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Abstract 

This institutional research evaluates the R&D performance of a private higher 

education institution from 2020 to 2023, focusing on research productivity and areas 

for improvement. A qualitative-evaluative approach was used, with participation from 

30.2% of faculty across academic departments through surveys and secondary data, 

including published journal articles. The study reveals an increasing trend in the ratio 

of research proposals to completed projects, rising from 74.5% in 2020-2021 to 91.4% 

in 2022-2023. Non-submission trend declined from 13 in 2020-2021, to 7 and 5 in 

2021-2022 and 2022-2023, respectively.   In terms of institutional autonomy, faculty 

engagement showed a modest increase from 33.5% in 2020-2021 to 40.6% in 2022-

2023, though this falls short of the required level for full compliance. Only 31% of 

full-time faculty members have publications in refereed journals, and none hold 

intellectual property rights or patents. Key feedback highlighted issues related to 

workload and incentives, both requiring financial solutions. Other suggestions point to 

necessary revisions in the R&D Manual of Operations. The study also stresses the 

importance of developing an Intellectual Property (IP) Policy, establishing an IP 

Office, and forming an Ethics Committee. Further, revisiting investment in research, 

particularly in relation to publication, citation indices, and compliance with CHED's 

autonomous status, is recommended. Continued support for the regional research 

consortium is also advised to access external funding and technical R&D services. 

 

Keywords: Performance evaluation, research productivity, workload, and incentive. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The role of research in higher education 

institutions (HEIs) is crucial to fostering 

innovation, advancing knowledge, and 

contributing to societal progress.  For private 

HEIs, research output not only enhances 

academic standing but also strengthens the 

institution's ability to attract funding, faculty, 

and students. However, achieving consistent 
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and quality research performance presents 

unique challenges, particularly in resource-

limited environments often faced by private 

institutions.  Moreover, this predicament is 

further aggravated the reluctance of faculty 

members in engaging research.  As such, the 

Commission on Higher Education (CHED) 

has been very serious in compelling HEIs to 

yield research outputs through CHED 

Memorandum Order No. 46 Series of 2012, 

Article V, which mandates universities to 

contribute to nation building by providing 

highly specialized educational experiences to 

train experts in the various technical and 

disciplinal areas and by emphasizing the 

development of new knowledge and skills 

through research and development (Quitoras  

& Abuso, 2021).  

 

In respond to this call for enhancing 

research culture among higher education 

institutions, this study was conducted to 

analyze the research productivity of the 

“private higher Institution” which typically 

refers to scientific advancements, 

predominantly published in academic 

journals in academia (Cadez, et al., 2017).   

Specifically, this study aims to evaluate the 

research performance of a private higher 

education institution, herein referred to as 

"the Institution," to assess the effectiveness of 

its research strategies and productivity. By 

analyzing key indicators such as publication 

output, research funding, and collaboration 

networks, this evaluation seeks to identify 

both strengths and areas for improvement 

within the institution’s research ecosystem. 

 

The findings of this evaluation are 

intended to offer insights into the current 

research landscape of private HEIs and to 

provide recommendations for enhancing 

research productivity and sustainability.    As 

such, the study also contributes to a broader 

understanding of the challenges faced by 

private institutions in balancing academic 

priorities with research output, particularly in 

an increasingly competitive global academic 

environment.  To maintain the integrity of 

this assessment, the name of the institution 

has been anonymized to avoid any potential 

impact on its reputation both locally and 

globally. 

 

 

METHODS 

 

The study was implemented in a mixed 

methods research design that has elements of 

both qualitative and quantitative methods 

aimed at determining the research 

performance output of “University X” from 

2020-2023 to generate science-based 

information in identifying the inherent 

strength and weakness, research gaps and 

opportunities for continual improvement.   

The research performance from 2020-2021 to 

2022-2023 was selected as it covers the pre 

and post pandemic school years. It makes use 

of the retrospective evaluation takes a look 

back at past accomplishments based on 

empirical data (Ruegg & Jordan, 2007). 

 

A total of 42 respondent faculty 

members were randomly selected across 

academic colleges/department were 

involved, constituting 30.2% of the total 

faculty complement.  However, only 37 

respondents complied with the questionnaire 

requirements, of which, 10 came from 

College of Arts, Sciences, and Education 

(CASE), 7 from College of Business, 

Management and Accountancy (CBMA); 7 

from College of Health Sciences, 4 from 
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Preschool and Elementary, 4 from Secondary 

Highschool, 3 from College of Engineering, 

Architecture and Fine Arts (CEAFA), and 3 

from Office of Religious Affairs (ORA). 

Majority (59.46%) of the respondents were 

females.    

 

Respondents’ backgrounds showed a 

diverse field of expertise covering disciplines 

such as in the Arts, Sciences and Education, 

Business Management and Accountancy, 

Health Sciences and Pharmacy, Architecture, 

Civil Engineering and Information 

Technology Basic and Secondary Education 

including Theology & Philosophy. The 

distribution of respondents by 

College/Department is shown in Figure 1.  

  

 

Legend: CASE – College of Arts =, Sciences and Education; CBMA –College of 

Business, Management and Accountancy; CHS – College of Health Sciences; PSE-

Preschool and Elementary, SHS – Secondary Highschool; CEAFA – College of 

Engineering, Architecture and Fine Arts and  

ORA- Office of Religious Affairs 

 

Figure 1.  Distribution of respondents by College/Department (n=37) 

 

Primary data was collected via direct 

measurement through survey questionnaire 

focusing on respondent’s profile, drivers of 

research productivity, constraints to research 

productivity and perception on support for 

research and publication was utilized.   For 

example, along drivers for research 

productivity, the research question articulates 

on rating the level of agreement with the 

statements regarding the drivers that motivate 

them to implement or conduct research 

projects, to wit: I will conduct/implement 

research projects if? The corresponding item 

indicators is “The research topic is within the 

scope of my expertise and academic interests 

or R&D guidelines and processes are 

transparent and easy to follow. To rate the 

item indicators, a 5-points Likert scale is 

employed. Similarly, an open-ended question 

was posted as supplementary inquiry above 

other drivers that motivate you to engage or 

implement research projects.  Secondary data 

CASE CBMA CHS PSE SHS CEAFA ORA

27.0%

18.9%

18.9%

10.8%

10.8%

8.1% 5.4%
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was generated from administrative data 

sources such as records on files and 

accomplishment reports.   

