave a geographical and other contextual gap that make the transferability of the study

results to a Ugandan university context unconvincing.

The above findings are however supported by those from another study conducted by Nafukho et
al, (2019) who examined the academics’ research outputs at the two biggest public universities in
Kenya. The study revealed that the number of Ph. D. students enrolled, was positively correlated
with lecturers' research output at the two public universities in Kenya. This finding confirms that
reported by other scholars in earlier studies (Valle and Schultz, 2011; McGill and Settle, 2012)
who affirmed that graduate students act as research assistants for academic staff and their close

collaboration increases the academics’ research productivity.

In an exploration of the impact of formal research groups as a strategy for improving research
productivity in Norwegian Universities, Vabo et al., (2016) found that the majority of research
groups in traditional universities in Norway have multiple doctorate and master's students on
staff because they are deemed to be an essential workforce on research projects. Traditional
universities had engaged several doctoral and master’s students because they provide a vital
workforce in research projects. Their findings are consistent with those Kyvik and Aksnes
(2015) who reported that the increased research output from Norwegian academics was a result

of increased external funding on top of the government grants that enabled the hiring of more
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Ph.D. candidates undertaking research projects similar to those of their supervisors. Hence an
independent effect on the productivity of academic staff in the medical sciences and technology

fields.

It's also important to note that academic staff members who supervise Ph.D. students also write
articles with them. In order to increase their production, doctoral students consequently not only
help with research but also stimulate and motivate their supervisors to publish more research.

This view is supported by Ghabban et al., (2019) who emphasized that Ph.D. students are a
critical factor for research productivity progress in universities. Out of the quest to ascertain
whether computer science academics received the university resources and other forms of
support consistent with their research requirements as outlined in their job description and
promotion guidelines, McGill and Settle (2012) revealed that the supply of research assistants to
academic staff research activities led to higher research productivity. The study thus urged
universities to enroll and provide doctoral students as research assistants to help in conducting
research. This confirmed the findings by Alghanim and Althamali (2011) and Lewis (1998) in
the US who also observed that graduate students hired as research assistants positively correlated

with lecturers’ research productivity.

Furthermore, Jung (2012) explored the faculty research productivity of Hongkong academics
across disciplines. The study revealed that the social and behavioral sciences unlike the hard
disciplines, had a negative relationship between the number of graduate students and faculty or
departmental research output. As observed earlier, this could be because hard discipline science
fields use graduate students more effectively in both teaching and research activities. Though
most of the literature tends to point to a positive association between the hiring of research

assistants to lecturers™ research productivity, there are contradictions and conflicting findings
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depending on the variations in academic disciplines and institutional research culture and
environment setting. Secondly, since none of all the above-cited studies was carried out in a
Ugandan public university setting, there remain several contextual gaps. This necessitated the
current study to bring out evidence from a Ugandan university perspective.

Another research management factor influencing research productivity is the proportion of time
for conducting research as compared to other functions like teaching and administrative work.
For academic staff, time is one of the most important resources. The scarcity model, as proposed
by Hattie and Marsh (1996), views research and teaching as mutually exclusive pursuits that
compete for limited resources such as time, energy, and commitment. It has been observed that
greater time dedicated to teaching equates to less time for research, and vice versa (Hattie and
Marsh, 1996; Toews and Yazedjian, 2007; LeiSyte, 2016). Smeby (1998) and Hattie and Marsh
(1996), maintain under the conventional wisdom model that research and teaching are
interdependent, complementary, and mutually beneficial endeavors in which each imparts
knowledge to the other. Several academics, however, contend that there is no connection
between research and instruction (Milem, Berger, and Dey, 2000). To that end, this study is
intended to analyse whether the university’s policy on workload allocations for lecturers leaves

them with appropriate time for teaching and conducting research.

Several scholars have attempted to relate time and workloads to research productivity.

In an attempt to identify the factors affecting research productivity, Henry et al., (2020), found
that heavy teaching and administrative workload among the surveyed academics reduced the
time devoted to research activities. Their conceptualization of research productivity was too

broad including grants acquired, the status of investigator and intellectual property rights.
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However, although they had a broad definition of research productivity, it may not however be

applicable in the Ugandan university context with both STEM and non-STEM academic units.

In a bid to examine the academic research performance in Malaysia, Latif and Subramaniam

(2016) conducted a mixed-method cross-sectional survey to establish levels of academics’
involvement in research performance as well as the barriers to research performance in the Open
Malaysia University. The majority of respondents (67%) expressed that a lack of time as the
primary cause of the low research and publication output. They contend that a fair and open
academic workload policy model should be created in order to identify the various tasks carried

out by academics and allocate a set amount of time for each one.

Salman, Kausar and Furgan (2018) in their empirical study sought to identify the determinants
of research productivity in a developing country scenario. Results revealed teaching
responsibilities as the strongest determinants of research productivity, since 70% of the
respondents had published less than two research articles in five years. Almost the same
percentage of respondents indicated spending little time of less than five hours on research as
opposed to about 11-15 hours spent on teaching. However, this study was conducted in private
universities with varying missions, policy frameworks, management systems and funding

sources that do not apply to Ugandan public universities.

In an earlier investigation, Houston, Meyer and Paewai (2006) conducted a mixed design survey
to analyse the university’s approach to faculty workload models and responses to workload
expectations and realities. The study results revealed that time allotted to research was measured
in terms of the time left after teaching and administrative responsibilities. This implied the

limited importance attached to the research function. Kotrlik et al., (2002) conducted a survey of
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predictors of research productivity at agricultural education academics in the USA. They, found
that universities allocated an average of 67% of lecturers’ time to teaching, as compared to 13%
for conducting research. Although the two studies had interesting revelations, the time lag
between them and the current trends in university management practices leaves a time gap which
necessitated the current study to establish the reality in regard to workload allocations and time

for research activities in a Ugandan university setting.

Wamala and Ssembatya (2015) in their study to establish linkages between output and outcome
indicators of productivity in academia explored 534 Ph.D. holders who had published journal
articles, authored books or supervised graduate students to completion. Results revealed that the
low academic scholarly performance in the low developed countries was a result of heavy
teaching and supervisory workload. This is because of the increasing students™ enrolments
without a corresponding hiring of academics to handle them. Similar findings were reported by
Latif and Subramaniam (2016) and Starovoytova (2017b) whose studies found that lack of time
was the main cause of the low research and publication output in the Open University of
Malaysia and in Moi University in Kenya. Such findings were also confirmed by Mody et al.,
(2018)’s study which revealed that the number of classes taught had a negative impact on

research output of hospitality and tourism academics in the USA.

In a study to investigate factors for faculty scholarly productivity in 28 US research intensive
universities across disciplines, Hadre’, Beesley, Miller and Pace (2018), collected data using an
online questionnaire from 781 academic staff from 28 research intensive universities from 17
states across the continental USA. The ANOVA and path analysis were administered to test the
factors contributing to faculty members’ research productivity. Results revealed that the number

of teaching hours per week had a very strong negative correlation with research productivity,
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while the time invested in research had the strongest positive correlation with research
productivity. The study further revealed that most of the academics regarded teaching and
research as essentially distinct activities, with teaching load demands competing with research
for the limited resources like time and energy. This study was however conducted in research
intensive universities in USA. The findings therefore cannot be directly applied to Ugandan non-
research-intensive public universities hence a contextual gap. Secondly, the study had a narrow
conceptualization of research productivity in terms of only peer-reviewed journal publications
and conference paper presentations. This left a conceptual gap that this study filled by taking a
broader perspective of research productivity including Book authorship and graduate students’

supervision.

Scholarly obligations are typically neglected due to the demands of teaching, supervising
students, and processing exams. This is particularly noticeable in developing-nation universities,
Uganda included, where enrollment of students exceeds the number of academic staff members
(Wamala and Ssembatya, 2015). Such imbalances imply that teaching workloads reduce the
ability of academic staff to balance the time for teaching and research responsibilities. In an
effort to investigate the determinants of research performance among Spanish academics, Albert,
Davis and Legazpe (2016) found that teaching loads of over 50% of working time decreased
research productivity among Spanish academics. The study however measured research
productivity in terms of only books, book chapters and journal articles published or accepted.
This left out other forms of research endeavors like graduate student supervision and conference

paper presentations, hence a conceptual gap that this study included besides publications.

