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Purpose: This study aimed to identify and compare the factors influencing 

educational and research productivity among faculty members at Islamic Azad 

Universities in Tehran.  

Methods and Materials: The research employed a mixed-methods approach, 

combining quantitative and qualitative data collection. A total of 341 faculty 

members from Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran participated in the study. Data 

were collected through a structured questionnaire designed to measure educational 

and research productivity. The validity and reliability of the questionnaire were 

confirmed using Cronbach's alpha and expert feedback. The data were analyzed 

using descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, Friedman’s test for ranking 

priorities, and multiple regression analysis to determine the factors influencing 

faculty productivity. 

Findings: The results showed that faculty members prioritize educational 

productivity over research productivity, with educational activities ranked as the 

highest priority. Factors such as institutional support, access to resources, 

professional ethics, and political behavior significantly impacted both educational 

and research productivity. However, high expectations from university leadership 

were not found to be a significant influence on productivity. The study also revealed 

that socio-demographic factors, particularly academic rank, played a role in shaping 

research output, with senior faculty members demonstrating higher research 

productivity. 

Conclusion: Faculty productivity, both educational and research, is influenced by a 

combination of institutional support, individual motivations, and socio-demographic 

characteristics. Universities must focus on providing sufficient resources, reducing 

teaching loads, and fostering an environment of collaboration to enhance faculty 

performance. 
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1. Introduction 

aculty productivity has been widely recognized as a key 

factor influencing the academic performance and 

reputation of universities worldwide (Bahammam et al., 

2023; Han, 2021). Productivity, especially in research, 

teaching, and service, forms the backbone of faculty 

contributions to institutional goals and objectives, 

contributing not only to the advancement of knowledge but 

also to the cultivation of skilled professionals (Alcazaren, 

2021; Basbeth et al., 2021). The exploration of faculty 

productivity, especially in higher education institutions, has 

gained increasing attention over recent years (Slama & 

Choukir, 2019). Universities are now more focused on 

understanding the socio-demographic factors and 

institutional support systems that influence the productivity 

of their academic staff (Esmaili et al., 2024; Keramati, 2021; 

Maarefvand & Shafiabady, 2024; Mahdian et al., 2021; 

Mohammadi Fomani et al., 2024; Sadat Mousavi & 

Ebrahimi, 2024). As faculty productivity is multifaceted, 

research performance, student engagement, curriculum 

development, and scholarly output are central areas for 

investigation (Carraher-Wolverton & Zhu, 2021; Meyer, 

2011). However, faculty members face a myriad of 

challenges that can affect their productivity, including 

workload, job satisfaction, resource availability, and 

administrative support (Cora‐Bramble et al., 2010). The 

productivity of faculty is further complicated by the evolving 

demands of online education and the need for increased 

technological integration (Asiri et al., 2012; Hong, 2015). 

Faculty productivity is a vital component of university 

performance and directly impacts institutional growth and 

development (Lee & Law, 2011). It encompasses not only 

research outputs, such as publications and grants but also 

teaching effectiveness and service to the institution and 

community (Hedjazi & Behravan, 2011). Research by 

Alcazaren (2021) highlighted the need for a multifaceted 

approach to understanding faculty productivity, stressing 

that universities must evaluate factors such as workload, 

access to resources, and faculty motivations to foster a 

conducive environment for academic excellence (Alcazaren, 

2021). 

Faculty productivity is shaped by numerous internal and 

external factors. Internally, faculty motivation, engagement 

in scholarly activities, and time allocation between research, 

teaching, and service play critical roles (Anderson & Slade, 

2015; Nurcholis, 2019). Externally, institutional policies, 

access to research funding, and administrative support 

systems heavily influence faculty output (Boamah et al., 

2023; Slama & Choukir, 2019). Research by Graeff et al. 

(2014) found that faculty satisfaction levels, job security, 

and clear paths for career advancement positively impacted 

research productivity (Graeff et al., 2014). 