 

Datasets were analyzed descriptively 

(i.e., mean and percentages). To compare 

targets against accomplishments, 

Discrepancy Evaluation (Steinmetz, 2000) 

was used. Key aspects of the survey result 

were analyzed using a 5-points Likert scale 

where 5 representing strongly agree (SA), 4 – 

Agree (A), 3 – Neither Agree Nor Disagree 

(NAD), 2- Disagree (D) and 1- Strongly 

Disagree.  

It should be noted that Likert-type of scale 

had 90, 89, and 88% reliability.  Validity test 

also showed that Likert-type scale had 89, 61, 

and 57% precision (Louangrath, 2018).  To 

determine the minimum and maximum 

length of the 5-point Likert scale type, the 

range is calculated by (5 - 1=4), then divided 

by five as it is the greatest value of the scale 

(4 ÷ 5 = 0.80).  Then, the number one which 

is the least value in the scale was added in 

order to identify the maximum of this cell.  

The length of the cell is determined as 

follows: Strongly agree (SA) from 4.21 to 

5.00; Agree (A) from 3.41 to 4.20; Neither 

agree nor Disagree (NAD) from - 2.62 - 3.40, 

Disagree (D) from 1.81 - 2.60 and  Strongly 

disagree (SD) from 1.0 - 1.8.  SWOT analysis 

was used to identify the internal strength and 

weakness as well as the opportunities and 

threat from the external environment.   

 

RESULTS 

 

Higher education institutions whether 

public or private is mandated to perform the 

fundamental function instruction, research 

and extension (Quitoras & Abuso, 2021).  

With research as major function of HEIs, 

faculty members are expected to produce new 

knowledge and discoveries or solve problems 

of significant value to the institution and 

national development.  Evaluating research 

performance, therefore ensures that HEIs 

remain relevant, competitive, and capable of 

contributing to the advancement of 

knowledge and society.  Performance 

evaluation therefore allows the management 

to make appropriate decisions, identify 

capability development needs as well as 

enables the top management give transparent 

and evident employee feedback as basis for 

continual improvement, ensure smooth 

functioning and improve the  

effectiveness of its quality manageme nt 

system.   

 

 

Research Performance of University X 

from School Year 2020-2021 to 2022-2023 

 

Research Performance by 

College/Department by School Year.  The 

summary of research performance by 

College/Department from SY 2020-2021 to 

2022-2023 is shown in Table 1.   The 

performance is based on the number of 

proposals submitted and approved for 

implementation and the completed research 

paper submitted at the specific termination 

dates.    

 

Table 1. Research Performance by College/Department School Year 2020-2021 to 2022-2023 
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College / 

Department 

School Year 

SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 SY 2022-2023 

P CR NR P CR NR P CR NR 

PSE 4 4 0 1 0 1 3 0 3 

JHS 6 6 0 9 9 0 11 11 0 

SHS 9 6 3 3 2 1 10 10 0 

CASE 14 12 2 19 16 3 19 18 1 

CBMA 7 1 6 2 2 0 1 0 1 

CEAFA 4 2 2 4 2 2 4 4 0 

CHS 3 0 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 

ORA 3 1 2 4 4 0 4 4 0 

OR 1 1 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 

TOTAL 51 38 13 42 35 7 58 53 5 

Legend: P - Proposal; CR - Completed Research: NR - No Report Submitted 

 

Number of Research Proposal 

Submitted by College/Department by 

School Year.  Table 2 presents the number of 

research proposal submitted by 

College/Department in the last three years 

school years.   Result obtained showed a 

general increasing trend with CASE being the 

consistent department with higher number of 

research proposal submitted and CHS, the 

least number submitted in the last three 

School Years.   Meanwhile, it is interesting to 

noted that CBMA had the noticeable 

declining submission from seven (7) in SY 

2020-2021 to only one (1) in SY 2022-2023.   

 

Table 2. Number of Research Proposal Submitted by College/Department by School Year 

          

College / 

Department 

School Year 
Total  

SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 SY 2022-2023 

CASE 14 19 19 52 

JHS 6 9 11 26 

SHS 9 3 10 22 

CEAFA 4 4 4 12 

ORA 3 4 4 11 

CBMA 7 2 1 10 

PSE 4 1 3 8 

CHS 3 0 2 5 

OR 1 0 4 5 

TOTAL 51 42 58 151 

 

 

Number of Completed Research 

Submitted by College/Department by 

School Year.  Along completed research 

outputs, the top three performers are in the 

order of the following: CASE having 46 

completed researches , JHS with 26 and SHS 
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with 18 completed researches (Table3).   

CBMA and CHS had the least completed 

research submitted while PSE without any 

completed research in the last 2 school years 

despite submitting 4 in School year 2020-

2021.    