Khalil and Khalil (2019) examined the effects of personal factors on scholarly performance and

perceived research constraints among the business faculty academics at the Kuwait University.
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The single university survey used journal publications, book and book chapter authorship,
conference presentations and research funded projects as the proxy for research productivity of
61 academics. Results showed that time spent on research and time spent on teaching variably
affected the research output among the academics under study. However, the respondents were
not entirely decided on whether the time constraints brought by participating in committees and

handling administrative tasks hindered their ability to conduct research.

However, in an investigation of institutional factors that increase scholarly productivity in higher
education institutions in Indonesia, Sondari et al., (2017) failed to generate a consensus on the
definition and implications of the time dimension as respondents and authors failed to agree on
whether the time they spent supervising graduate students and carrying out structural position
functions could be categorised under teaching or under research. Okendo’s (2018) findings from
a case study of constraints of research productivity in Tanzanian Universities also affirmed the
negative effect of teaching time on time available for research and thus research productivity.
His findings corroborate with those of Salman et al., (2018) whose study revealed that the low
academics™ research productivity in Pakistan coincided with very heavy teaching loads of up to

36 hours a week among the same respondents.

In a bid to examine factors associated with academic research productivity, Nguyen et al.,
(2016), explored the enablers, barriers and motivators towards research engagement by
academics in a research-oriented university in Vietnam. Most participants indicated the heavy
teaching load as the main reason for their failure to engage in research activities. The above
findings imply that despite the shift in university performance priorities from teaching to
research and innovation, faculty members are expected to fulfill research, teaching and service

obligations. However, most faculty members often find themselves unable to satisfy the
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requirements for the three functions, especially finding time for scholarship while carrying heavy
teaching loads and service commitments. To that end, Nguyen et al., (2016) concluded that
reduced teaching time was an extrinsic motivation to do research, but noted that many academics
preferred teaching to research since they could earn more money from teaching than from

research.

Heavy teaching loads are obstacles to research productivity (Igbal and Mahmood, 2011; Jung,
2012; Xu, 2014;; Nguyen et al., (2016); Putri & Sofyandi, 2019; ). In an explorative study to
examine research productivity of Hongkong academics, Jung (2012) noted that time mainly
affected academics in hard disciplines, but not in soft sciences where academics perceive
teaching and research as compatible functions. Such a view was also advanced by Wood (1990)
who asserted that heavy teaching loads are normally perceived as a diversion from the research
initiative but not essentially a burden that reduces research output in all situations. Hence a
confirmation to the argument that prolific scholarship does not obstruct academics teaching

(Jung, 2012).

In his seminal book titled “Improving your research Management: a guide for senior research
managers”, Pence et al., (2014) posits that although some scholars contend that teaching
undergraduates and conducting research are discrete activities, they are intricately linked and
interdependent. There is also evidence that teaching postgraduate students helps the academic
staff to become better researchers (Feldon et al., 2011; Johnson, 2013). Yet its researchers who
are perceived to enjoy higher status, better employment conditions and improved promotion
prospects. It is upon the above contradictions and empirical gaps in Asian and Australian
University settings that this study was intended to establish the relationship between teaching

time and research productivity from a Ugandan public university perspective.
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Leisyte (2016) evaluated the teaching-research balance among Dutch academics and found that,
in accordance with the scarcity model (Hattie and Marsh, 1996), the quantity of peer-reviewed
articles, monographs, and patents produced was inversely correlated with the amount of time
spent on teaching each week. According to the model, research and teaching activities compete
for resources like time, effort, commitment, and energy. The same study did, however, find a
negative correlation between research productivity as measured by the number of articles
published in academic journals, book chapters, and scholarly edited volumes, and the amount of
time spent on research each week. Although this could be understood in the sense that peer-
reviewed journals are a criterion for academic performance evaluation and promotion, hence
taking up more research time than other types of publications, it is surprising that having more
time for research does not lead to writing other publications other than peer reviewed articles.
Surprisingly, the above study is consistent with that of Kyvik and Aksnes (2015), that did not
find any empirical support for the argument that increased output resulted from spending longer

working hours or more hours available for research among Norwegian academics.

However, in an examination of university effectiveness in transforming research input into
research output, Zhang et al., (2019) revealed that, despite the rising research funding, heavy
teaching and administrative workloads hinder academic researchers' capacity to conduct
research, publish findings and share discoveries. Academics in particular had to deal with larger
administrative and/or instructional burdens, primarily due to an increase in student enrollment.
The findings imply that despite the increased research funding, heavy teaching and

administrative workload reduces the research output among academics.

Therefore, investigations on the relationship between research and teaching time yield differing

results based on the examined variables and their quantification. Furthermore, some of those
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studies were focused on private universities, others were conducted in specialized institutions
offering particular courses like tourism and hospitality, Business, Accounting and Finance, while
none of them was conducted in a Ugandan University. This leaves conceptual, methodological

and contextual gaps that this study intends to fill.

Another research management component influencing research productivity refers to research
partnerships and collaborations. These can be in research groups within an academic department,
faculty universities, non-university research institutions, international organisations, commercial
and industrial business organisations and government departments both within and outside the
country (Boateng and Tutu, 2018; Abbas et al., 2019). Collaboration may also take the form of
co-authorship/ multi-authorship or a formalized relationship involving a memorandum of

understanding between the collaborating parties/institutions (Bozeman et al, 2013).

In an exploration of the enablers, barriers and motivators towards research engagement by
academics in a research-oriented university in Vietnam by Nguyen et al (2016), Most of the
study's interviewees emphasized working together with colleagues. They understood the value of
collaboration in research and peer support, particularly for young academics who lacked
confidence in their abilities. Therefore, working together would help junior and less seasoned
academics develop their research technique. In turn, this would increase their self-efficacy in the
field. The study thus concluded that regular and intensive collaboration maintains research
motivation among colleagues and creates a supportive research culture among academics which

consequently leads to higher research productivity.

Universities are anticipated to have a significant impact on the processes of knowledge

generation and transfer in support of today's globalized knowledge-based economic dynamics.
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This requires collaboration with external actors like processing and service industry to drive
economic growth and societal transformation (Perez Vico and Hallonsten, 2019). In order to
develop the pertinent information required to address social issues and take part in the larger
global economy, universities, the business sector and public institutions must collaborate (Aziz
et al., 2012). In this regard, industries often rely on universities to conduct innovation-enhancing
research to increase business opportunities and competitiveness. This form of collaborative effort
has been cited by several scholars with differing terms such as technology transfer (Breznitz and
Fieldman, 2012), academic entrepreneurship (Shane, 2004), University-Industry interaction
(Perkmann and Walsh, 2007), D“Este and Perkmann, 2011; Perkmann et al, 2013; research
collaboration (Bozeman and Boardman, 2014), the third mission of universities (Pinheiro, Langa
and Pausits, 2015; Hellstrom, Jacob and Wigren-Kristoferson, 2013), Universities in innovation
systems (Jacobsson and Vico, 2010; Lundvall, 2010) and the Triple Helix (Johnson, 2013;

Abbas, 2019).

In an attempt to analyse university-government collaboration in China, Abas, Avdic and Xiaobao
(2018) explored how bilateral research collaboration could generate and commercialize
knowledge for use in industries. The study found that the Chinese government takes a leading
role in generating and commercialising knowledge for use in business and industry. Their study
concluded that collaboration generated new knowledge, and urged government to play a key role
in supporting universities and fostering an environment that encourages research in order to
maintain them as centers of knowledge creation. The study recommended the creation of
university-based knowledge transfer offices to link University generated knowledge through
research to both government and industry. Therefore, the study advised government to formulate

flexible policies that can enable industrial actors to better acquire knowledge from universities.
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However, it is worth noting that the study was conducted in communist China where government

has a firm hand in directing activities in all political, social and economic spheres as opposed to

Uganda’s private sector and market-driven economy with minimal state controls. This leaves a
contextual gap in comparison with public university-government operational relations in

Uganda.

