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Abstract
Objectives: To investigate the faculty perceptions of their research skills,
research productivity and related hindering factors at a public University
in Afghanistan so as to help the Higher Education policy-makers make the
required changes in their current decisions in terms of the quality of academic
research in the country.Method: The study applied a mixedmethod approach
within two phases: a quantitative phase, which tested the faculty perceptions
of their research skills using a questionnaire and a qualitative phase, which
examined the faculty insights on their research productivity as well as its
determining factors. The study sample included 164 full time faculty members
employed by theUniversity. It started in July 2020 and ended at the beginning of
December 2020. Findings: A new inventorywas developed by the researcher to
measure the faculty research skills. Findings based on this inventory indicated
that faculty perceived to havemid level research skills with a low-level research
productivity as evidenced by their research production. Three different types
of hindering factors categorized as personal, institutional and management
factors also appeared to be associated with the faculty research productivity.
The study ends with specific suggestions to Afghan education policy-makers
and faculty members so as to make the necessary changes and improvements
in their policies with regard to research skills, research productivity and the
determining factors. This study is the earliest study to investigate the faculty
research skills and research productivity in Afghanistan university context.
Keywords: The faculty; research skills; research productivity; hindering
factors

1 Introduction
Research ismainly done anddisseminated by the faculty at universities through research
productivity, which is measured in several ways including number of publications,
citations, achievements in getting research funds, and worldwide ratings (1). Research
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productivity is known as the main indicator of the universities’ reputation and has been an important predictor of academic
success in universities (2). It is also the key element in providing the universities with different world ratings and rankings (3).
However, no university inAfghanistan is included in themajor world ranking systems yet (4).Themain reason for this exclusion,
as indicated by the literature, is lack of research productivity at universities. According to (5), the university faculty inAfghanistan
are experiencing a low level of research efficacy, which mainly comes from lack of enough research financial and professional
supports (6). This low level of research efficacy at these institutions may also lead to low level of research productivity, which
has not been investigated at any institutions in Afghanistan yet. Ministry of Higher Education in Afghanistan; however, has
recently had more attention to the quality of research in universities and tried to support the faculty in conducting academic
research in different disciplines (4). There is agreement on improving the quality of teaching, research and public services
in Afghanistan universities, but there is not specific agreement on how to measure the elements of these affairs at these
universities (7). So, measuring the current qualifications in terms of teaching and research through academic investigations
can help Afghanistan higher education policy-makers plan the necessary requirements in a better way. Accordingly, the current
study aims at investigating the faculty perceptions of their research skills and to determine how productive their research skills
are. In addition, this study identifies the hindering factors impacting the faculty research productivity at a public University in
Afghanistan.

In the recent literature, several personal and institutional factors such as the researcher’s confidence (8,9), collaborations (10),
trainings (11), preference (12), teaching load (13), research skills (14), institutional support (15), degree (16), facilities (17), fund (18), and
job satisfaction (19) have been confirmed to impact research productivity among the faculty at universities. However, findings
on how many individual and institutional factors impact research productivity are not consistent (20) and more research is
required to lead to more consistent results among the faculty personal and institutional qualities and research productivity at
universities (21).

Among the factors, the faculty research skills are positively associated with their research productivity is (22).This association
implies that, as the faculty research skills increase, so does their research productivity and ultimately the faculty with more
research skills are expected to be more productive compared with faculty who lack those skills. In (9) also states that research
productivity is influenced by the research skills through research competence.This is further supported by (23), who significantly
differentiate in research productivity between different areas of knowledge, not only through publications and citations but also
through research productivity cycle. However, there is a dearth of evidence on the relationship between the faculty research
skills and research productivity (24). Different empirical studies have also been conducted to demonstrate factors which affect
research skills and productivity at universities (25); nevertheless, findings are not consistent and more studies are required to be
conducted in this area (21). Besides, the two constructs (research skills and research productivity) are integrated and investigated
for the first time in Afghanistan university context.