 

Table 3. Number of Completed Research Submitted by College/Department by School Year 

          

College / 

Department 

School Year 
Total 

SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 SY 2022-2023 

CASE 12 16 18 46 

JHS 6 9 11 26 

SHS 6 2 10 18 

ORA 1 4 4 9 

CEAFA 2 2 4 8 

OR 1 0 4 5 

PSE 4 0 0 4 

CBMA 1 2 0 3 

CHS 0 0 2 2 

TOTAL 33 35 53 121 

 

 

Comparative assessment of research 

performance based on the submitted proposal 

against the number of completed research 

papers submitted by College/Department is 

presented in Table 4.   The top performers are 

JHS, SHS, CAEAFA, CASE and ORA.   It is 

worth noting that JHS  

 

Table 4. Comparative Research Performance by College/Department by School Year 

 

College / 

Department 

School Year 

Mean 

% 

SY 2020-

2021 %  

SY 2021-

2022 %  

SY 2022-

2023 %  

P CR P CR P CR 

JHS 6 6 100.00 9 9 100.00 11 11 100.00 100.00 

CASE 14 12 85.71 19 16 84.21 19 18 94.74 88.22 

SHS 9 6 66.67 3 2 66.67 10 10 100.00 77.78 

ORA 3 1 33.33 4 4 100.00 4 4 100.00 77.78 

CEAFA 4 2 50.00 4 2 50.00 4 4 100.00 66.67 

OR 1 1 100.00 0 0 0.00 4 4 100.00 66.67 

CBMA 7 1 14.29 2 2 100.00 1 0 0.00 38.10 

CHS 3 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 2 2 100.00 33.33 

125

Lux Veritatis 10: 120-143, 2024 
© 2024 University of Santo Tomas-Legazpi Publication. 

Printed in the Philippines ISSN no: 2467-5644



 

 

 

 

 

PSE 4 4 100.00 1 0 0.00 3 0 0.00 33.33 

TOTAL 51 38   42 35   58 53     

Legend: P - Proposal; CR - Completed Research 

 

had an overall excellent performance of 

proposal to research output ratio or 100% in 

the last 3 school years, followed by CASE 

with an average percentage accomplishment 

of 88.22%  while SHS and ORA had a 

77.78% performance respectively.   Results 

obtained also showed that except JHS, the 

rest of the College/Department have incurred 

default in the submission of completed 

research output based on the approved 

timelines (Figure 2).  

 

 
            

           Figure 2. Comparative trend of number of research proposal approved 

           against number of completed research output. 

 

College/Department Without 
Research Report Submitted by School 

Year.   Among the College/Departments, 

CBMA had the relatively higher total default 

in submission of research output on time 
followed by CASE. On the overall,  the 

observed trends are declining over the years.  

 

Table 5. College/Department Without Research Report Submitted by School Year 

         

College / 

Department 

School Year 

SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 SY 2022-2023 Total 

CBMA 6 0 1 7 

CASE 2 3 1 6 

PSE 0 1 3 4 

SHS 3 1 0 4 

CEAFA 2 2 0 4 

CHS 3 0 0 3 
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ORA 2 0 0 2 

TOTAL 18 7 5 30 

 

Research Agenda for SY 2023-2024.  

Out of the 31 existing agenda, only 14 

research agenda (45.16%) have research 

outputs (see Table 6).  The rest of the 17-

research agenda or  

Table 6. Research Agenda for SY 2023-2024  

    

Research Agenda  

With Research Proposals Submitted Without Research Proposals Submitted 

1. Investing in Education and Training 1.Securing Peace and Development 

2. Transformative Education 2.Fighting Poverty with Good Governance 

3. Bikol Culture 3.Peace and Good Governance 

4. Governance and Management 4.Gender and Development 

5. Support for Students 5.Human Rights 

6. Quality of Teaching and Research 
6.Sustainable Growth with Equity and 

Stability 

7. Enhancement of Industry Competitiveness 

and Services 

7.Promotion of Full, Decent, and Productive 

Employment 

8. Sustainable Management and Natural 

Resources 

8.Secure Balanced Regional Development 

9. Protecting Vulnerable Groups 9.People Empowerment 

10. Health and Nutrition 10.Management Resources 

11. Disaster Risk Management 11.Enhancement of Health Care 

12. Access to Shelter 12.Environment and Biodiversity 

13. Sustainable Development 13.Relations with the Community 

14. Strengthening Information and 

Communication Technology 

14.Accelerating Infrastructure Development 

15. Language and Development 15.Tourism Development 

16.Spiritual Formation and Development 16.Nationalization of Vital Industries 

  17.Consumer’s Rights 

 

54.84% were not able to submit research 

proposals for SY 2 023-2024.   During the 

initial review of the Policies of the Office of 

Research in SY 2022-2023, two additional 

agenda were suggested to be included: 

Language and Development and Spiritual 

Formation and Development.  Both have not 

yet been included in this list, but some 

research capsules submitted were already 

aligned to this additional agenda. 

 

Full-time Faculty Engaged in 

Research By College/Department.   Along 

research manpower complement, Table 7 

summarizes the number of full-time faculty 

(FTF) expected to engage in research and 

development.  A total of 139 FTF’s constitute 
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the research manpower complements of 

University X is expected to conduct research 

individually or in tandem or in groups.    It  

should be noted that the number of FTF 

changes by schoolyear, hence, the expected 

changes in the number of research 

engagement and research outputs. 

 

Table 7. Number of Full-time Faculty By College/Department SY 2020-2024 

              

College/ 

Department 

Number of Full time Faculty by School Year 
Total Mean 

2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024* 

JHS 37 27 23 27 114 29 

SHS 29 27 24 25 105 26 

CASE 21 22 28 29 100 25 

CEAFA 12 16 18 23 69 17 

PSE 14 9 11 19 53 13 

CHS 10 11 12 12 45 11 

CBMA 14 11 8 10 43 11 

ORA 4 4 9 10 27 7 

Total 141 127 133 155 556 139 

* As of 1st Sem. SY 2023-2024 

  

The distribution of full-time faculty 

(FTF) engagement in research by 

College/Department is presented in Table 8.   

Finding reveals the  relatively lower ratio 

between FTF to research proposal submitted 

which trickle down to poor FTF research 

engagement.   The general trends of full-time 

faculty against the number of research 

proposals submitted on faculty in  the last 

three years is shown in Figure 3.     These 

results illustrate an overall erratic research 

output proportionate to the number of faculty 

engaged in research.  