The above study findings confirm those from an earlier comparative study of scholarly
performance of academics conducting contracted research by industrial establishments in
Belgium by Van Looy et al, (2004) who found that participating in contract research encouraged
publication rates among academics in Belgian Universities. Such study findings give credence to
the emerging consensus that the promotion of closer ties between the university and industry
researchers has resulted into increased engagement among universities in scientific innovation
progress (Lowe and Gonzalez-Brambila, 2007; Abas, et al., 2018). As a result, universities,
government agencies and the business community have established several initiatives to closely

link their research to industrial innovations.

The drive to increase university-industry linkages is occurring across countries. The university
has thus become a key component in the triple helix of relationships among university,
government, and industry (Johnson, 2013; Abbas, 2019;). In many cases, this closer
collaboration between universities and the business community has led to a remarkable upsurge
in university generated patents, licences and start-ups especially in the developed world (Lowe

and Gonzalez-Brambila, 2007).

Khademi et al., (2015) argue that funding is a critical predictor of research outcomes.

International universities position themselves to improve relations with industry aimed at
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extracting the funding needed to enhance research productivity. In a study of effects of
university-industry inter-disciplinary collaboration on research activities in Sweden, Perez Vico
and Hallonsten (2019) revealed several impacts of industrial collaboration on the content and
conduct of academic research, including positive impacts on mutual trust and recognition, on

research infrastructure and research funding.

While many studies have revealed positive effects of university—industry collaboration on
research productivity (Abramo et al., 2009; Abas, 2019; Perez Vico and Hallonsten, 2019),
others have produced unclear results (Perkmann et al, 2011). In an investigation of the
relationship between university research quality and research collaboration with industry
Perkmann, King and Pavelin (2011) found varying relationships between faculty research quality
and industry involvement depending on the research discipline. Collaboration in various forms
being positively related to faculty research quality especially in the physical and engineering
sciences. The medical and Biological sciences posted a negative relationship while results for the
social sciences indicated a positive association between the proportion of quality research and

involvement in collaborative research.

Similarly, Zhang et al., (2015) examined the influence of university-industry collaborations on
the innovations developed by Chinese enterprises. Their study findings indicated that the
relationship between academic collaborations and industry innovation performance was not
uniform across institutions and sub- national regions but varied across regions. This implied that

the success of university-industry collaboration efforts depended on both the industry and

University’s specific factors like the location of an institution. They concluded that industries

would benefit from having fewer but more beneficial academic relationships because excessive
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involvement in research with academic institutions can be harmful to the industry's innovative
abilities.

However, their study focused on products brought to the market as the only proxy measure for
research and innovation. This indicates that their study focus was more on applied research and

even then, other forms of productivity such as patents were not considered hence a conceptual

gap.

Studies analyzing research have also shown that the best scientific knowledge is produced
through international research collaborations (Adams, 2013; Boateng and Tutu, 2018). The
benefits of international research collaborations have been analysed by researchers with mixed

results.

In an explorative study to analyse trends in research productivity in Western Europe and North
America, Adams (2013), found that publications in British Institutions with international co-
authorships had a higher citation impact than those without international collaborations. He
further reasoned that internationally co-authored publications were more highly cited due to their
high quality research, hence concluding that the higher levels of institution’s collaboration were
more likely to generate high-impact research. However, his analysis focused on research
productivity from European and American perspectives with advanced research culture, funding
and infrastructural support systems, as compared to Sub-Saharan African universities where the

above variables remain in short supply, hence a contextual gap.

Reflecting on their wide experience in conducting research in the Middle East region, Ryan and
Daly (2018) authored a monograph highlighting the barriers to high-quality research in the UAE

in particular and in in the Middle East in general. They emphasized that promoting international
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collaborations enhances the academic community’s competence in research and research-related
issues. This in turn helps to break down some barriers to publication and add real value to theory
and practice. Similarly, in a study of personal and organizational factors that influence scholarly
performance in universities, Ghabban et al., (2019) found that international collaboration is key
in promoting research performance in Saudi universities. However, both findings were from the
Arab world with varying cultural setting and research support structures and opportunities from
those of Universities found in Sub-Saharan Africa, Uganda being no exception. This left
Geographical gap that the current study intended to fill. Secondly, Ryan and Daly’s argument
were based on only their experiences but not on empirical findings from academics in the Middle
East universities. This left an empirical knowledge gap that the current study intended to fill by

conducting empirical research on the affected population.

International collaboration can help to improve universities” research and innovation
infrastructural capabilities. Zainab (2000) argued that universities can heavily benefit from
enhancing international collaborations. This can be through improvements in the library and
laboratory infrastructure, sharing field equipment and electronic resources, in addition to
providing new research topics upon which to collaborate. In a study of predictors of research
output among scholars in Spain, Albert et al., (2016) found that International collaborations
involving post-doctoral visits, were a key determinant of research productivity. Their findings
confirmed earlier findings by Teodorescu (2000) who had reported a positive correlation
between over-seasconferences attended and publications of academics in several countries.
Similarly, Lee and Bozeman, (2005) and Abramo et al., (2009) in varying dimensions,
collectively asserted the significance of international collaborations in boosting research

productivity.
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However, in an earlier study to investigate research supporting factors among Australian
academics, Bently (2011) found a statistically insignificant effect of international research
collaboration on research output in Australian Universities. Other scholars have also argued that
although both local and international collaboration generally increases research productivity, it
majorly depends on the research type and discipline (Lee and Bozeman, 2005). Literature has
also affirmed that research collaboration does not uniformly influence productivity across
academic fields, especially among natural sciences, social sciences and humanities (Leisyte,
2016). To that effect, it was thus critical to examine the extent to which Kyambogo university
promotes international collaborations with its lecturers, with a view of enhancing research
productivity and consider the perspectives of lecturers regarding how international collaboration
can be used to enhance research in their university, since some of the above cited studies do not

show a positive correlations between international collaboration and research productivity.

As the trend towards research collaboration grows, the focus on multi-disciplinary/ cross-
disciplinary collaboration to bring together researchers from various academic disciplines and
institutional settings is becoming an effective form of research collaboration (Jung, 2012).
Boateng and Tutu (2018) further argued, that various disciplinary skills and approaches are
brought together into an interdisciplinary arena to clearly understand the problem under study
and consequently offer multidimensional approaches to dealing with the problem at hand. The
above opinion is further confirmed by Garner et al., (2018) findings. They reveal that,
participating in interdisciplinary research was not only found to attract more prolific researchers
but to boost research productivity by increasing the number of publications and citation rates in
leading journals across academic rankings, gender and organisations. However, their study was

conducted in the US with advanced research culture setting, more supportive policy frameworks
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and research management systems as compared to those available in Sub-Saharan Africa
universities, Uganda being no exception. This leaves a contextual gap that this study intends to
fill by examining multi-Disciplinary research collaborations from a Ugandan university

contextual perspective.

Jung (2012) argues that as academics and practitioners from various disciplines, backgrounds
and institutional settings work together, they can easily forge comprehensive approaches to more
complex and diverse problems through multi-disciplinary synergies. However, in an
investigation of relationships between the scope of fields and intensity of interdisciplinary
collaboration in an Italian university, Abramo et al., (2014) revealed that having high levels of
interdisciplinary collaboration do not increase research outputs. It should however be noted that
their study focused on citation counts to measure research productivity. Hence the need to use

publication counts to fill the methodological gap in the study.

The positive relation between the intensity of departmental collaboration and research
performance is further thoroughly verified in the literature.

In an investigation of the effect of research climate and institutional support on research
performance at a private university in Indonesia, Putri and Sofyandi (2019) found that
collaboration within and among universities both within the country and abroad could increase
the performance of university scientific publications. Their findings confirm those of Vabo et al.,
(2016) whose study established that formalized research teams could positively influence the
quality of individual research as well as on researcher training.

Boateng and Tutu (2018) posit that as collaboration widens a researcher’s networks and
connections, the new contacts become additional intellectual resources for co-advising, co-

supervising and further co-authorship. Their position is supported by Khalil and Khalil (2019)
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whose study found that the absence of a research-supporting culture, with faculty members not
interested in joint research and lack of networking opportunities were the major factors that
negatively influenced research efficacy among the Business faculty academics in a Kuwait
university. However, none of those studies was conducted in a Ugandan University context.