There are different research productivity models in the literature. One of the famous models is developed by (25). Bland’s
model is used to depict the faculty research productivity on two levels: the first level is on specific individual, institutional and
leadership qualities related to the faculty research productivity. The second level is on a hierarchical order for the first level
groups. At this level, the individual qualities are vital but this vitality depends on how encouraging the institution is in terms
of research activities. Ultimately, the effect of the institution is facilitated by its leadership qualities and style (26). This study
followed Bland’s model of research productivity with certain modifications, focusing on individual and institutional qualities
of research productivity. This model can be supported by self-efficacy theory. The theory is developed by (27), who defines self-
efficacy as ”confidence in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments.”
EfficacyTheory also signifies the relationship between the academic staff ’s personal characteristics and capabilities with regards
to their professional development (26) and is closely related to performance of academic research productivity (28).

Thus, although the literature implies that Afghanistan Higher Education Institutions continue to suffer a critical shortage in
terms of teaching, research and public services, this shortage is recently addressed by the Ministry of Higher Education. As the
ex-minister of Higher Education Balakarzai (2019) states, “The current number of higher education institutions is adequate.We
should think about quality now.”Therefore, identifying the current condition of research and research productivity can help the
policy-makersmake better decisions in terms of the faculty research skills and productivity. Accordingly, as a pioneer study, this
research seeks to investigate the faculty research skills in four areas of understanding research basics, application of research
methods, use of research technological tools and research writing. Research basics refer to the faculty abilities in choosing a
research topic, searching the literature, and developing research questions, objectives and hypotheses. The second skill includes
the faculty abilities to make use of different research methods such as qualitative, quantitative and mixed approaches. The next
skill focuses on the faculty abilities to apply different technological tools to collect, analyze andmanage their data. Ultimately, the
faculty skill in research writing is investigated as the fourth skill. Consequently, the primary purpose of this study is to identify
the level of the faculty research skills in the four mentioned areas using a quantitative approach and reveal the faculty research

https://www.indjst.org/ 230

https://www.indjst.org/


Tahsildar & Hasani / Indian Journal of Science and Technology 2021;14(3):229–238

productivity and the contributing factors based on in-depth interviews with 12 faculty members from different disciplines.
Accordingly, results of both quantitative and qualitative are used to explain the relationship between the faculty research skills
and productivity.

1.1 Research questions

1. How do the faculty perceive their research skills in understanding about research basics, use of research methods,
application of technological tools and research writing?

2. How productive are the faculty research skills at Herat University?
3. What are the main factors perceived to hinder the faculty research productivity?

2 Materials and methods
This study adopted a mixed method (the explanatory sequential mixed design) to gather and analyze the required data in two
phases.The explanatory sequentialmixed design is a two-phase approach, inwhich the researcher is interested to further explain
about findings of the first phase of a study with the qualitative data collected in Phase 2 (29). So, in the first phase of this study,
a questionnaire was used to test the faculty perceptions of their research skills while in the second phase in-depth interviews
were conducted with 12 faculty members to further explain about the faculty research skills by examining the faculty insights
on how productive their research skills were and what factors hindered their research productivity.

2.1 Participants and sampling

Theparticipants in this study were 162 full timemale and female faculty members officially employed at Herat University (HU).
This sample covered 12 different colleges at HU, using the Proportionate Stratified Random Sampling Method. The strata in
the current research are the 12 colleges. The reason behind this choice was that these colleges included the highest number of
the faculty at the university. A total number of 200 questionnaires were distributed among the university faculty and only 160
were returned, from which 152 were used in this study. 12 more faculty members (one faculty from every college), who had
already filled out the questionnaire, were also interviewed after the questionnaires were collected. These 12 faculty members
were selected based on their English Language fluency by the help of an English Language Center (ELC), wherein the faculty
from different colleges were studying English for Academic Purposes. Therefore, the total number of the participants were 164
faculty members from 12 different colleges of (1) Education, (2) Literature, (3) Sharia, (4) Agriculture, (5) Social Science, (6)
Law, (7) Public Administration, (8) Journalism, (9) Economics, (10) Engineering, (11) Veterinary and (12) Medicine. More
details on the demographic date are in Table 1.