 

Table 8. Distribution of Full-time Faculty Engaged in Research by College/Department SY 2020-

2023 

             

College / 

Department 

SY 2020-2021 SY 2021-2022 SY 2021-2023 

No. of 

FTF1 

No. of 

RPS2 

No. of 

FTF1 

No. of 

RPS2 

No. of 

FTF1 

No. of 

RPS2 

CASE 21 14 22 19 28 19 

JHS 37 6 27 9 23 11 

SHS 29 9 27 3 24 10 

CEAFA 12 4 16 4 18 4 

PSE 14 4 9 1 11 3 

CBMA 14 7 11 2 8 1 

CHS 10 3 11 0 12 2 

ORA 4 3 4 4 9 4 

TOTAL 141 50 127 42 133 54 
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1FTF - Full Time Faculty ; 2RPS -Research Proposal submitted 

 

 

Figure 3.  FTF against Number of Proposals Submitted from SY 2020-2023 

  

Publication.   Results obtained 

showed a total of 20 published research 

paper, of which 18 were published in Lux 

Veritatis and 2 were published  in another  

SCOPUS indexed  journal with a total of 43 

FTF involved representing 31% (43 out of 

139) of the total FTF (Table 9). 

 

Table 9. Distribution of Fulltime Faculty with Journal from 2020-2024 

                      

Publication  2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

NP NFTF NP NFTF  NP NFTF  NP NFTF  NP NFTF  

Lux   

Veritatis 
4 7  3 9  2 4 5 9  4  7 

SCOPUS 

Index 

Publication 

0 0  0  0 0 0  1 3 1 4 

Total  4 7 3  9  2 4 6 12 5 11 

NP - No. of Publication: NFTF - No. of full-time faculty involved 

 

 

Strength and Weakness of the UST-LGP 

R&D 

Drivers of Research Productivity.   

Results obtained showed a strongly  agree on 

four item indicators as shown in Table 10.  

These which include: research topic is within 

the scope of my expertise and academic 

interests; R&D guidelines and processes are 

transparent and easy to follow; mentoring and 

training are provided to researchers and the 

recognition that research engagement can 

expand their professional growth and 
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network.   The rest of the item indicators was 

interpreted 

positively on level of agreement relative to 

the drivers that motivate the respondents to 

implement 

or conduct research project.  In essence, these 

drivers are crucial in accomplishing the 

desired research productivity of faculty-

researchers.  Other associated feedbacks 

include sufficient time for research, facilities 

and laboratory equipment for research 

implementation, availability of mentors and 

technical training including opportunity for 

publication was noted.  

   

Table 10. Distribution of Respondents Responses Relative to the Level of Agreement 

Regarding Drivers of Research Productivity 

    

Feedback 

Component 
Item Indicator 

Mea

n 

Adjectival 

Interpretatio

n 

Drivers for 

Research 

Productivit

y  

The research topic is within the scope of my expertise 

and academic interests. 
4.57 

Strongly 

Agree 

R&D guidelines and processes are transparent and 

easy to follow. 
4.27 

Strongly 

Agree 

Sufficient funds made available for the conduct of 

R&D activities. 
4.11 Agree 

Sufficient monetary incentives/ honoraria are 

provided for my time and effort. 
4.16 Agree 

Mentoring and training are provided to researchers. 
4.43 

Strongly 

Agree 

Externally funded research is a metric of performance 

and ranking in my institution. 
4.00 Agree 

Research engagement can expand my professional 

growth and network. 
4.46 

Strongly 

Agree 

My workload allows me to conduct  research work. 3.70 Agree 

Financial and administrative processes are conducive 

to the project's activities. 
4.00 Agree 

I am highly confident that my project proposal will be 

approved. 
4.16 Agree 

 

 

Drivers that Motivate Publishing 

Journal Articles.  The drivers that motivate 

the respondents to publish journal articles is 

shown in Table 11.  Findings showed five 

item indicators were considered as an 

important contributory factor in publishing 

research articles.  

 

Table 11. Distribution of respondents relative to the drivers that motivate publishing journal 

articles from completed research projects.  
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Feedback 

Component 
Item Indicator Mean 

Adjectival 

Interpretation 

Driving 

factors in 

the 

publication 

of completed 

research 

article  

Monetary incentives are given 4.16 Agree 

Publication fees is provided. 4.22 Strongly Agree 

Mentoring and training in technical writing and 

publication provided 
4.30 Strongly Agree 

Journal publication is required  for completed 

projects. 
4.03 Agree 

Journal publication is a metric of performance in 

my institution  
4.08 Agree 

I have sufficient knowledge of publication process 

in refereed journals. 
4.14 Agree 

Publishing can expand my professional growth 

and networking. 
4.41 Strongly Agree 

I have available time to work on the publication 

process. 
4.11 Agree 

I am very confident that my journal article will be 

approved. 
4.00 Agree 

The research project is within my expertise and 

academic interests. 
4.51 Strongly Agree 

Financial and administrative processes are 

conducive to journal publication. 
4.19 Agree 

Sufficient funds made available for publication 

activities. 
4.22 Strongly Agree 

 

It is worth noting that when the paper is 

within their expertise and academic interests 

and supported by technical support (i.e., 

mentoring and training in technical writing 

and publication) and financial logistics (i.e., 

publication fee), respondents would most 

likely to publish their research output in as 

much as publication can expand their 

professional growth, networking and metric 

of their performance and the institution as 

well.  On the overall, the researchers’ 

capacity, time availability, monetary logistics 

are essentials in publication.  