Hence the need for the current study to fill the contextual gap.

The bouncing of thoughts back and forth from colleagues in research teams enables the
refinement of ideas and helps to provide meaningful feedback to challenges received from
colleagues. In support of this idea, Jameel and Ahmad (2020) who investigated the contributors
to research productivity of academics at Cihan University in Irag found that collaboration
whether national or international had a positive and significant impact on research output.
Though all these studies identified collaboration as critical to research productivity, none of them
was conducted in a Ugandan University. This leaves a contextual gap that this study filled by

conducting an empirical study in a Ugandan University.

In the bid to examine the effect of co-authoring and multi-discipline research activities on the
number of publications in quality tier journals, Seibert et al., (2017) revealed that co-authoring
heterogeneity had and significantly positive effect on the quantity of first-tier publications, but
not significantly related to second and third-tier publications. This implies that working with
several co-authors results into producing high-quality research due to the resourcefulness

benefits associated with co-authoring.

They therefore concluded that researchers who expect to raise their scholarly impact should
spend more time and effort building stronger collaborative networks. However, study was
conducted among full professors whose productivity and research networks are expected to be

already high and wide respectively, which indicates a population gap. The study was also
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conducted among management departments* academics only. This does not paint a clear picture
about academic research productivity in general, hence a discipline gap. The study also focused
on Ph.D. programmes of US universities. These universities are assumed to have a long tradition
and well established research culture, which may not be the case in the context of Ugandan
universities. This leaves a contextual gap. Finally, the study was guided by the Social Network
and the Organisational knowledge theories which do not necessarily link it to the support availed
to academics to collaborate on their research endeavors at different levels. This also leaves a

theoretical gap that the current study intended to fill.

In a study to examine the human and social capital influence on faculty research productivity
among speech and hearing academics, Ramkumar (2018) revealed that both faculty to faculty
and faculty to student collaborations had significantly positive and high correlations with faculty
research publications and presentations. However, the study focused on only speech and hearing
institutions®™ academics and on publications and conference presentations as the surrogates for
research productivity. This leaves discipline gaps and conceptual gaps that the current study is
intends to make a contribution. This is through studying research productivity across all
academic units in a university and by applying a broader measure of research productivity to
include books and book chapter authorships and graduate student supervision in addition to

publication and presentation counts.

In another study to explain the increase in research productivity among Norwegian academics,
Kyvik and Aksnes (2015) contend that collaboration helps to distribute the research workload
among more people, where each collaborator is able to contribute to many publications. They
however argue that the productivity of co-authored publications depends on the method used to

calculate article-equivalents. Where co-authored publications are awarded the same score as
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solo-authored publications, collaborative researches hugely increase individual academics™
productivity. Other measures award the same score to all co-authored publications regardless of
the number of co-authors, while some use a formula where the score is fractionalized and
distributed among the number of co-authors. This reduces their publication equivalents. It can
therefore be conclusively stated that although most of the literature indicates that increasing the
number of co-authors may lead to growth in research productivity overtime, the
conceptualization and measuring of co-authored publications has remained controversial in
academic circles. To avoid those controversies, this study will apply the same score for all

publications regardless of authorship.

In Uganda, although the College of Health Sciences at Makerere University still records low
research output, it remains the leading research producing academic unit in the country (MAK
Strategic Plan Review Report, 2017; Nakanjako, et al., 2017). However, this is thought to be a
result of the research funding by external organisations outside the university. This explains why

44% of the

67% publications that had data on collaboration involved collaborations with institutions in
Uganda and 38% had collaborations with institutions in North America and Europe (Nakanjako,
et al., 2017). This implies that 82% of the research from the College of Health Sciences,
involved collaborations, hence the affirmation that collaborations lead to increased research

output.

Although earlier studies have underscored the significance of collaborations in enhancing
research productivity, they mainly skewed towards developed world. Consequently, it remains
uncertain how academic collaborations influence research and innovation in Under-developed

countries, with fundamental differences in institutional environment. Hence the need to conduct
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the current study in a Ugandan public university to fill the geographical, contextual,

methodological, population, theoretical and discipline gaps cited in the above literature.

The last management aspect influencing research productivity is the availability of guidelines on
research publication. There are many forms, forums and channels to disseminate research
findings. They include: book reviews, papers in conference proceedings, invited chapters, books
and monographs, talks, workshops, website discussion groups and academic idea exchange sites
such as tweets and journals. (Knight and Steinbach, 2008; Tay and Diener, 2018). However,
Journal articles guarantee long-term access to scholarly work and are given essential
consideration by promotion panels and search committees. Journal articles thus remain the hub
for scholarly dissemination (Tay and Diener, 2018). To that end, university faculties and
departments need to guide their lecturers to select appropriate journal publication outlets as a

critical factor to publishing success.

Although little research has been particularly directed at the topic of journal selection, The
Knight and Steinbach, (2008) model came up with three major considerations to guide the
selection process. That is the likelihood of timely acceptance that includes the timeline from
submission to publication, potential impact of the article, taking into account the Journal
reputation in form of credibility, prestige and journal visibility, and lastly the philosophical and
ethical concerns

In regard to Open Access, Library issues and Intellectual property/copyright issues. Similarly,
Tay and Diener, (2018) identified four characteristics to consider when selecting the right journal
for a paper, namely; The fit of the article to the journal, the reputation and quality of the journal,

the academic readership and beyond and lastly, the turnaround time and rejection rate.
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According to Ani (2014), academics from developing (African) nations prefer to publish in
international journals because of their relative high visibility, scholarly calibre, and international
reputation in their disciplines. Individual academic staff members as well as the university as a
whole gain from international publication, since publishing output is one of the major factors
considered in the global ranking of institutions. This explains why foreign publications are
preferred by the majority of researchers, research policy administrators, and university
management in emerging nations (Ani, 2014; Anderson and Feist, 2017). Okafor (2011) and Ani,
(2014) reported that Nigerian universities have a cut-off requirement for their academics on the

number of international publications before being promoted to senior academic ranks.

Since most local publication outlets are deemed to be of poor quality, their publications are
unable to receive international citations and are consequently not indexed by scholarly databases
like the Web of Science or Scopus, frequently used to rank scholars and journals (Ani, 2014).
Besides, majority of their publications are focused on local issues that do not call for much
attention from the international community. National journals, particularly those from
developing nations are typically not mentioned globally. As a result, researchers in poorer

nations prefer to publish their findings in international journals.

In a bibliometric investigation of the publishing trends among Kenyan information science
academics, Kwanya (2020), analysed the quantity, quality, and visibility of the publications
indexed by Google Scholar. Apart from the low quantity, quality and visibility of research
publications where twenty (22.4%) serving academics were yet to publish any scholarly work,
185 (42%) of the published papers had not been cited. The findings revealed that the low
publishing performance could have resulted from limited access to scholarly dissemination

outlets among others. Kwanya (2020), thus asserted that Kenya’s universities have not
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prioritized scholarly publishing, and that many academic units do not have their own or

recommended peer-reviewed journals.

In Uganda, most of the publishers have concentrated on publishing textbooks, workbooks,
revision question banks and note handouts mainly for primary and secondary education levels
due to their wider ready market. Ugandan Universities except Makerere have not established
University Presses for publication of their academic staff scholarly work (Kasozi, 2015). Many
public universities, Kyambogo being no exception still do not have functional University
Journals. More still, many academic departments at Kyambogo University, do not have lists of
accredited journals to guide their lecturers and Ph.D. students to publish their research findings.
The absence of departmental or faculty accredited lists of journals and publishers poses a

challenge for lecturers publishing in less credible and predatory publication channels.

Hite and Mugimu (2012) Kyambogo university factbook (2017-2018) and Kyambogo university

Graduate school guidelines (2019) affirm that in Ugandan Universities, participation in

Educational Research activities is in principle for all Ugandan universities as a high priority.
However, the academic staff research productivity remains low and with no clear explanations
for this contradiction. This study is therefore interested in establishing whether it is insufficient
organizational support that is responsible for the low research productivity among lecturers in

Kyambogo University.