Table 1.The participants’ demographic data (n = 152)
Colleges 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Gender
Male 28 13 10 7 7 6 5 2 7 2 5 4 96
Female 10 8 7 4 8 2 4 2 1 6 1 3 56

Education
Bachelor 10 8 5 2 8 2 2 1 1 3 2 2 46
Master 22 12 11 6 7 6 5 3 4 3 4 5 88
PhD 4 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 3 2 0 0 14

2.2 Measures

The questionnaire used in this study was developed by the researcher, which investigated the faculty perceived research skill
within four subscales of understanding research basics, application of researchmethods, use of research technological tools and
research writing. It was a 10-point Likert scale (Appendix A) with 10 increments from 0 (not at all) to 9 (absolutely), including
24 items, with the holistic interpretation of high, middle, low and very low.

The research basics subscale was tested using 4 items, application of research methods with 9 items, use of research
technological tools with 5 items and research writing with 6 items. The content validity was evaluated by two education
professors with certain modifications recommended and the reliability was confirmed through a pilot study with some changes
in the wording of the items and the instrument design. The internal consistency of the questionnaire in this study was found α
= 0.949, which indicates a high reliability.
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The interview questions in (26) were adopted to collect data. In (26), interview includes twenty open-ended questions which
investigate individual and institutional factors in the forms of demographic, family-related and professional variables related to
university research productivity (26).

3 Analysis

3.1 The quantitative phase

Since the first main purposes of this study was to investigate the faculty perceptions of their research skills in understanding
about research basics, use of research methods, application of technological tools and research writing, a descriptive analysis
was applied to reveal the means and standard deviations of each of the four subscales in the questionnaire. Table 2 shows the
summary of the descriptive statistics in this regard.

Table 2.Descriptive statistics of the faculty research skills (n=152)
Variables N Min Max Mean SD
Research Basics 152 2.75 9.00 7.172 1.419
Research Methods 152 .56 8.78 6.106 1.640
Technological Tools 152 .00 9.00 5.655 2.203
Research Writing 152 2.00 8.83 6.865 1.389
Total 152 1.79 8.88 6.380 1.486

As indicated in Table 2, the faculty skills in understanding Research Basics ranges from 2.75 up to 9.00 with a mean of 7.172
(SD = 1.419). The faculty skills in the application of Research Methods was found to range from .56 to 8.78 with a mean of
6.106 (SD = 1.640). In addition, the faculty skills in use of Technological Tools ranged from .00 to 9.00 with a mean of 5.655
(SD = 2.203). Moreover, the faculty Research Writing Skill ranging from 2.00 to 8.83 was found with a mean value of 6.865
(SD = 1.389). On the other hand, the total mean value of the four subscales was reported 6.380 (SD=1.486). Thus, as per the
descriptive statistics, the highest mean value of the faculty skills in understanding the Research Basics (7.172) indicates that
the faculty were more skillful in this area than the other three research areas there. However, their skill in use of Technological
Tools, which was reported with the lowest mean value of (5.655), reveals that the faculty experienced more difficulties in this
area.

In order to compare the level of the faculty research skills based on colleges, a T-test was conducted to compare themeans and
standard deviations of the faculty research skills in the four areas at the 12 different colleges of HU. This comparison explores
how the faculty in every college perceive their research skills. Result of every college is revealed in Table 3.

Table 3.The faculty research skills based on different colleges (n=152)
Colleges Basics Methods Tools Writing Total

Education Mean 7.43 6.41 5.93 7.09 6.65
SD 1.13 1.68 2.27 1.43 1.55

Literature Mean 7.45 6.51 6.16 7.27 6.78
SD 1.08 1.61 2.37 1.07 1.41

Sharia Mean 6.70 5.66 5.43 6.47 5.99
SD 1.33 1.21 1.72 1.07 1.02

Agriculture Mean 6.95 5.88 5.92 6.59 6.25
SD 1.61 1.50 1.75 1.21 1.27

Social Science Mean 6.78 5.74 5.28 6.44 5.99
SD 1.63 1.73 2.33 1.62 1.53

Law Mean 7.46 5.87 5.35 6.83 6.27
SD .73 1.62 2.37 .71 1.23

Public
Administration

Mean 7.27 6.07 5.53 6.90 6.37
SD 1.78 1.34 1.88 1.68 1.44

Journalism Mean 7.37 6.94 6.00 7.08 6.85
SD 2.48 2.03 3.24 2.39 2.43

Economics Mean 8.03 7.29 6.57 7.62 7.35
SD .95 1.30 2.17 .95 1.20

Continued on next page
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Table 3 continued