 

Constraints in Research 

Productivity.    The distribution of 

respondents level of agreement or 

disagreement regarding the constraints that 

hinders research engagement is presented in 

Table 12.   Result obtained reveals a striking 

agreement of the indicators items presented 

but central to this is the concern for too much 

workload which registered as strongly agree 

findings.   Results obtained points out the 

significance of available time for research 

activities, workload and resources and 

facilities limitations.  

 

Table 12. Distribution of Respondents relative to the Constraints in Research Productivity 
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Feedback 

Component 
Item Indicator Mean 

Adjectival 

Interpretation 

Constraints 

to Research 

Productivity  

I have too much workload  4.30 

Strongly 

Agree 

Financial and administrative processes are 

stringent which causes delays in the conduct of 

activities 

4.14 Agree 

My institution does not require externally funded 

research 
3.70 Agree 

The improvement of my academic performance 

and ranking does not depend on externally funded 

research. 

3.49 Agree 

The R&D guidelines/processes are difficult to 

understand and comply with. 
3.81 Agree 

Available funds are insufficient to implement 

research activities. 
3.95 Agree 

I am not confident that my proposal gets 

approved. 
3.46 Agree 

Research topic is outside the scope of my 

expertise and not interesting to me. 
3.92 Agree 

No incentives/honoraria to compensate for my 

time and effort. 
3.62 Agree 

No institutional support for mentoring and 

training activities. 
4.03 Agree 

Engaging in R&D it will not improve my 

professional growth  
3.68 Agree 

    

 

Constraints to Publication of 

Completed Research Outputs.    The 

constraints that hinder in the publication of 

completed research articles is presented in 

Table 13.   It is striking to note that all 

respondents agree to item indicators 
presented.   While it is a must that 

institutional support is critically important, 

the success or failures of publishing research 

paper or article, largely depends on the 

commitment of the researcher.   It should be 

noted that one cannot publish without first 

conducting research within his or her interest 

and expertise. 

 

Table 13. Respondents distribution on the Constraints in Publishing of Journal Articles from 

Completed Research Projects.    

    

Feedback 

Component 
Item Indicator Mean 

Adjectival 

Interpretation 

I have too much workload  4.19 Agree 
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Constraints to 

Publication of 

Completed 

Research     

I do not have any information on how to 

publish and where to submit. 
4.05 Agree 

No funding support publication incentive 

and publication fees. 
3.89 Agree 

I have not experience mentoring 

activities and trainings  
4.03 Agree 

I am not confident that my article gets 

approved. 
3.84 Agree 

Journal publication is not a metric of 

performance in my institution  
3.65 Agree 

Engagement will not expand my 

professional growth. 
3.97 Agree 

The research project is not within the 

scope of my expertise and interests. 
3.92 Agree 

Insufficient funds for publication 

activities. 3.89 Agree 

 

Perception to Support Research & 

Publication.    The distribution of 

respondents relative to the level of agreement 

regarding the perception on University X 

support services to research and publication 

activities is shown in Table 14.   Findings 

reveals that respondents all agree to the item  

 

Table 14. Distribution of respondents relative to the perception on UST-LGP support services  

to research and publication activities. 

        

Feedback 

Component 
Item Indicator Mean 

Adjectival 

Interpretation 

Perception on 

support to 

research and 

publication 

activities 

University X offers incentives/honoraria for 

the conduct of research  
4.38 

Strongly 

Agree 

University X provides enough budget for its 

funded research projects. 
3.86 Agree 

University X provides sufficient trainings to 

enhance its researchers' competencies 
3.84 Agree 

University X  offers recognition for 

researchers who implement research 

programs/projects. 

4.19 Agree 

University X provides competitive incentives 

for individuals who were able to publish 

journal articles. 

3.84 Agree 

On the overall, I am satisfied with the policies 

and support provided by University X 
3.97 Agree 
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indicators presented but appear to put 

premium on the provision of incentive 

/honoraria with a strongly agree responses.  

On the overall, it could be construed in 

general that University X   administration is 

supportive to faculty research engagements.     

Support to research engagement is provided 

in terms of funds for the conduct of research, 

trainings, recognition and monetary 

incentives for researchers with publication 

and/or presented their research paper in 

conferences and scientific meeting.   The 

institution has also research policy and 

manual of operation the provides research 

direction, rules and procedures in both 

faculty and student research engagement.  

This may not be perfect and requires updating 

or revision to cope with the change needs of 

time, but it does produce publishable research 

papers overtime. 

 

R&D Gaps and Opportunities for R&D 

Improvement 

Research and Development Gaps.     

Institutional SWOT analysis records on file 

showed two critically important requirements 

for R&D institutions:  

 

1. IPR Policy and Office that is crucial 

for R&D institutions to protect and 

manage their intellectual assets, 

promote innovation, creative 

works/arts, patents, facilitate 

commercialization, comply with 

legal requirements, and enhance 

their overall impact and reputation  

2. Research Ethnics Committee is 

essential for maintaining ethical 

standards, protecting research 

participants, ensuring regulatory 

compliance, managing risks, 

fostering research integrity, and 

enhancing public trust in R&D 

institutions. Its role is crucial in 

promoting responsible and high-

quality research that aligns with 

ethical principles and societal 

values.  

 

Opportunities for R&D 

Improvement.    The implied opportunities 

in the context of the study can be gleaned 

from the findings that the number of 

proposals submitted relatively to number of 

completed researches shows an increasing 

trend while the number of researchers 

incurring defaults in submitting terminal 

reports is also declining over the years (see 

Table 1). This is a positive indication that 

research culture is taking off though at its 

infancy stage. 

 

Another window of opportunities is the  

revitalization of the collaboration with and 

Bicol Consortium for Health Research and 

Development  (BCHRD) and the recent 

membership regional research consortium 

such as the Bicol Consortium for Agriculture, 

Aquatic and Natural Resources Research and 

Development (BCAARRD) and Bicol 

Consortium for Industries, Energy and 

Emerging technology Research and 

Development (BCIEERD).   Membership to 

this consortium can provide better 

opportunity for acquisition of external funds 

and technical R& D services.   