2.6 Research funding and its effect on research productivity

Due to increased funding from university budgets, government research grants, and external
funding sources through university-industry linkages, particularly in the developed world, there

have been notable improvements in research conditions worldwide. But funding research in
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higher education, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa, remains significant problem for
universities, whose meagre financial resources are severely limited by the numerous conflicting
demands placed on them. Several scholars have attempted to investigate the effect of funding to

research productivity with varying findings.

Jameel and Ahmad (2020) conducted a questionnaire survey among 87 academics to determine
the effect of funding, partnerships, ICT resources and research productivity of academics at
Cihan University. Results revealed that funding was the most critical motivator of academics to

enhance their research productivity.

In an earlier study, Doh et al., (2018) examined the impact of funding from universities, local
and central government, private firms and foreign sources on research performance among
32,064 academics in the science faculties from four universities in Korea. Results indicated that
research funding from various sources significantly and positively impacted research
performance. The results thus implied that better funded researchers tend to achieve higher in
research. However, the study revealed that some research performance indicators were not
highly influenced by funding across academic areas. This study was however conducted in only
science-based faculties where research performance is more usually measured by patent
applications, patent registrations and licensing fees, that are rare in humanities and social
sciences. Therefore, such the findings could not be used as a reliable measure of research
performance across academic fields, hence a discipline gap. It is also worth noting that data for
this study was from South Korea, an emerging industrial power and therefore not of a realistic
generalization to the context of a Sub- Saharan country University which is the subject of the

current study.
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The financial muscular strength of a university determines the strength of other capacity
correlates (Sanyal and Varghese, 2006). Paul et al., (2017) examined the major determinants of
individual research productivity among 200 randomly selected agricultural scientists in India.
Results indicated provision of adequate financial support for research as the highest
organizational determinant of research productivity. However, the study was conducted in only
agricultural institutes as opposed to universities. This leaves a discipline gap that the current
study filled by conducting a university- wide study comprising all academic disciplines.
Secondly, the study employed only interviews for data collection. This leaves a methodological
gap that the current study attempted to fill by triangulating data collection methods to include

questionnaire survey and interviews for more generalizable results.

Furthermore, Zhang et al., (2019) analysed the changing trends in research funding and output at
three research universities in Atlanta, Georgia, between 2002 and 2015.The analysis revealed
that, a decline in funding for hiring research assistants and for postdoctoral students were the

major barriers to their increased research output during the period under study.

However, survey results highlighted that despite an increase in the level of research funding from
tuition fees obtained through increased students™ enrolment during the crisis period, academics
ended up with heavier administrative and/or teaching loads, mainly resulting from increased
student enrollment. This considerably reduced their ability to publish research findings, bring out
new invention disclosures and apply for patents. This implies that an increase in research funding
sources alone does not guarantee productivity when other factors are not improved. However,
this study was conducted among US universities whose funding levels, systems and research
environment are far different from those of a Ugandan university. This leaves a geographical gap

that the current study attempted to fill. Secondly, the study’s conceptualization of research
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productivity in form of publications, invention disclosures and patents were more aligned with
science faculties since they majorly conduct applied research whose products are in form of
inventions and patents. This leaves conceptual and discipline gaps when compared to all

university academic units from which the current study placed its focus.

In an extensive literature review to investigate factors that affect research engagement and
productivity, Heng et al., (2020) indicated research funding, research rewards and incentives as
the institutional factors that influenced the faculty research engagement and output. In an earlier
investigation Ebadi and Schiffauerova (2016) conducted a bibliometric study to assess the
impact of research funding and other determinants of research output in Canada. Results
confirmed a positive impact of funding on the quantity and quality of publications. The study
therefore, recommended an increase in long-term, focused funding programmes to improve the
quantity and quality of publications. However, apart from the empirical gap left by the use of
secondary data, the study was conducted in North America (Canada) which has more funding
opportunities for research such as the presence of a federal public research funding agency in
Canada. Such opportunities are nonexistent in Uganda where government has no funding

structures for individual researchers, hence a contextual gap.

In an effort to examine research productivity, Nafukho et al., (2019) conducted a mixed-method
survey among 612 academics at two Kenyan public universities. Results indicated that the
funding allocated to research was positively correlated to the academic staff research
productivity. This indicates that the presence and amount of funding determined the level of
research productivity. However, the study conceptualized research productivity qualitatively
using the h-index as its measure. This measure of quality alone leaves a conceptual gap that the

current study addressed using quantitative counts.
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In an earlier study, Muriithi et al., (2013) surveyed research and publication problem areas
among 248 academic staff sampled in four disciplines accross four Kenyan universities. Results
affirmed that the major constraints cited by academic researchers were the difficulty of getting
funding and low amount of funding. The above findings were confirmed by Starovoytova

(2017b) in a study conducted among academics at the Moi University Engineering School in
Eldoret. It was found that all respondents pointed out inadequate research funding as the main
impediment to effective research performance. This study however focused on one academic
unit, the school of engineering. This leaves a discipline gap that raises questions of
generalizability of results, which was filled by the current study across the university academic

units.

Kwanya (2020) who also analysed research productivity in Kenya, revealed low quantity, quality
and visibility of research publications. This was mainly attributed to lack of scholarly writing
skills, inadequate research funding and facilitation. However, this study also focused on one
academic discipline of information science, hence a discipline gap that makes generalizing of

results across disciplines questionable.

Away from Kenyan contexts, Yang (2017) explored the factors affecting Taiwanese University
academics® research output through a mixed study survey. Results indicated governmental
research funding as the most influential factor affecting research productivity. Similarly, the
descriptive statistics indicated that Taiwaneese professors projected low satisfaction with the

level of research funding.

Khalil and Khalil (2019) explored the perceived research barriers to conducting research at the
Kuwait University (KU). Research productivity was operationalized as peer-reviewed journal

publications, book authorships and conference presentations. Results indicated financial barriers



81

as the most cited challenges to research performance. The business academics believed that their
research performance was hampered by the difficulty of obtaining research funding, a lack of
finances for attending conferences, lack of extrinsic research benefits (such as salary raises,
promotions and job stability) and unclear guidelines for allocating research funds. Similar
observations from the Arab world were reported by Arrahlah (2016) that insufficient funding or
lack of funding was a major motivational hindrance to dental faculty members™ research
productivity at the Taibah University in the kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Both studies however
focused on only one faculty (Faculty of Business Administration and Dental faculty respectively)
to examine research barriers. Such a discipline gap may raise questions about the generalizability

of its research findings to other academic units and institutions.

However, in an analysis of research productivity among academic faculties in six Arab countries,
Abouchedid and Abdelnour (2015) found a low and insignificant correlation between research
output among academic faculties and budgets allocated for research in Higher Education
Institutions for each country. The findings indicate that research funding is not a major challenge
in the oil- rich Arab state’s universities. In contrast, Nguyen et al., (2016b) found that
Vietnamese academic staff research productivity was limited by the inadequate research funding
that could not enable them to buy research materials and pay publication fees. Similarly, in an
exploratory study of constraints of research productivity in Tanzania, Okendo, (2018) found that
over 50% of the lecturers participating in the study indicated that the salary of the teaching staff
does not encourage them to actively engage in research activities. In addition, the study revealed
that the university under study allocated less than 2% of its income for research. Although these

findings are from a private University, they are in tandem with Kyambogo University’s budget
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allocation of 1% for research, consultancy and publication (KYU operating Budget FY 2017-

2018).

Putri and Sofyandi, (2019) surveyed academics in a private university to investigate the
influence of research institutional support on the quantity and quality of publications of
universities in Indonesia. Results revealed that the influence of institutional support on the
scientific publication performance of the university was low, at 22%. This indicated that the
increase in the performance of university scientific publications was not majorly influenced by
aproportional increase in institutional support. The study findings imply that if the universities
continue to provide funding for research and publications, as well as funding opportunities for
lecturers to attend seminars and research conferences, the quantity and quality of research
publications are likely to increase but a low pace. However, this study was conducted in a private

university.