Engineering Mean 7.53 5.65 4.77 6.79 6.06
SD 1.22 2.30 2.54 2.17 2.01

Medicine Mean 5.78 4.79 3.94 6.28 5.15
SD 2.12 1.40 1.92 1.32 1.44

Veterinary Mean 6.54 5.66 5.50 6.22 5.91
SD 1.70 1.54 2.34 1.15 1.41

Total Mean 7.17 6.10 5.65 6.86 6.38
SD 1.41 1.64 2.20 1.38 1.48

As per Table 3, the faculty at the college of Economics were found to have the highest level of research skills with a mean
value of (7.35) among the 12 colleges. Following that, colleges of Journalism with a mean value of (6.85), Literature (6.78),
Education (6.65), Public Administration (6.37), Law (27), Agriculture (6.25), Engineering (6.06), Social Sciences (5.994), Sharia
(5.990), Veterinary (5.91) and finally college of Medicine with mean of (5.15) were perceived to have the highest mean values,
respectively. Another T-test was calculated to compare the faculty research skills in terms of their gender, age, degree, rank and
experience. Details are as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Research skills and demographics of the faculty members
Categories n % Mean SD

Gender Male 96 63.2 6.405 1.420
Female 56 36.8 6.337 1.604

Age

25-29 50 32.9 5.615 1.603
30-34 12 7.9 6.204 1.118
35-39 45 29.6 6.447 1.430
40-44 18 11.8 7.138 .934
50-60 20 13.2 7.179 1.118

Degree
Bachelor 46 30.3 5.518 1.738
Master 88 57.9 6.610 1.205
PhD 14 9.2 7.648 .836

Rank

Instructor 78 51.3 6.281 1.546
Lecturer 49 32.2 6.708 1.296
Assistant Prof 20 13.2 6.060 1.579
Associate Prof 1 0.7 6.750 1.574
Professor 4 2.6 5.791 1.975

Experience

1-5 51 33.6 5.785 1.623
6-10 53 34.9 6.179 1.402
11-15 23 15.1 7.469 .779
16-20 9 5.9 7.333 .936
21-25 6 3.9 7.208 .766
26-30 2 1.3 5.833 2.180

AsperTable 4,male faculty research skills were found to be higherwith amean value of (6.405) than their female counterparts
with a mean value of (6.337). As for age, there seemed to a constant increase in the faculty research skills as they got elder. The
mean value of research skills with the faculty between 25-29was perceived (5.615) while this value seemed to constantly increase
to (7.179) with the faculty between 50-60 years old. In terms of degree, the faculty with PhD degree scored higher than their
master and bachelor colleagues with mean values of (7.648), (6.610) and (5.518), respectively. However, with reference to rank,
Associate Professors perceived to have the highest research skills with a mean value of (6.750). Finally, with respect to teaching
experience, the faculty members with 11-15 years of teaching experience showed to have a higher level of the highest level of
research skill with a mean value of (7.469) while their counterparts between 26-30 years of teaching experience seemed to have
the lowest research skills with a mean value of (5.833).

3.2 The qualitative phase

The second main purpose of this study was to examine the faculty insights on their research productivity and the factors
hindering this productivity. All the 12 interviews which were audio-recorded, were transcribed and prepared for thematic
analyses. Nvivo 12 was used to code the data. The outcome of the codes was signified as 3 main themes within 10 sub-
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themes which could explain the faculty research productivity and the main factors hindering the productivity. More details
are demonstrated in Table 5.