 

The revision of the research policy and 

manual of operation which defines the 

research processes and procedures will 

likewise spur research productivity 

enhancement and research culture among 

faculty-researchers. 
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Faculty Feedbacks.    The summarized 

suggestions and feedbacks generated from 

the surveys open-ended questions are 

presented in Table 15.   These issues  and 

concerns revolve around workload, 

incentives, capacity building and research 

policy.   Along working, the highlight is 

centered on the “time” as a factor in research 

engagement and productivity. Increase in 

incentive  

 

 

Table 15. Respondents’ Suggestion and Feedbacks to Ensure High Research Productivity 

 

Workload Incentives Capacity Building  Research Policy 

1. Empower the 

researcher by giving 

a "specific" day for 

research but not 

Saturday 

1. Raise incentives to be 

more motivated in 

creating scholarly works 

& journal publications. 

1. Strengthen 

mentoring activity to 

encourage faculty and 

staff to conduct 

research 

1.Revisit policy and 

have a public forum 

to discuss the 

policies for 

amendments 

/revisions  

2. Make research as 

part of the teaching 

load. Research is 

good but should not 

be a burden to the 

faculty 

2. Incentive should not 

only be given to 

researchers to motivate 

research engagement 

but also for the 

faculty/teachers to feel 

fully supported by the 

University 

2. Add research 

personnel 

2. Collaboration 

and exposure to 

other institution 

with highly 

effective & 

productive R&D 

3. Make research 

work is an 

alternative for 

teaching load 

3. Higher 

incentive/honoraria for 

researchers with 

successful papers & 

studies especially if the 

said studies will bring a 

big contribution and 

recognition to the 

University. 

3. Continue support to 

all faculty & 

consistent assistance 

3. To attain the 

"Research 

University", the 

institution must 

invest greatly on 

research, sufficient 

funds and support 

(capacity-building 

program) must be 

provided.  

4. UST-L should 

reduce the workload 

of the instructors & 

teachers if it wants 

quality research 

output.  

4. Increase research 

incentive and budget to 

be at par with other 

leading Universities in 

the Country in terms of 

research  

4. Benchmark with 

other research-

oriented Universities 

4. Timely 

submission of 

research output 

cannot be complied 

on time due time 

constraint & 

workload 
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5. Request 

Administration to 

reduce workload 

5. Offer more 

encouraging incentives 

to researchers 

5.5 Conduct of more 

research trainings 

(current trends& 

updates) aligned with 

the research agenda 

5. Delays in budget 

release delays 

submission of 

reports on time.  

6. Load and time be 

balanced with less 

workload for 

researchers 

6. Increase the 

incentive/honorarium 

for researchers 

  6. Policies 

dispensed must be 

real & attainable, 

not the type that the 

faculty will feel that 

it is solely their 

fault for the delay 

in submission 

wherein other 

factors play. 

7. De-loading of 

faculty members to 

have ample time to 

do research and in 

data gathering 

    7. Remove research 

as part of the 

clearance 

requirement.  

      8. Establish a 

research complex & 

laboratory for the 

student research & 

/or related faculties. 

      9. More research 

capsule especially 

on publication and 

integration 

 

is also a concern particularly to faculty-

researchers’ with successful papers and  

studies that bring contribution and 

recognition to the “Institution”.  On capacity-

building, strengthening of  mentoring, more 

research trainings on the current trends and 

updates aligned with the research agenda and 

the addition of research personnel appears to 

be inadequately addressed, hence, the need 

the be addressed.   Finally, several issues 

were pointed out along research policy that 

trickles down to revisiting and amendments 

in the specific guidelines and procedure in the 

conduct of research.   

 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

Measuring research performance is 

essential to identify critical issues, make 

informed decisions, and enhance higher 

education policies (Cerado & Naanep, 2023).  

This can be based on the input and output 

considering the 3 dimensions of cost, quality, 
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and quantity (Coccia, 2001).   Measuring 

research performance is therefore crucial as a 

metrics of research productivity.   

 

Research productivity according to the 

Commission on Higher Education (CHED) 

includes the number of the established 

research center, faculty involved in research, 

presented research, published research, 

externally funded research, citations, and 

inventions (Cadez et. al., 2017).  Moreover, 

research productivity refers to the amount of 

research output, regardless of its quality.   

 

The research performance of UST-

Legazpi in the last three years (SY 2020 to 

2023) is taking off as evidenced by the 

increasing trend in the ratio of number of 

research proposal against the number of 

completed research output.   From 74.5%  

proposal to output ratio in 2020-2021 it 

increased to  83.3% and 91.4% in 2021-2022 

and 2022-2023, respectively.    On the other 

hand, in terms of submission of terminal 

report, the trend is declining, from 13 non-

submission in 2020-2021, it declined to 7 and 

5 in 2021-2022 and 2022-2023, respectively.   

On the overall, these findings indicate a 

window of opportunity in terms of research 

engagement and productivity.  

  

Alongside of this research 

performance, the University of Santo-Tomas-

Legazpi goal of becoming an Autonomous 

Private Higher Education Institutions.  This 

goal can be realized by translating its projects 

and activities into tangible deliverables such 

as scholarly works, innovations, and research 

publications accordance with the ethical 

research principles and standards.    As per 

CHED 2019 Guidelines for Granting 

Autonomous Status to Private Higher 

Education Institutions articulates that at least 

50 full-time faculty members or at least 30% 

of full-time faculty, whichever is higher must 

have actively engaged in research or creative 

work in the last five years.     

On this note, the research performance 

of UST-Legazpi in the last three years (SY 

2020-2023) registered a  33.5% in SY2020-

2021, 33.1% for SY2021-2022, and  40.6% 

in 2022-2023 faculty research engagement 

which is above the 30% fulltime faculty 

requirement of CHED.   However, it falls 

short of two years to fully comply with the 

CHED requirements for Autonomous Status.    