Private universities’ sources and mechanisms of funding vary according to ownership, vision,
mission and management systems. Such findings may therefore not be directly transferable to the
context of a public university (which is the subject of the current study) majorly controlled by

governments’ funding policy frameworks.

Ordinarily, the availability and allocation of funds would be considered as one of the most
important motivating correlates to research productivity. To that end, Teferra and Altbach
(2004), Tettey (2006) and Zeleza (2012), postulate that the continuing crisis of research by
academics in African universities, Uganda being no exception is lack of enough funds. Their
position is consistent with that advanced by Ifijeh and Ogbomo (2018). In their study to examine

the relationship between the use of library resources and lecturers’ research productivity in
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private universities in South-South Nigeria. the study found the inability of academics to meet
publication costs as the major constraint to their research productivity. This implied that the main
difference in faculty research productivity depended their ability to access funding. However,
this study was conducted in private universities whose funding sources, policies and
management systems widely vary from those of a public university, the subject of the current

study.

Several earlier authors, including Aghanim and Alhamali (2011), Moahi (2007) and Sendikadiwa
(2005) noted that the low publication rates among academics in developing countries could be
due to inadequate funding and facilitation for research activities. In contrast, Kyvik and Aksnes’
(2015) study to explain the increasing research productivity among Norwegian academics found
that as a result of reduced government research grants, academics had to mainly rely on external
sources for research funds, mainly through university-industry linkages. The quest to attract
external funding agencies in turn led to increased productivity especially among academics
conducting industry-based research projects. However, in the Ugandan context, the industrial
sector is still narrow, shallow, fragmented and too weak to provide enough funding opportunities
for university research (Kyaligonza et al., 2015 Kasozi, 2017). Hence the need for government to

take up funding for university research as a precursor for national development.

In Uganda, many and varied factors militate against academic research productivity in Public
Universities. However, the most outstanding ones include the annual university budgeting that
pays minimal attention to research and the government's underfunding of public universities
generally and research specifically. The heavy teaching load caused by large class sizes, the
inadequate remuneration of academic staff who receive un-attractive salaries, the absence of

university-industry links, the infrequent strikes by students and lecturers that cause disruptions to
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university schedules, the lack of dedicated and well-trained researchers to produce credible
proposals that can attract foreign funding (Mayanja, 2007; Mamdani 2011; Kyaligonza et al.,
2015).

However, as Kasozi (2005) and Kyaligonza et al., (2015) posit, the root cause of all the above

challenges is inadequate funding.

There are few empirically grounded studies conducted to link funding to research productivity in
Ugandan universities. Most of the cited literature on the subject is from commissioned reports,
consultancy reports, policy and strategic plan reviews and assessment reports. In a qualitative
study at Makerere and Mbarara University of Science and Technology, Kyaligonza et al. (2015)
investigated the sources and amount of funding for academic staff research in public universities
in Uganda. The results of the study showed that there is a severe lack of funding for academic
research, with universities allocating very little money for it and receiving little assistance from
their industry-linkages. The survey also showed that most public university lecturers would
rather only conduct research for academic purposes in order to receive higher degrees or to be
considered for promotions, as a result of insufficient funding for research. In light of this, the
study suggested that government should increase funding for the university research function.
More to this, universities should also consider alternative sources of funds to increase allocations
to research. Although this was one of the very few studies about research funding in Ugandan
universities, the study was conducted in Uganda’s two oldest public universities whose contexts
differ from those of the majority of public universities, which are relatively new and could be
facing more unique funding challenges. This indicated a contextual gap that this study was

compelled to address by conducting the current study in a relatively newer university.
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However, in their study to investigate the organisational antecedents of private universities™
academic staff research productivity, Hiire et al., (2020) revealed that funding had a negative
and non-significant relationship with academic staff research productivity. It should however be
noted that this study was conducted in private universities with differing funding levels and
financial regulatory policies from those in public universities like Kyambogo, hence a contextual
gap. On the other hand, Nakanjako et al., (2017) conducted a case study in the need to accelerate
health research productivity at Makerere University College of Health Sciences. Results
indicated that out of the 64% of publications that had information on funding source, 41% were
funded by institutions in the USA and Canada, 23% were funded by European Union institutions
and that only 6% were locally funded in Uganda. Even the source of local funding was not
clearly stated whether by the government, university’s internally generated funds or by local
non-Governmental Organisations. This raises the question of research prioritization and
sustainability in Uganda’s public universities. Although the study revealed interesting results
about research funding in a public university in Uganda, it focused on one academic unit. This
leaves a discipline gap that will be filled in the current study through a university-wide study

approach.

Although Most of the Ugandan public universities’ strategic Plans (Makerere university Strategic
Plan, 2008/09-2018/19) stipulate institutional commitment to research and innovations of at least
3% of their internally generated funds annually. However, evidence from the Self-Assessment
Reports (Self-Assessment Reports, 2013/14) and the Strategic plan review reports (Strategic plan
review reports, 2017) indicate that research funding has been at 1% or less over the years in most

of the public universities. Overtime, both Makerere and Mbarara Universities’
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recurrent budgets did not indicate any expenditure on research (MAK & MUST Expenditure;
2011/2012; 2012/2013), but rather sandwiched in the academics and tuition vote. This implies
that university policymakers and administrators who happen to be highly educated and are
former members of the academic staff who are supposed to appreciate the crucial role of research
for their universities and for the nation at large, either attach minimal importance to research, or
are incapacitated by poor funding, hence in practice neglect the research function which is a core
mandate of universities worldwide (Kyaligonza et al, 2015).

Financial constraints usually lead to a severe scarcity of scholarly resources such as libraries and
access to current research literature necessary for conducting research. Nguyen et al, (2016b)
asserted that research funds can help to equip libraries with online information sources to
increase the opportunities for academics to access updated literature in their fields. Nguyen,
(2015) further asserts that even academics with intrinsic motivation to conduct research may not
be willing to dip into their pockets and meet the costs for conducting research and publishing
findings. They therefore end up unable to engage in meaningful research activities. This
confirms the notion that lecturers’ research motivation and publishing outputs heavily depend on
the university support. Such a scenario raises the need for universities to allocate sufficient
research funds to cover expenses related to their academics’ research tasks, and to broaden and
deepen their research competence. Similarly, Ramesh Babu and Singh (1998) argued that
research funding is critical for promoting research productivity, especially in science fields
where regular experiments are conducted on expensive equipment. This could give credence to
the fact that research output in science and technology fields in developed countries with high
funding levels and opportunities is far higher than that in developing countries with very limited

or no funding (Nguyen et al., 2016b).
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In an investigation of research productivity in Ugandan universities, Hite and Mugimu (2009) in
their study reported that 71% of the lecturers received no financial remuneration for
engagement in research activities while 90% had low research funding. According to Kasozi
(2017), public universities lack the financial autonomy necessary to freely fund essential
components of their operations. He goes on to say that Ugandan universities' capacity to carry
out their research function has been negatively impacted by the absence of institutional
autonomy and academic freedom for staff. Although the government adopted neoliberal policies
in the 1980s resulting into a decrease in state funding public universities from 100% to an
average of 40% the state retained and further tightened its financial control over public
universities than it had before the neoliberal era ( Kasozi, 2017). Thus, government acting
through several statutory instruments and policies still stifles the financial independence of
universities to perform their functions. Consequently, this reduces their ability to create and
disseminate knowledge (Kasozi, 2017). Consequently, even with the increase in financial
resources from other sources like the internally generated funds, research funding remains
limited, hence the need for this study to examine the lecturers perceptions of the financial
support they receive for research productivity.

2.7 Research infrastructure and its effect on research productivity

As an institution of higher learning, a university is expected to provide enabling infrastructure
facilities for teaching and research services. In this study, the research infrastructure facilities
shall comprise the physical infrastructure and the electronic resources. There have been attempts
by several scholars to investigate the effect of work place environment infrastructure on research
productivity. Kasule (2015) conducted an exploratory cross-sectional survey to find out how the

the prevalent work environment affected academic staff job performance at Kyambogo
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University. Results indicated that work environment factors have a significant positive
relationship with academic staff job performance. He thus argued that productivity in any
organisation is a result of several factors. These include a conducive office environment such as
executive furniture, lighting and aeration, computers and printers all of which have a positive
influence on employees’ health and work attitudes and ultimately their productivity. These
findings corroborate with those of Kyvik and Aksnes (2015) and Moore et al., (2016), who also
pointed out that research infrastructure creates a favourable environment that attracts prolific
researchers and improves communication and collaborations between research communities.
Although Kasule investigated research infrastructure, he did not directly relate it to research

productivity, hence a subject gap.