Table 5.Themes associated with the faculty research productivity and research hindering factors
Variables Themes Sub-themes

Research productivity Research output
Local journals
International journals
Publication quality

Hindering factors

Personal factors
Gender
Personal responsibilities

Institutional factors
Teaching hours
Variety of subjects taught
Workload

Management factors
Lack of human sources
Lack of material sources

As per Table 5, the faculty perceptions of their research productivity were investigated through their research output
published in local journals and international journals. The quality of the research output was also included as part the interview
questions. The main interview question about the faculty research output in local journal was “How often do the faculty publish
in local journals?” The faculty responses showed that there was only one local journal in the university (Andisha Journal), in
which the faculty could publish quarterly. Many faculty members believed that it was not enough and sometimes they were
waiting one year so as to get their articles published in this journal. For instance, one of the faculty (2) stated that “ There is only
one local journal publishing both natural and social sciences. It is not enough and we need wait sometimes around a year if we are
supposed to publish. It does not publish English articles either.” The main reason for the faculty publications in this journal was
indicated as the faculty getting promotions. When the faculty were asked about the methods they used to conduct research,
there was a general consensus that most of the articles in the local journal was based on library research and only few faculty
members used experimental, quasi-experimental or survey research. For example, the faculty participant (5) in this regard said
that “Previously we did just review research. Now we do almost different types but still majority is review research.”

As for the faculty research output in international journals, there was a general consensus showing that based on the
recent policies of the university, every faculty was supposed to get one or two articles (depending on the rank) published in
international journals for getting an academic promotion. However, deficiency in the faculty familiarity to research methods
and English language skills seemed to be the main challenges of getting published in international journals. For example, one
of the many faculty participants (4) responded that, “Professors lack research skills to publish in international journals. We need
more research trainings.” The other faculty respondent (6) on the other hand added that “Some of the faculty do not know English
language and it is why they cannot publish internationally.”

When the faculty were asked about the quality of their publications, their responses implied that they could publish in any
journal for their promotions. None of the 12 faculty who were interviewed had published in indexed journals such as Scopus
and Web of Science. They believed that most of the faculty got their articles published in paid and low-quality journals. As a
faculty (8) in this regard asserted, “I know very few who publish in high indexed journals but many faculties publish their articles
in low quality paid journals.” The faculty mean of the paid journals were the international journals without any peer reviews,
which charge the researchers and publish their works regardless of the quality.

As per Table 5, factors hindering the faculty research productive were divided into three main themes of personal,
institutional and management factors. Gender and personal responsibilities were perceived to be two hindering factors of
the faculty research productivity. The main interview question asked to compare research productive among male and female
faculty was “Who do you think is more productive? Male or female faculty?” The faculty responses implied that male faculty were
more productive. The main reasons for this difference were assumed as family-related issues and social restrictions with female
faculty members. For example, one of the respondents (10) asserted that, “Female faculty members have more responsibilities
at home. They also should take care of their children and do the chores. It is why they can’t do as much research as male faculty
members.” Another female faculty (7) confirming this, added that, “Female have problems collecting data from the society due
to lots of social restrictions for them.” On the other hand, personal responsibilities were perceived as the other hindering factors
of research productivity. Many of the faculty believed that the faculty personal business specially their employment in private
universities avoid them from conducting research.
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The next type of hindering factors was signified as institutional factors which included teaching hours, variety of subjects
taught by the faculty and workload. The faculty responses about teaching hours showed that some of them taught around 25
hours per week and it was assumed as a hindering factor for conducting research. In addition, many of the faculty complained
about the variety of subjects they were supposed to teach. Four of the faculty respondents (1,6,9,11) claimed that they were
teaching four different subjects, and they even did not have enough time to prepare for these subjects. Moreover, workload
was brought up as a serious concern when the faculty were asked about the hindering factors. Almost all the faculty (10 out of
12) asserted that they were supposed to do lots of administrative affairs beside teaching. Getting involved in different working
committee was another hindering factor that the faculty talked about. For instance, the faculty respondent (8) in this regard
answered that, “I teach 25 classes with different subjects. I do lots of administrative works. I am also involved in different committees.
So, I have no time to do research.” On the other hand, another faculty (3) added that, “I teach four different subjects. I even don’t
have enough time to prepare for these subjects. I am also a member of four different committees.”