Educational productivity, specifically teaching quality, is 

a significant dimension of faculty performance (Blundell et 

al., 2020). Faculty members must balance their research 

activities with the responsibility of educating students, a 

challenge that requires institutional support and effective 

resource management (Prasad et al., 2022). Research by 

Pulumbarit (2020) suggests that transformational leadership, 

particularly in academic departments, plays a critical role in 

supporting faculty in their teaching roles, which in turn 

positively impacts student outcomes (Pulumbarit, 2020). 

Blundell et al. (2020) emphasize that faculty satisfaction 

with teaching often correlates with institutional support, 

including access to modern teaching technologies, 

professional development opportunities, and manageable 

class sizes (Blundell et al., 2020). Similarly, Sondari et al. 

(2016) stress the need for a supportive institutional culture 

that values teaching excellence as highly as research output. 

Universities that fail to provide adequate resources for 

teaching often witness a decline in both student satisfaction 

and faculty productivity (Basbeth et al., 2021). 

Faculty involvement in curriculum development and 

innovative teaching methods also contributes to their 

educational productivity (Hanson et al., 2022). As 

universities increasingly adopt online learning platforms and 

blended learning environments, faculty members are 

required to engage with new pedagogical tools (Blakey et al., 

2016). Research by Boamah et al. (2023) found that faculty 

members who were adequately trained in using learning 

management systems (LMS) were more likely to engage in 

innovative teaching methods and achieve higher levels of 

student satisfaction (Boamah et al., 2023). 

While educational productivity is critical, research 

productivity remains a primary measure of faculty success, 

particularly in research-intensive institutions (Francois, 

2012). The ability to secure research funding, publish 

scholarly articles, and collaborate with other researchers are 

key indicators of faculty research productivity (Boamah et 

al., 2023; Prager et al., 2014). Gilstrap et al. (2011) suggest 

that sustained research productivity requires a balance 

between teaching responsibilities and research activities, as 

well as continuous access to research resources, such as 

databases, laboratories, and research assistants (Gilstrap et 

al., 2011). 

F 
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Faculty members often face significant barriers to 

research productivity, including lack of time, institutional 

pressures, and inadequate research funding (Hedjazi & 

Behravan, 2011; Mobo et al., 2023). Research by White et 

al. (2012) identified the lack of institutional support and 

resources as one of the primary challenges faced by business 

faculty in enhancing their research productivity (White et al., 

2012). Similarly, Anderson and Slade (2015) argue that the 

allocation of time and the demands of teaching often conflict 

with research activities, leading to a reduction in scholarly 

output (Anderson & Slade, 2015). 

Despite the numerous factors that can enhance faculty 

productivity, several challenges remain. One of the primary 

challenges is the increasing workload that faculty members 

face, which often results in burnout and decreased 

productivity (Blundell et al., 2020; Conn, 2019). Faculty 

members are expected to balance teaching, research, and 

service responsibilities, often without sufficient institutional 

support (Hedjazi & Behravan, 2011). Research by Gutierrez 

and Candela (2018) highlights that faculty members in U.S. 

universities reported feeling overwhelmed by the demands 

of their roles, particularly in institutions that prioritize 

research over teaching (Gutierrez & Candela, 2018). 

Additionally, the growing pressure to publish in high-

impact journals has created a hyper-competitive 

environment that may discourage collaboration and 

mentorship among faculty members (Burns et al., 2022). The 

prevalence of predatory journals has further complicated the 

academic publishing landscape, with faculty members being 

targeted by unscrupulous publishers (Burns et al., 2022). 

This has led to concerns about the quality and integrity of 

research publications, as well as the long-term impact on 

faculty careers (Boamah et al., 2023). 

In conclusion, faculty productivity is a complex and 

multifaceted concept that requires a holistic approach to 

understand and enhance. This study aims to examine the 

various dimensions of faculty productivity within the 

Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran, focusing specifically 

on educational and research productivity. Furthermore, it 

seeks to identify the factors that influence these dimensions 

and evaluate how faculty performance can be enhanced. 