However, in another study to find linkages between work environment and perception of
institutional policies on lecturers’ productivity in Uganda Christian University, Naikote and
Bakabulindi (2011) found no significant relationship between work environment and lecturers”
productivity. However, this study was directed towards lecturers™ productivity in general other
than research productivity in particular, which leaves a subject gap as well. More so, their study
was conducted in a private university where the physical work environment conditions may not

be as poor as those in Ugandan public universities.

Any organizational performance culture heavily relies on the available infrastructure. In a bid to

investigate the relationship between workplace environment and organisational performance,

Chandraseker (2011) surveyed 285 employees from different public sector organizations in
India. The study found that the physical workplace environment in form of office space,
furniture and furnishing and storage of materials had a profound effect on employee

performance.
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The study was however not conducted among academic staff, nor in regard to university
academic research performance. This leaves subject and knowledge gaps which may raise
questions in regard to the generalizability of such findings to university academic research
performance, which was the interest of this study. Commenting on the low research output in
Kenya, the Kenya Commission for University Education (CUE, 2013) report revealed the lack of
research infrastructure in form of laboratories and equipment to be the major constraints to
university research productivity. However, the report observations were not directly derived
from an empirical study on the subject. This leaves an empirical knowledge gap. However, the
report position was supported by Sondari et al, (2017) study which revealed the absence of
laboratory facilities for research as one of the major barriers to increased lecturers™ research

output in Indonesia.

In a study to evaluate the research productivity of individual academics in Kenya, Starovoytova
(2017b) found the lack of testing equipment and other related research infrastructure to be a
major barrier to quality research of academics of School of Engineering at Moi University. Her
study confirmed earlier findings by Nguyen et al. (2016) whose study found that it was necessary
to provide adequate funding to meet costs for research experiments materials and equipment and
to pay publication fees. These findings also relate to the ones of Bentley (2014) and Patchawong,
Wangpan and Ounjit (2012) who revealed a positive linkage between academics’ research
productivity and their satisfaction with the infrastructure support provided by their university,
mainly laboratories and research equipment. However, none of these studies was conducted in a
Ugandan context. Such gaps render their findings not easily generalizable to Uganda’s university

environment.

In an exploratory study of motivational factors on research productivity in Saudi Arabia,
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Alrahlah’s (2016) findings indicate better and stronger infrastructure as the leading factors in
enhancing scholarly output among faculty members in Taibah University. A similar study
conducted by Khalil and Khalil (2019) among Business faculty members at a Kuwait university
revealed inadequate laboratories and equipment as the barriers encumbering their research
productivity. Both Alrahlah and Khalil and khalil’s studies were carried out in particular
faculties (Dental and Business) and in an Arabian context which is different from a Ugandan
public university context in terms of funding and other management policies. Hence the need for

this study to fill the discipline and geographical gaps.

Iroaganachi and lzuagbe (2018) conducted a survey to examine the effect of the use of electronic
information resources on 334 academic staff research productivity in six federal, state and
private universities in South-west Nigeria. Study results revealed that the use of electronic
information resources had a significant positive impact on academic staff research productivity
in all surveyed universities regardless of type, though with varying degrees of relationships. The
study recommended the need for government and university management teams to adequately
provide the required infrastructure that could boost their utilisation and consequently research

productivity.

In another attempt to determine the relationship between digital literacy, digital competence and
research productivity of educators, Yazon et al (2019) conducted a descriptive-correlational
survey among faculty members at a State Polytechnic University, in Philippines. The findings
revealed a positive and significant effect of faculty members’ digital literacy on their research
effectiveness. Likewise, faculty members’ digital competence was significant and positively

correlated to their research output.
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In a descriptive cross-sectional survey to explore the factors and barriers to research productivity
among academics at Jigjiga University in Ethiopia, Feyera et al., (2017) revealed poor access to
electronic information sources as the major barrier to the research function among the surveyed
academics. The study emphasizes that many organisations in developing countries have
enhanced the application of Information Technology to increase the productivity of their
workers. In particular, the use of Information Communication Technology (ICT) has become the
most essential element for enhancing the productivity of university staff, academics being no
exception. It is therefore imperative that the same study (Feyera et al., 2017) that reported poor
access to electronic information sources also reported low research productivity among the

surveyed academics.

Ghabban et al., (2019) investigated the academic staff perceptions about the use of ICT in
enhancing research performance in Saudi universities. The results revealed that the use of ICT
was positively related to research productivity. In addition, research productivity was positively
influenced by ICT funding. Similarly, in another survey to identify predictors of research
productivity of academics at Cihan University in Irag, Jameel and

Ahmad (2020) found that ICT use positively impacted academic research productivity. However,
the two studies were conducted in the Arab world universities whose research context in terms of
research culture, funding and university management frame vary from those of a Ugandan

university.

Ani et al. (2015) surveyed 324 academic staff members from Calabar and Ibadan University to
examine the impact of accessibility and the use of electronic resources on the productivity of

academic staff in Nigerian universities. The study discovered that productivity at the surveyed
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Nigerian universities was significantly positively correlated with accessibility and use of
electronic resources. The findings suggested that greater use and accessibility of electronic
resources increases productivity in research. In particular, the study found that the University of
Ibadan, which invested more in ICT facilities, had a stronger positive correlation than the
University of Calabar, which invested less in electronic resources and thus offered less

accessibility and utilization of e-resources for research.

The introduction of electronic information resources has altered the way academics conduct
research as well as how they view and utilize libraries and their resources (Iroaganachi and
Izuagbe, 2018). Put differently, electronic resources have emerged as a fundamental element of a
contemporary academic library, with the majority of the library's budget going toward
subscriptions to electronic journals (e-journals). As a result, researchers have tried to find out

how the availability of electronic libraries affects the output of research.

Haliso and Toyosi (2013) conducted a descriptive survey to investigate the influence of
informationavailability and utilisation on academic productivity of lecturers in Babcock

University. Results revealed a positive and significant influence of information sources’
availability and utilisation on the academic productivity of lecturers. The study recommended
the need for library administrators to ensure timely, appropriate and latest information sources,
together with modern information technology facilities for lecturers to use and improve their

academic productivity.

In an earlier study, Haliso (2011) investigated the constraints to use ICT in Nigerian university
libraries. It was established that institutional constraints such absence of ICT strategy and lack of

focus by the institutional management as the major barriers to enhancing the use of electronic
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resources. Electronic libraries are essential for users™ continued access to scholarly material both
from within the library and beyond the walls of the complex building (SCONUL, 2018;
Worsley, 2019). In this regard, academic libraries now engage in building extensive digital

libraries with institutional repositories for sustainable access to relevant and recent information.

In a study to examine the utilisation of library resources for research productivity among
lecturers in private universities in south-south Nigeria, Ifijeh et al, (2018) found that increased
use of library electronic resources led to proportional increase in lecturers’ research
productivity. They emphasized that library electronic resources reduced the lecturers’ access cost
for books, journals and other information sources. From the findings of earlier studies by
Alebaikan (2010); Odaro (2010), Ifijeh (2011), and Emorjorho (2013), it was revealed that
regardless of their disciplines, lecturers use library resources to acquire information for their
teaching and research function. However, academic staff in private universities were more
inclined towards Electronic Information Resources use for research than their counterparts in
federal and state universities. The above finding could imply that private universities have better
electronic resources and ICT infrastructure than public universities. This leaves a contextual gap

that this study attempted to fill by conducting its investigation purposely in a public university.