Finally, when the faculty were asked about management factors, their responses implied that all of them perceived material
and human sources as two types of management factors. Almost all the faculty agreed that they lacked enough material sources
such as updated library, equipped labs, consistent internet, and monetary supports so as to manage their research projects. For
example, one of the faculty respondents (9) expressed that, “Research trainings, time, facilities, labs are necessary to do quality
research but we don’t have enough of them.” However, another faculty member (5) said that, “Although we have an almost good
internet, there is no specific financial support.” Other hindering factors were assumed as lack of research mentors, lack of enough
motivation from the higher authorities, lack of specific research policies form the university, and the faculty problems in research
skills specially in the methodology section.

4 Discussion
Thismixedmethod study investigated the faculty perceptions of their research skills in four areas of understanding the research
basics, using research methods, applying technological tools and research writing. In addition, it examined the faculty insights
on how productive their research skills were and what factors hindered their research productivity. The descriptive analyses in
this study revealed that the faculty felt more confident in their understanding of the research basics than the other three research
areas. However, the faculty showed to feel the least confidence in terms of the application of the technological use. Following
that, the faculty skills in research writing and using research methods were perceived to dominate each other, respectively. The
faculty overall level of research skills was perceived to be at around 64%, which is not that high. It is just above the midpoint. It
indicates that the faculty are seriously in need of improving their research skills in different areas, especially in the application
of technological use throughout their academic research activities. These results align with the qualitative findings of this study
about the faculty insights with regard to their research productivity. In addition, similar findings were reported by (9,30) with the
faculty at a College of Dentistry having low level of research productivity investigated through their research output. However,
in (30), the faculty were found to feel the most confident with writing the technical part of the research and least confident with
the methodology writing.

In the qualitative phase, this study examined the faculty insights on how productive their research skills were and what
factors hindered their research productivity. The faculty research productivity was tested through the faculty research output in
local and international journals and the quality of this output. Findings from the in-depth interviews with 12 faculty members
implied that the faculty research output in terms of both quantity and quality was rather low. Their output in local journal
was limited to almost one internal journal and their output in international journals was confined to certain low quality and
paid international journals. Only few faculty members were reported to have published in indexed journals, from which none
of the interview participants had any publications in journals indexed in SCOPUS, Web of Science or equivalent databases.
Accordingly, these results imply that the faculty were low research productive and their research productivity was perceived to
suffer not only in terms of quantity but in quality as well.

On the other hand, the faculty in their interviews pointed out to several hindering factors which stemmed from their
personal, institutional and management factors. In terms of personal factors, the faculty believed that their gender as well
as personal responsibilities out of the campus hindered their research productivity. Female faculty members were believed to
be less productive due to household affairs and social restrictions. However, the male faculty members were perceived to have
extra jobs beside their main jobs, which was thought to hinder their research productivity. As for institutional factors, majority
of the faculty responses implied that teaching hours, variety of subjects taught by the same faculty member and administrative
workloadwere themain causes of low research productivity.The faculty answers related to these factors showed that they desired
to reduce their teaching hours, wanted to teach one or two specific subjects, and wished to increase their load of administrative
works so as to attend research seminars and get much time to improve their research skills and productivity. In relation to the
management factors, a significant number of the faculty agreed that lack of research experts and research facilities were two
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main research hindering factors in their colleges. All in all, compared with personal and management factors, the institutional
factors in this study were perceived to affect the faculty research productivity these. These findings comply with results found
by (2,6,13,15,20,31–34); however, they contradict (21) findings revealing that personal characteristics such as age, research competence
and research skills affect the faculty research productivity more than management and institutional supports.