2. Methods and Materials 

2.1. Study Design and Participants 

This research is applied in terms of its research 

orientation. From the perspective of data collection, it is 

descriptive-survey research. In terms of the process and 

method of data collection and analysis, it belongs to the 

category of mixed research (quantitative and qualitative). 

Furthermore, the present study is a problem-solving type of 

research, in which scientific methods are employed to solve 

a problem or answer the posed questions. From a research 

strategy perspective, this study is considered a case study. In 

terms of philosophy, the present study falls under positivist 

philosophy research. Additionally, this research is a cross-

sectional study, conducted during the time span of 2022-

2023. Cross-sectional research refers to studies in which data 

is collected only at one point in time. 

The statistical population of this research included 3,026 

faculty members of Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran 

(including North Tehran, Central Tehran, South Tehran, 

West Tehran, and Science and Research universities). 

According to the Morgan table, the sample size was 

estimated at 341 individuals. Given the sample adequacy, 

which was 0.806, and the fact that the unit of analysis is the 

individual, the sample size is considered acceptable. 

In this study, a non-probability quota sampling method 

was used. In this method, the population is divided into 

several categories, and then a share is allocated to each 

category based on discretion, and samples that are easier to 

access are selected arbitrarily. The population under study 

may not be categorized; in that case, samples are selected 

until the desired sample size is achieved. To test the validity 

of the questionnaire, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used. 

The reliability of the educational productivity questionnaire 

was 0.793, the research productivity questionnaire was 

0.828, and the reliability of the questionnaire for factors 

affecting faculty productivity was 0.860. The validity of the 

questionnaires in this research was confirmed through the 

following methods: 

- Referring to the literature and identifying assessment 

questions for each variable. 

- Surveying advisors, consultants, and other experts 

related to the questionnaire topic (using the Delphi 

method). 

- Revising ambiguous questions during the pilot study 

phase. 

2.2. Data Analysis 

In this research, the analysis of information was carried 

out using statistical software based on data extracted from 

the questionnaires in two sections: descriptive statistics and 

inferential statistics. First, some demographic characteristics 

of the respondents, which were asked in the questionnaire, 
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were described. These characteristics include gender, 

marital status, age, education level, managerial experience, 

experience as a faculty member, and academic rank. In the 

second stage, this research analyzed each of the questions or 

topics in the questionnaire using descriptive statistical 

methods such as frequency distribution tables, frequency 

percentages, and chart plotting. 

After data collection, parametric and non-parametric 

statistical tests, facilitated by computer programs, were used 

to analyze the data and answer the research questions. For 

data processing and statistical analysis, SPSS software was 

employed. Exploratory factor analysis was used to identify 

the factors influencing faculty productivity, and linear 

regression was applied to determine the impact of each of 

the factors affecting productivity. 

3. Findings and Results 

Research Question 1: What are the dimensions, 

components, and indicators of faculty productivity at Islamic 

Azad Universities in Tehran? 

Initially, all available written documents were thoroughly 

collected, analyzed, and categorized. In the second phase, 

the conceptual model derived from prior studies was shared 

with experts and the focus group. After several rounds of 

revisions, the productivity indicators for faculty members 

were finalized based on the criteria established by the 

Ministry of Science. The final model categorized and 

designed productivity indicators in two domains: 

educational and research productivity. 

Focus Group: 

To validate the conceptual model of the research, after 

deriving the initial model from a systematic analysis of the 

literature, the model was reviewed for any necessary 

changes, such as the removal or addition of variables and 

relationships. This process was conducted in the following 

steps: 

a) Briefing Session: A session was held with the focus 

group, consisting of six human resource management 

experts, to explain the model. 

b) Gathering Individual Opinions: After the meeting, the 

opinions of each focus group member were collected. 

c) Integrating Opinions: The researcher then combined 

the opinions of the group members and categorized the 

shared and differing views of the experts. 

d) Discussion on Influential Variables: In this phase, the 

researcher presented the summary of literature and expert 

opinions to the group, resulting in a revised model with 

updated variables and relationships. 

Research Question 2: What is the priority of the 

individual productivity dimensions of faculty members at 

Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran? 