The use of digital library resources provides fast and easy access to information, and unlimited
information from different sources (Ghabban et al., 2019). Besides, electronic library resources
enable remote access by academic staff without physical visits to the library. Yang (2017)
surveyed the perceptions of university professors in Taiwan to towards influencial factors for
research performance. The findings revealed digital library resources as a key factor in

Taiwanese academics® research output.
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The findings were in line with those of Chinamasa (2015), Nguyen et al., (2016) and Okendo
(2018) who also attested limited library resources as one of the biggest obstacles to lecturers’
research productivity. However, all their studies were conducted in private universities, hence

the need for the current study in a public university.

There is increased reliance on internet facilities for research and development activities (Mamun
and Rahman, 2016). Online searching helps researchers to identify relevant information easily.
Besides, the internet helps researchers to participate in scholarly electronic discussions and
access to online databases. Several researchers have attempted to establish relationships between
internet availability, use and research productivity with mixed findings and conclusions. Yazon
et al., (2019) reported that an increase in the use of digital technologies positively impacts on the
faculty members™ ability to conduct and disseminate findings, in a Phillipines university.
Likewise, faculty members’ digital competence was found to be strongly and positively
correlated to their research productivity. The study recommended the need for university
managers to install fast internet connections to all faculty rooms so that members could easily
browse scholarly online journals and thereby increase their research capability. It important to
note that the lecturers’ digital literacy and competence strongly relate to the availability of
electronic ICT resources in a university. This is because if the resources are available, lecturers

are likely to be trained in their use.

In a related study, Ghabban et al, (2019) established that the use of e-resources in Saudi
universities positively impacted scholarly publications. Their findings are consistent with prior
studies (Basak, 2015; Ng et al., 2015) which indicated that using ICT in research activities
increased research output. However, Ghabban et al., (2019) found the use of e-resources in Saudi

universities to be unacceptably low. This could explain why their universities are ranked lowest
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when compared to other universities. It therefore remains unclear whether the reported low use
of e-resources among Saudi academics was a result of their unavailability, or due to other

factors.

Using internet supported ICTs is believed to have other benefits, such as increased informal
communications and increased ease of finding related information. From this perspective,
Starovoytova, (2017b) found the lack of reliable and fast internet-access in academic staff offices
as a major barrier to effective research among lecturers of Moi Universtiy in Kenya. But the
above findings were in disagreement with those of Sangowusi (2003) who had earlier on
reported that access and use of ICTs did not have a significant impact on the research
productivity of professors in a Nigerian top University. He noted that this could have been so
because most of the few professors available in African universities at the time would be carried
away with teaching and administrative responsibilities in their universities leaving them with

limited time for research).

The use internet, has been found to have additional potential for increasing scholarly work
especially in the developed world where governments have been expanding their internet
infrastructure to connect homes and institutions (Mamun and Rahman, 2016). In a study to
explain the increasing research productivity among Norwegian academics, Kyvik and Aksnes
(2015) expressed that among the major reasons for increased research output were the major
technological changes like the introduction of advanced computer software, electronic databases
and improved access to the internet.  Similarly, in a study to explore the usage of electronic
journals for research in Aligarh University in India, Raza and Upadhyay (2013) found that the

slow download of papers due to low internet speed remained the main challenge faced of using
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e-journals. The above findings imply that good internet infrastructure is a key requirement for

academic staff to conductive effective research activities.

The use of e-journals is believed to enrich research productivity. Raza and Upadhyay (2013)
express that although many researchers are eager to search for information from e-journals. They
however face a problem of low internet speeds. Similar findings were reported by Okiki (2013)
who found that slow internet connectivity was a major inhibitor to research productivity among
Nigerian federal universities academic staff. In an exploration of the perceived obstacles to the
use of mobile technologies for research among Nigerian University lecturers, Ogunlade and
Onasanya (2018) reported that all lecturers in the sample, regardless of their socio-demographic
factors encountered network related obstacles while using mobile technologies for research.
Therefore, Okiki suggested the need for Nigerian university administrators to provide fast
internet facilities and adequate mobile technologies to all lecturers in order facilitate effective

research.

In a related study of relationships between internet use and academic research performance,
Mamun and Rahman (2016) also found that increased internet use contributed to increased
research output. They therefore recommended the provision of high-speed internet and sufficient
training for proper use of internet resources for all academics as a worthy public policy. In
Uganda, internet data bundle costs are still too high for individual researchers like lecturers to
afford on their own. It was therefore in the interest of this study to examine the effect of internet

access on academic research productivity.

The advent of information and communications technology (ICT) has changed research at
universities, sparking a migration from print to electronic information resources. Books, journals,

magazines and newspapers are now being published on the Internet, referred to as e-resources
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(Ani et al., 2015). Researchers have made attempts to examine the relationship between access to
online publications and research productivity. For instance, in a qualitative study of affordances,
barriers and motivators to research productivity at a Vietnam university, Nguyen et al., (2016)
found that many academics lacked access to contemporary literature. Instead they had to rely on
their counterparts from universities abroad for reading materials., hence the urge for their

university to allocate more funds to equip libraries with more recent publications.

The digital technology migration has thus accelerated University Libraries’ subscription to
online publications for easy access to research information.

Rafi et al., (2019) conducted a survey to analyse the scholarly productivity of academics using
digital databases. The study found that productivity significantly improves with the use of
standard databases. The study therefore recommended the need for adequate budgetary
provisions for the establishment of modern libraries. lroaganachi and lzuagbe (2018) also
suggested academic libraries should try to always subscribe to relevant online databases as a
critical support base for research development. These online databases have thus become a
reliable source of published literature which has deepened and extended the boundaries of
academic research, casting a substantial impact on research progress regardless of discipline and

specialty (Rogers and Nielsen, 2017, Rafi et al., 2019).

Currently, several academic institutions and professional associations store scholarly resources
on databases, online directories and websites. These are commercially accessible as subscription
outlets or free of cost as open access publication outlets whose main goal is to promote
researchers™ easy access to information (Mole and Mesagan, 2017; Rafi et al., 2019). In a survey

of causes of low research productivity at higher education level in Pakistan, Zafar et al., (2011)
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revealed that the faculty members lacked access to the latest books and journal articles as a

measure to improve their research productivity.

These findings are in line with Alshahrani (2013) who expressed that obtaining appropriate and
latest information from the internet as well as improved access to recent publications led to an
increase in research productivity in Saudi Arabia. Similar findings were reported by Putri and
Sofyandi (2019), who also affirmed that access to research resources such as citation journals,
textbooks and other supporting literature is critical for promoting university research function
among academics in Indonesia. Although these studies contributed to the impact of electronic
resources on research productivity, their findings cannot be fully applicable to the Ugandan

context. Hence the need for this study in a public Ugandan university to fill the cited contextual

gaps.

Worsley investigated of the opinions of health science scholars in Oxford Brooks University on
accessibility to electronic journals in their academic library and its impact on their research. The
findings revealed that most of the academics were satisfied with e-journal accessibility since they
could easily access the information they needed for teaching and research. This appeared to be
majorly due to the high library subscriptions to electronic information sources that were deemed
crucial to their research needs, hence the feeling of abundant access to the needed information.
However, the study was conducted in the UK where academics enjoy fast class access to the
most recent journals and books due to their institutional subscriptions. On the contrary, in the
developing countries like Uganda, inadequate funding for universities has left the development
of digital libraries lagging behind in the required online information resources as a major

research challenge.
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In an explorative study of research productivity among, facilitators in disability health living and
rehabilitation institutions in the USA, Moore et al (2016), observed that increased journal
subscription leads to higher levels of research output. Although these studies contribute to the
problem under study, they relied on a review of literature hence an empirical gap that this study
attempted to fill by conducting an empirical study among university academic

staff.

Availability of software for data collection and analysis is also an important component of a
research e-resources. Software commonly used for research includes SPSS-AMOSS, EndNote,
NVivo, Turnitin, and Microsoft office among others. There are some empirical studies that have
been conducted in this line. According to Shanbari and Meadows (2015), the effectiveness of
research within an organization can be impacted by the individual use of software for tasks like
data collection, statistical analysis, online database searches, and email use. They stated that

having access to statistical software makes data analysis for academic staff easier.

In an investigation of research constraints in Tanzania, Okendo (2018) found that universities
do not have adequate software for data analysis and plagiarism checks. His findings are sup
ported by Ghabban et al., (2019) who observed that new IT software for research improves
academics’ ab