As per the demographic factors, findings showed that male faculty level of research skills was higher than the level of female
faculty research skills. With respect to the faculty age, a constant increase was found in their research skills as they age. In terms
of degree, the faculty with PhD degree scored higher than their master and bachelor colleagues, respectively. However, with
reference to rank, Associate Professors perceived to have the highest research skills with a mean value of (6.750). Regarding the
teaching experience, the faculty members with 11-15 years of teaching experience showed to have a highest level of research
skills among all their counterparts. The demographic findings are consistent with the ones in (35) and (36) in terms of gender,
and similar with results found by (37) and (38) as per the degree and rank and finally similar with (21)findings in terms of teaching
experience. However, findings related to the age of the faculty contradict (26) study who concluded that age is a hindering factor
and as the faculty get older, they are nearly at retiring, and seldom do research.

5 Implications
As per the interviews with 12 faculty members at Herat University, certain useful strategies can be used to develop the faculty
research productivity at universities. First, the faculty should have less teaching load and the variety of subjects taught by the
same faculty member should be decreased to one or two subjects. Secondly, administrative workload should also be decreased
and the faculty involvement in different working committees should also be considered fairly. Moreover, since lack of enough
research experts and research facilities were signified as two main causes of low research skills and productivity, both material
and human sources should be provided for the faculty so as to improve their research skills as well as productivity through
professional research training. Reinforcement training must be conducted by research experts and special attention in the
training should be given to the faculty skills in the application of researchmethods and use of research technology to collect and
analyze their data.The university stakeholders are also required to follow the faculty to apply their knowledge by providingmore
quality articles after they get trained. Further, the university should get the authorization of creating an international journal
and encourage the faculty so as to get their works published both locally and internationally. Publications in higher ranked
journals such as in Scopus and Web of Science must be highly encouraged and appreciated by the university stakeholders. The
faculty academic English language skills should not be underestimated in this part. Finally, research funds especially for the
bigger research projects should be among the university priorities.

6 Conclusion
This study is relevant to higher education administrators, policy-makers and facultymembers. Policymakers and administrators
can benefit from the findings to make the necessary changes and improvements in their policies. Findings of this study can help
the faculty members to know the current status of their research skills and productivity and identify the related determining
factors in this respect. In comparison to the previous study, the faculty research skills and productivity rates were lower. The
hindering factors were also reported to seriously impact both research skills and productivity. Therefore, the higher education
policy-makers and administrators are recommended tomake concerted efforts to build the necessary improvementswith regard
to the faculty research policies and planning.More specifically, they have to think about the faculty teaching load and the variety
of subjects taught by the same faculty member, seriously. In addition, they should avoid getting the faculty involved in so many
working committees so that they can find enough time for doing research. Further, the university administrators also need to
provide the faculty with enough research facilities and professionalmentors and encourage them to participate in reinforcement
research training. Finally, research funds, reward and punishment system, which can be the main motivating factors leading
the faculty to produce more research, should not be ignored.

Appendix

Appendix A: The questionnaire
This questionnaire is to investigate your perceptions of your Research Skills. Please indicate how confident you feel in each
of the questions by giving accurate answers to the scale below. Determine the amount of confidence about each item with a
number between (0) and (9). 0 indicates uncertainty (not at all) and 9 indicates your complete confidence (absolutely).
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No I am able to: Number (1-9)
1 Choose a proper research topic
2 Search for different scientific sources
3 Determine and define the variables
4 Develop research objectives, questions and hypotheses
5 Choose a proper method (quantitative/qualitative) for my research
6 Design a qualitative approach (e.g. ethnography)
7 Design a quantitative approach (e.g. case study)
8 Determine the sample using sampling method
9 Collect data using recent methods and approaches
10 Work with quantitative and qualitative data
11 Do different statistical analyses
12 Develop a reliable research tool
13 Understand validity and reliability concepts
14 Use technological tools such SPSS, STATA etc
15 Use different data collection tools
16 Use tests such ANOVA and T-test
17 Use reference tools such as End Note, Mendeley etc.
18 Know advanced statistics test such as Correlation and Regression
19 Write an Introduction and a Problem Statement
20 Write an analytic Literature Review
21 Write the Method sections of the research
22 Write the Discussion and Conclusion sections
23 Write the References in different styles
24 Write the outputs of the statistical analyses
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