Friedman Test: The Friedman test was used to prioritize 

the mean of faculty productivity dimensions, which were 

divided into two main categories: educational and research 

productivity. Given that the significance value (sig) is 0.000, 

it can be concluded that at the 95% confidence level, the 

Friedman test shows a significant difference in the 

importance of the functions mentioned regarding the faculty 

members of Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran (χ² = 

274.63, df = 2, p < .005). A comparison of the mean ranks 

indicates that educational productivity, with an average rank 

of 2.84, is the top priority, while research productivity, with 

an average rank of 1.85, comes next. 

Research Question 3: What is the level of individual 

productivity of faculty members at Islamic Azad 

Universities in Tehran? 

Table 1 

One-Sample t-Test 

Variable Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval 

Individual Productivity 0.44 0.19 -3.730 340 .000 -0.05719 [-0.08, -0.02] 

 

As shown in Table 1, since t = -3.730 and p = 0.000, the 

null hypothesis can be rejected. In other words, the mean 

score of 0.44 is an estimate of the population mean. 

Research Question 4: What are the factors affecting the 

enhancement of faculty productivity at Islamic Azad 

Universities in Tehran? 

To identify the factors influencing faculty productivity, 

factor analysis was used. Before applying factor analysis, 

sample adequacy was confirmed by the KMO index, which 

was 0.806, indicating a high level of sample adequacy. 

Another necessary condition for using factor analysis is the 

non-identity of the correlation matrix between the questions, 

which was tested using Bartlett’s test. The significance value 

of 0.000 indicates that the null hypothesis, assuming the 

identity of the correlation matrix, is rejected. To determine 

the number of factors included in the model, the Eigenvalue 
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criterion was applied, where only factors with an Eigenvalue 

greater than one were considered. The explained variance, 

which is the percentage of total variance explained by each 

factor, is shown as % of Variance. The larger the value, the 

more significant the factor. The five identified factors, each 

with an Eigenvalue greater than one, explained 65.95% of 

the total variance. After the rotation phase, variables were 

grouped based on the identified factors, and factor load 

rotation enabled the emergence of meaningful factors. The 

rotated matrix was obtained after 23 rotations using the 

Equamax method. 

Table 2 

Rotated Component Matrix for Factors Affecting Faculty Productivity 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 

Faculty knowledge of current technology (12 and 14) .732     

Trust-based cohesion and collaboration (48 and 49) .731     

Rule of law and fairness (23 and 24) .581   .461  

Alignment of education with faculty duties (25 and 26) .522   .421  

F9  .747    

Monitoring of faculty (10, 14, and 15)  .712    

Time management (29 and 31) .429 .618    

Integrity (37 and 38) .557 .563    

Job responsibility (4 and 6)  .557   .404 

Support (19 and 20) .454 .485 .412   

Work environment (11 and 46)   .798   

Compensation (2 and 5)  .456 .615   

Resources (17 and 18)   .550   

Work quality (16 and 30) .479 .488 .516   

Independence in decision-making (8, 41, 45, and 50)   .477  .471 

Appointment considerations (1 and 3)    .752  

F32    .679  

Rigid culture and structure (22 and 35)    .677  

Involvement in non-work (environmental) issues (27, 33, 34, and 36)    .645 .442 

F28 .483    .563 

Sufficiency of salary and benefits (39 and 40)     .810 

Career growth (43 and 47) .433  .489  .530 

F7  .427   .436 

Eigenvalue 8.678 2.517 1.568 1.305 1.101 

Variance (%) 37.730 10.944 6.815 5.675 4.786 

Cumulative Variance 37.730 48.674 55.489 61.164 65.950 

 

Research Question 5: What is the structural model for the 

educational and research productivity of faculty members at 

Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran? 

For multiple regression analysis, certain assumptions 

were required. First, the normality of the distribution was 

confirmed using a P-P plot, which showed a normal 

distribution. Additionally, no significant multicollinearity 

was detected between the independent variables, as 

confirmed by the Durbin-Watson statistic, which was 1.84, 

indicating that the variables were independent. The null 

hypothesis for multivariate regression was tested to 

determine whether at least one of the independent variables 

had a linear relationship with the dependent variable. This 

was assessed using the significance level obtained from the 

ANOVA analysis. 