Observation reveals that not all faculty 

members are inclined to engaged in research 

presumably because their comfort zone is 

teaching or could probably because the 

research culture in university is at its infancy 

stage.   For school year 2023-2024, a total of 

65 research proposals submitted by the 

College/Department, of which 17 were 

approved and funded.  

Similar CHED guidelines also require 

at least 10% full-time faculty with patents or 

publications in refereed journals.  Of these, at 

least 5% of FTF has publications in 

internationally indexed journals and/or books 

published in reputable academic presses in 

the last five (5) years.   Unfortunately, in 

terms of patents in the last five (5) years, none 

is covered by appropriate copyright, 

scholarly works, artistic, literary and  

scientific or technical.  This predicament 

could be attributed the absence of Intellectual 

Property (IP) Policy and Office which 

handle’s property rights and patents.   Saha & 

Bhattacharya  (2011) define intellectual 

property (IP) as original research outputs 

whether scholarly works, artistic, literary and  

scientific or technical.  Meanwhile,  

intellectual property rights (IPR) are defined 

as  the legal rights given to the inventor or 

creator to protect his invention or creation for 

a certain period of time is not protected 

Lux Veritatis 10: 120-143, 2024 
© 2024 University of Santo Tomas-Legazpi Publication. 

Printed in the Philippines ISSN no: 2467-5644 



 

 

 

 

 

(Singh, 2004).   Establishing an IP policy and 

office  is therefore important and urgent 

matter to settle since IPR is a strong tool, to 

protect investments, time, money, effort 

invested by the inventor/creator of an IP 

(Saha & Bhattacharya, 2011).  Presently, the 

Office of Research is working on the IP 

Policy development along with the revision 

or amending the Research Manual.    

 

Research performance in academia 

typically refers to scientific advancements, 

predominantly published in academic 

journals (Cadez, et al., 2017).  It is also a 

commonly accepted standard that the most 

significant research accomplishments are 

published in the most reputable scientific 

journals (Harvey et al., 2010).  The quality of 

research is usually assessed by its impact and 

measured by the number of papers published 

in high quality journals or the number of 

citations (Harvey et al. 2010; Long et al. 

2009; Stack 2003).  It is noteworthy to 

mention that with respect to research 

publication, the University X has published at 

least 20 research publications in the last five 

years representing some 31% of the full-time 

faculty despite some inadequacies in terms of 

publication fee, technical training and peer 

reviewers.  It is also noteworthy to mention 

that University X has its own on-line with 

international journal, the Lux Veritatis which 

publishes research papers or articles bi-

annually, though not yet at the level of a 

SCOPUS index journal.  

 

While the trends in research 

performance is promising, it is imperative 

that  smarter decisions to continue what it 

does well, capitalize on its strengths, mitigate 

or avoid risk regarding weaknesses, and plan 

for events that may adversely affect the future 

research operations.   Having said this, 

feedback generated from the study provide an 

invaluable input for research productivity 

enhancement. It provides essential guidance, 

promotes collaboration, boosts motivation, 

enhances communication, ensures ethical 

conduct, supports continuous improvement, 

and assures quality. According to Mbaleka 

(2015), the seven most challenging factors 

preventing faculty members from publishing 

enough or not publishing at all include having 

limited time, lack of training on publication, 

fear of rejection, lack of interest, faculty 

laziness, limited funds, and lack of 

institutional support.   Recent study 

corroborates with the research productivity 

barriers reported by Mbaleka (2015).   

Despite the reluctance of faculty members in 

doing research, the CHED  is seriously 

compelling HEIs to yield research outputs per 

CHED's Memorandum Order No. 46 Series 

of 2012, Article V, which mandates 

universities to contribute to nation building 

by providing highly specialized educational 

experiences to train experts in the various 

technical and disciplinal areas and by 

emphasizing the development of new 

knowledge and skills through research and 

development (Quitoras, & Abuso, 2021). 

It is evident from the findings of study 

that workload is a key factor that influence  

research productivity.  Workload is equated 

to  the time devoted to research activities of 

full-time faculty is a critical issue implying 

the adjustment of workload to provide space 

of research engagement. According to Cadez 

et. al., (2017), the workload of most 

academics involves two main activities: 

research and teaching.   According to Arnold 

(2008), there are trade-offs encountered by 

academics at the input level (i.e., time 

allocated between research/teaching) are 

likely to be mediated by inverse trade-offs at 

the outcome level (i.e., knowledge, faculty 

availability).  It should be noted that full-time 

faculty members and non-teaching personnel 
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are required to conduct research as part of the 

44-hour policy work service which could be 

done individually, in tandem, or in groups not 

to exceed five members for funded by the 

University.  In this regard, the suggestion of 

adjusting workload particularly those heavily 

involved in research to provide more time for 

faculty to engage in research can be a 

strategic move for university aiming to 

improve research output/productivity, 

academic reputation and autonomy. Edgar & 

Geare (2013) and Kremer (1991), reported 

that prominent researchers that produce 

breakthrough knowledge often have strong 

personal traits, such as competence, 

diligence, motivation and orientation towards 

achievement.   However, these options imply  

financial implications that necessitates 

careful study for a wholistic resolution.   

  

Another important issue of concern is 

the incentives awarded to faculty-

researchers. According to Floyd (2022), 

research incentives are financial rewards 

offered to people in exchange for their 

participation in a study.  While most 

universities emphasize their dual mission of 

teaching and research (Taylor, 2007), 

formally stated goals are often not translated 

into their strategies and reward systems 

(Modell, 2003).  Some consider research 

incentives as something that fairly 

compensate their engagement  in return for 

their time, efforts and expertise.  Today, 

offering incentives for participating in 

research studies is the best motivator that 

yield the highest participation rates.  