Table 3 

ANOVA 

Model Sig. F Mean Square df Sum of Squares 

Regression .000 8.145 17417.736 6 104506.414 

Residual   2138.391 334 342142.521 

Total    340 446648.934 
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As seen in Table 3, since p = 0.00 and F = 8.145, it can 

be concluded that there is a linear relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables. 

Table 4 

Regression Coefficients for Educational Productivity 

Variable B Std. Error Beta t p Tolerance VIF 

Constant 74.556 13.744  5.425 .000 - - 

Quality of education and educational system 11.397 3.603 .220 3.163 .002 .992 1.008 

Accountability and professional ethics 11.248 3.592 .217 3.132 .002 .999 1.002 

Political behavior 9.624 3.931 .186 2.448 .015 .833 1.200 

Resources and growth opportunities 18.127 3.753 .349 4.830 .000 .914 1.093 

 

As shown in Table 4, the significance level for the 

independent variables, including quality of education and the 

educational system, accountability and professional ethics, 

political behavior, and resources and growth opportunities, 

is less than 0.05. However, the significance level for 

motivational factors and the variable “high expectations 

from the university president” is greater than 0.05. Thus, the 

research hypothesis can be rejected for these factors, 

meaning factors 1, 2, 4, and 5 influence educational 

performance. Additionally, based on the multicollinearity 

(VIF) column, no multicollinearity was detected between the 

independent variables. The linear equation for the impact 

coefficients is shown below, indicating the influence of each 

factor on the educational productivity of faculty members. 

Table 5 

Regression Coefficients for Research Productivity 

Variable B Std. Error Beta t p Tolerance VIF 

Constant 41.742 13.605  3.068 .003 - - 

Quality of education and educational system 9.992 3.566 .181 2.802 .006 .992 1.008 

Accountability and professional ethics 10.545 3.556 .191 2.966 .003 .999 1.002 

Motivational factors 7.893 3.594 .143 2.196 .030 .977 1.023 

Political behavior 7.417 3.892 .134 1.906 .058 .833 1.200 

Resources and growth opportunities 27.003 3.715 .489 7.268 .000 .914 1.093 

High expectations from university president -1.271 3.989 -.024 -.319 .750 .754 1.326 

 

As shown in Table 5, the significance level for the 

independent variables, including quality of education and the 

educational system, accountability and professional ethics, 

motivational factors, and resources and growth 

opportunities, is less than 0.05. However, for the variables 

political behavior and “high expectations from the university 

president,” the significance level is greater than 0.05, so the 

research hypothesis is rejected for these factors. In other 

words, factors 1, 2, 3, and 5 influence research performance. 

Furthermore, the multicollinearity (VIF) column shows no 

significant multicollinearity between the independent 

variables. The linear equation for the impact coefficients is 

shown below, indicating the influence of each factor on the 

research productivity of faculty members.  

 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

The present study aimed to identify and compare the 

factors influencing the enhancement of educational and 

research productivity among faculty members at Islamic 

Azad Universities in Tehran. The findings of this study 

revealed several key dimensions of faculty productivity, 

including the significant impact of institutional support, 

socio-demographic factors, and individual motivations. By 

employing both descriptive and inferential statistics, the 

study provided a comprehensive view of how these factors 

contribute to the productivity of faculty members in both 

educational and research domains. 

The results of the Friedman test indicated a clear 

prioritization of educational productivity over research 

productivity among faculty members, with educational 

productivity being ranked as the top priority. This finding 
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aligns with the research conducted by Pulumbarit (2020), 

who highlighted the importance of faculty members' 

teaching roles and the strong institutional focus on student 

outcomes (Pulumbarit, 2020). Similarly, Blundell et al. 

(2020) emphasized that faculty members who experience 

institutional support in their teaching roles are more likely to 

prioritize educational productivity, which subsequently 

leads to higher student satisfaction. The emphasis on 

educational productivity in this study can also be understood 

in light of the increasing demand for quality teaching in 

higher education, particularly in universities where student 

engagement and satisfaction are critical measures of success 

(Blundell et al., 2020). 

In terms of research productivity, the study identified 

several factors that significantly influenced faculty 

members’ scholarly output, including the quality of the 

educational system, accountability, professional ethics, and 

access to research resources. These findings resonate with 

the work of Hedjazi and Behravan (2011), who identified 

similar factors as critical to research productivity among 

agriculture faculty members in Iran (Hedjazi & Behravan, 

2011). Furthermore, Slama and Choukir (2019) 

demonstrated that intrinsic motivations, such as 

accountability and professional ethics, often drive faculty 

members to maintain high levels of research productivity. 

The present study further supports these conclusions by 

demonstrating that when faculty members perceive a high 

level of institutional accountability and support, their 

research productivity is likely to increase (Slama & Choukir, 

2019). 

One of the key findings of this study was the significant 

influence of resources and growth opportunities on both 

educational and research productivity. This result is 

consistent with the research by Lee and Law (2011), who 

found that access to competitive research grants and strong 

institutional support contributed to higher research 

productivity in hospitality and tourism programs (Lee & 

Law, 2011). Similarly, Gilstrap et al. (2011) noted that 

faculty members who had access to continuous research 

funding and collaborative opportunities were more likely to 

sustain high levels of research output over time (Gilstrap et 

al., 2011). The present study reinforces these conclusions, 

suggesting that the provision of adequate resources and 

opportunities for professional growth is essential for 

enhancing both teaching and research productivity. 

The study also found that faculty members’ political 

behavior, while less influential than other factors, still played 

a significant role in shaping their productivity. This finding 

aligns with the work of Gutierrez and Candela (2018), who 

emphasized the importance of organizational politics in 

determining faculty members' engagement and output 

(Gutierrez & Candela, 2018). Faculty members who can 

effectively navigate the political landscape of their 

institutions are more likely to secure resources, establish 

collaborative relationships, and receive institutional 

recognition, all of which contribute to enhanced 

productivity. However, as highlighted by Boyer (2017), 

excessive engagement in institutional politics can also 

detract from faculty members' research and teaching 

responsibilities, suggesting the need for a balanced approach 

(Boyer, 2017). 

Moreover, the study revealed that the expectations of 

university leadership, specifically high expectations from 

the university president, did not have a statistically 

significant impact on either educational or research 

productivity. This result contrasts with the findings of 

Francois (2012), who demonstrated that clear leadership 

expectations often lead to higher levels of faculty 

engagement and output (Francois, 2012). One possible 

explanation for this discrepancy is the cultural and 

contextual differences between the studies. While leadership 

expectations may be a critical driver of faculty performance 

in some contexts, the present study suggests that in the case 

of Islamic Azad Universities in Tehran, other factors such as 

resource availability and professional ethics play a more 

central role in determining productivity. 

In addition to these factors, the study highlighted the role 

of socio-demographic characteristics, such as academic 

rank, in shaping faculty productivity. Faculty members with 

higher academic ranks were more likely to report higher 

levels of research productivity, a finding consistent with 

Ambong et al. (2022) and Alcazaren (2021). Senior faculty 

members often have more established research networks, 

greater access to resources, and fewer teaching 

responsibilities, all of which contribute to their increased 

research output (Alcazaren, 2021; Ambong et al., 2022). On 

the other hand, junior faculty members, who are often more 

engaged in teaching, may find it more challenging to balance 

their research and educational responsibilities, leading to 

lower overall productivity (Blundell et al., 2020). 

The findings regarding educational productivity suggest 

that faculty members prioritize teaching due to the strong 

institutional focus on student outcomes. Universities that 

emphasize the importance of teaching quality often create 

environments where faculty members feel compelled to 

allocate more time and effort to their teaching 
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responsibilities. This is supported by the work of Blundell et 

al. (2020), who found that faculty members who receive 

institutional recognition for their teaching efforts are more 

likely to prioritize educational productivity over research 

output (Blundell et al., 2020). However, this emphasis on 

teaching can also limit the time available for research, 

particularly for faculty members who are expected to teach 

large classes or multiple courses each semester (Anderson & 

Slade, 2015). 