However, incentives vary from one 

institution to the other, it also shares some of 

controversy along ethics.    In the recent 

study, incentive turnout relatively low 

compared to other private high education 

institutions (HEIs), hence, a demotivating 

factor.  But  incentives may not only be in 

monetary terms.  For instance, University X 

is also providing awards or recognition for 

researchers significant contributions to their 

field, excellence in research, or innovative 

approaches.   It likewise provides 

opportunities for researchers to attend 

conferences, workshops, or seminars offer 

learning opportunities, facilitate networking 

and collaboration.   

 

Stringent financial and administrative 

processes, institutional support for mentoring 

and training, and sufficient research funds 

were also of paramount importance which 

may have been  inadequately provided.   The 

prompt release of research funds is often 

delayed as claimed  is crucial in 

implementation.   It should be noted that 

research projects operate on pre-determined 

timelines. As delays in funding can disrupt 

research activities, leading to setbacks and 

potential loss of valuable insights.  On the 

other hand, timely release of funds ensures 

that researchers have the resources they need 

to pursue innovative ideas and maintain the 

pace of scientific progress.  

 

Mentoring is a vital aspect of the 

research environment for nurturing the next 

generation of researchers, thus, support for 

mentoring is essential for the growth and 

development of researchers at all stages of 

their careers.   Investing in mentoring 

programs and initiatives, can help cultivate a 

diverse and talented in-house researcher and 

would-be researchers.  Investing in training 

initiatives, on the other hand, is essential for 

building a skilled, competent and effective 

research workforce that can respond to the 

complex challenges of the research and 

scientific processes.  It can likewise capacity 

and empower researchers to reach their full 

potential and make meaningful contributions.   
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Equally important are the is availability 

of research facilities, equipment & 

laboratory, technical training and research 

manpower. This finding corroborated with 

the studies of Borkowski, et al., (2016), 

McGrail, et al., (2006), Mazmanian , et al., 

(2014) and Ahmed, et al., (2016) showed the 

researchers’ intrinsic motivation to conduct 

research  includes peer support, 

encouragement and review, mentoring and 

collaboration, research leadership, 

institutional structures, processes and 

systems supporting research, such as clear 

strategy, protected time and financial support 

(Ahmed, et al., 2016 and  Borkowski, et al., 

2016).    On the overall, investment in 

research is an essential requirement that fuels 

knowledge creation, innovation and 

discovery.  Investments in research catalyzes 

technological advancement, driving 

improvements in areas such as healthcare, 

food security, sustainable energy, 

engineering, transportation, and many others.   

Similarly, investment in laboratory 

infrastructure and equipment is essential for 

advancing scientific research, collaboration, 

training, attracting funding, driving 

innovation, and addressing societal 

challenges and improving quality of life.  

 

In summary, these findings constitute 

as the key input in exploring possibilities and 

innovation for continual improvement and 

excellence. All this is dependent upon 

research investment allocated for research 

and development 

 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, the research 

performance of University X is taking off, as 

evidenced by the increasing faculty 

engagement in research, improved output, 

and a decline in non-submission of terminal 

reports. Despite sufficient support 

mechanisms, logistics, and investments, the 

institution's research performance remains 

commendable. However, it is crucial for the 

institution to address identified weaknesses, 

innovate, and continuously strive for quality 

and excellence. The issue of faculty 

workload, which directly impacts research 

productivity, requires careful analysis and 

data-driven decision-making. Furthermore, 

the urgent establishment of an Intellectual 

Property (IP) Policy and the creation of an 

Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Office, 

along with a Research Ethics Committee, are 

essential steps toward fostering a more robust 

and ethical research environment. By 

addressing these areas, the institution will be 

better positioned to enhance its overall 

research output and achieve sustained 

excellence in research performance. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the conclusions, the 

following recommendations stands as a 

pivotal step towards translating the findings 

of the study into tangible outcomes or 

actionable suggestions aimed at addressing 

the identified challenges, maximizing 

opportunities, and steering towards desired 

objectives: 

1. University X to conduct a 

comprehensive assessment of 

workload distribution among faculty 

and staff including the overload and 

inefficiency so that a proactive and 

strategic approach that can effectively 

manage workload challenges while 

maintaining financial sustainability; 

2. Explore opportunities for revenue 

generation and/or external fund 

sources such as research grants, 
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consultancy services, and 

partnerships with industry and 

government agencies;  

3. The review/updating of the research 

policy and manual of operation to 

harmonize rules and procedure 

conducive to faculty and institutional 

goals of enhancing research 

productivity and academic reputation; 

4. Formulating Intellectual Property (IP) 

Policy and establishing IP Office and 

Ethic Committee that provide a 

framework for the recognition, 

protection, and utilization of 

intellectual property; 

5. Conduct of research capability 

development on the trends & updates 

tailored to research aligned with the 

research agenda and institutional 

goals.  

6. Revisiting research investment viz-a-

viz research output measured in terms 

of publication, citation index and 

compliance to CHED autonomous 

status;  

7. Encourage interdisciplinary 

collaboration and research 

partnerships both within the 

university and with external 

institutions to access networking 

opportunities and support for 

collaborative research projects;  

8. The continued support for regional 

collaboration with regional research 

consortiums: Bicol Consortium for 

Agriculture, Aquatic and Natural 

Resources Research and 

Development (BCAARRD), Bicol 

Consortium for Industries, Energy 

and Emerging Technology Research 

and Development (BCIEERD) and 

Bicol Consortium for Health 

Research and 

Development (BCHRD) to take 

advantage of the opportunity 

accessing external funds and 

technical R& D services; and 

9. Encourage open communication, 

collaboration, and knowledge sharing 

among faculty members to create a 

supportive research environment that 

foster a culture that values and 

prioritizes research excellence, 

innovation, and scholarly inquiry.  
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