In terms of research productivity, the study’s findings 

indicate that institutional support, particularly in the form of 

access to resources and growth opportunities, is crucial for 

faculty members to maintain high levels of scholarly output. 

This conclusion aligns with the research by Prager et al. 

(2014), who found that time and resource allocation are 

critical determinants of faculty research productivity. 

Faculty members who have access to research funding, 

collaborative opportunities, and professional development 

programs are more likely to publish in high-impact journals, 

secure research grants, and engage in interdisciplinary 

research (Prager et al., 2014). However, as noted by Graeff 

et al. (2014), institutional support must be consistent and 

sustained over time to ensure that faculty members can 

continue to be productive (Graeff et al., 2014). 

Despite the positive impact of institutional support, the 

study also highlights the potential challenges that faculty 

members face in maintaining a balance between their 

educational and research responsibilities. Faculty members 

who are heavily involved in teaching may find it difficult to 

allocate sufficient time for research, leading to lower 

research productivity. This finding is consistent with the 

work of Conn (2019), who highlighted the issue of midcareer 

malaise, where faculty members experience burnout and 

decreased productivity due to the overwhelming demands of 

their roles. Universities must therefore find ways to reduce 

the teaching load for faculty members who are actively 

engaged in research, allowing them to allocate more time to 

scholarly activities. 

While the present study provides valuable insights into 

the factors influencing faculty productivity, several 

limitations must be acknowledged. First, the study was 

conducted within the context of Islamic Azad Universities in 

Tehran, which may limit the generalizability of the findings 

to other institutions or regions. The specific cultural and 

organizational context of these universities may have 

influenced the results, and future studies should aim to 

replicate this research in other settings to determine whether 

the findings hold across different types of universities and 

geographical locations. Additionally, the study relied on 

self-reported data from faculty members, which may be 

subject to biases such as social desirability or recall bias. 

Faculty members may have overreported their productivity 

or underreported the challenges they face in maintaining 

productivity. Future studies should consider using objective 

measures of productivity, such as publication records or 

grant acquisition data, to validate the findings. 

Given the limitations of the present study, several 

directions for future research can be proposed. First, future 

studies should aim to explore the impact of institutional 

policies on faculty productivity in a more diverse range of 

universities, including private and public institutions. 

Comparative studies that examine the differences in faculty 

productivity between research-intensive and teaching-

focused institutions could provide valuable insights into how 

institutional missions shape faculty roles and 

responsibilities. Additionally, future research could 

investigate the long-term effects of institutional support on 

faculty productivity, particularly in terms of career 

development and job satisfaction. Longitudinal studies that 

track faculty productivity over time would help to determine 

how institutional support and resource availability influence 

productivity throughout a faculty member’s career. Finally, 

future research could examine the role of faculty 

collaboration and interdisciplinary research in enhancing 

productivity, as collaborative efforts often lead to higher 

levels of research output and innovation. 

To enhance faculty productivity, universities should 

prioritize creating supportive environments that address both 

the educational and research needs of faculty members. One 

key recommendation is to provide faculty with greater 

access to resources, such as research funding, professional 

development programs, and collaborative opportunities. 

Universities should also consider reducing the teaching load 

for faculty members who are actively engaged in research, 

allowing them to allocate more time to scholarly activities 

without compromising their teaching responsibilities. 

Additionally, institutions should implement mentorship 

programs that help junior faculty navigate the complexities 

of research funding and publication processes, fostering a 

culture of collaboration and support. Finally, university 

leadership should ensure that faculty members receive clear 

and consistent expectations regarding their roles and 

responsibilities, with a balanced emphasis on both teaching 

and research excellence. By addressing these areas, 

universities can create environments where faculty members 
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are empowered to achieve their full potential in both 

educational and research domains. 
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