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Abstract: There is great interest in promoting research in academic institutions and a need to under-
stand the various factors influencing it. The main goals of this study are to investigate the factors that
predict academic research outcomes and how gender and research authority (RA) support programs
affect the relationship between research self-efficacy and research interest. The participants included
143 faculty members who completed a questionnaire, 19 of whom were interviewed. The results
indicate that the faculty members’ research interests and the RA’s support significantly predicted
academic research outcomes. A positive and significant correlation was found between research
self-efficacy and research interest. Gender and RA support were found to significantly moderate this
relationship. Research self-efficacy had almost no effect on research interest among female faculty
members and among faculty members who had received support from the research authority. In
contrast, among male faculty members and among those who did not receive support from the
research authority, the higher the research self-efficacy, the higher the research interest. An analysis of
faculty members’ perceptions points to four factors that can advance research outcomes: support from
the RA, mentoring, collaboration among researchers, and allotting time for research. Understanding
the moderating role of gender is important to reveal the underlying mechanism of a gender gap in
research interest and consequently in academic performance, considering the increased recognition
that universities worldwide are male dominated and that women are underrepresented in senior
positions in academia.
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1. Introduction

Research is one of the key components of the work of academic institutions and is
an important consideration in the funding [1–3] and professional development of faculty
members [4]. Interest in improving the research performance of the higher education
system is shared by many academic institutions around the world, but the theory and
empirical capacity of research performance are not yet fully formed [5–8]. Various factors
affect academic performance [3,6]. Bazeley [6] used an open-ended questionnaire among
295 academic teaching staff who were asked to give a description of their research. Based on
a qualitative analysis, she suggested two preconditions for effective research performance
training and experience. These provide an essential foundation for the skills required for
high-level research, in addition to opportunities and resources including time, equipment,
and funding. In addition, a conceptual model of the dimensions of research performance
was extracted. Four dimensions were identified as research activities—engagement, task
orientation, research practice, and intellectual process (analytic capacity and creative think-
ing). Two dimensions were identified as making the research visible—dissemination and
collegial engagement.

Many academic institutions have established research authorities (RAs) with the
aim of promoting academic research; however, few studies have examined the activity
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of these RAs. Croghan et al. [9] defined the essential services that RAs should provide:
scientific mentorship and navigation, supervision and mentoring of research staff, protocol
development/regulation, study coordination/data management, and innovative cutting-
edge programs. Snyder et al. [10] proposed three indices for evaluating the effectiveness of
an RA: efficiency in performing actions (measured by average times for responding to and
handling relevant inquiries), researchers’ satisfaction with service, and economic growth.

The initial aim of this study was to examine how RA support programs contribute
to research productivity. The study’s preliminary findings led to more in-depth research
questions as part of the second stage of the study. Therefore, the literature review deals
with various aspects that may influence research outcomes of faculty members, such as
research interest, research self-efficacy, and gender.

1.1. Literature Review
1.1.1. Gender and Research Outcomes

Various studies have been conducted among higher education staff members regarding
competitiveness, job insecurity, increased work demands, tenure-related demands, research
and publication pressures, teaching loads, and opportunities for promotion [11–13]. Many
of them have examined the effect of gender, in light of the increased recognition that
universities worldwide are male dominated and that women are underrepresented in senior
positions in academia [14–20]. Several explanations have been presented for women’s
underrepresentation in the senior ranks of academies, such as limited mentoring [21,22], a
lack of supportive networks [23], and insufficient socialization into academia [24].

In an investigation of the relationship between research outcomes (scientific publi-
cations) and gender, Rørstad and Aksnes [25] found that female researchers had approx-
imately 20 percent lower publication counts than men, although there were significant
variations by field and academic position. Vasil [26] reported that men spent significantly
more time on research activities and had a greater academic productivity than women.
Aiston and Jung [27] found that academic women are publishing fewer journal articles and
book chapters; however, familial responsibilities are not adversely affecting this situation.

The issue of gender in higher education has been explored from different perspectives
of the patriarchy [28,29], male-dominated norms and practices [24], women’s self-efficacy
or self-agency [30,31], women’s priorities in promoting their personal rather than pro-
fessional lives [24,32], capabilities for promoting gender equality [33], and institutional
rank progression structures for academic promotions [34]. The gender issue among female
researchers in academia is complex and is dependent on many factors [27].

1.1.2. Research Interest and Research Self-Efficacy

Research outcomes depend on a wide range of emotional, cultural, organizational, and
managerial factors. Productive research behaviour, which is measured mainly by a high
number of publications, has been found to be positively related to the faculty member’s
level of research interest [35] and sense of confidence in their research abilities [36,37].
Several studies have indicated a relationship of research self-efficacy, interest in research,
and research outcomes [30,38–41].

Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in their ability to perform certain tasks [42]
and involves their cognitive processes (thinking like a scholar–researcher), behaviour
choices (conducting research activities), and motivations [30]. Bandura [43] claims that self-
efficacy is developed through the cognitive integration of four indications: enactive mastery
(successes heighten perceived self-efficacy while repeated failures lower it), vicarious ex-
perience (seeing similar others perform successfully can raise self-efficacy expectations),
verbal persuasion (encouraging and leading to sufficient effort to succeed), and emotional
arousal (high arousal usually debilitates performance, people are therefore more inclined to
expect success when they are not beset than if they are tense and unreasonably disturbed).
Self-efficacy is a predictor of performance, due to its relationship with aspirations, commit-
ment to goals, and persistence in continuing with the task [43–45]. Pajares [46] argued that
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behaviours are more effectively predicted by individuals’ beliefs about their capabilities
than by their actual capabilities.

Research self-efficacy predicts interest in conducting research [37,47]. Interest in re-
search is grounded in the social-cognitive model suggested by Lent et al. [35] and depends
on personal characteristics, environmental influences, research self-efficacy, and research
outcome expectations. Personal characteristics such as gender and age affect interest in re-
search directly and indirectly, through research self-efficacy, research outcome expectations,
and environmental influences [30].

An examination of the role of gender in this respect based on two variables—research
self-efficacy and interest in research—has not produced clear-cut conclusions [48]. For ex-
ample, Wright and Holttum [49] did not find a significant relationship between gender and
research self-efficacy or research interest but did corroborate previous research findings that
research self-efficacy mediates the relationship between masculinity and the intention to
do research [50]. Griffioen et al. [39] and Kerrigan and Hayes [51] also found no significant
relationship between gender and research self-efficacy or research interest. In comparison,
Vasil [26] reported significant differences between men and women in research self-efficacy
beliefs, in favour of universities’ male staff members.

In addition to the three variables presented above (gender, research interest, and
research self-efficacy), we chose to examine the issue of research performance also in the
context of three additional variables: faculty (Sciences/Social Sciences), main research
method (quantitative/qualitative/mixed methods), and RAs’ support. The choice of these
variables is based on previous studies that found that they may also affect research per-
formance. Wood [3], for example, claimed that the different research styles, processes,
and techniques are the most important factors in explaining variations in research pro-
ductivity. The type of research method (quantitative or qualitative) employed differs by
discipline (natural sciences or social sciences and humanities). Wanner et al. [52] found
an advantage for research productivity of researchers from the field of science. It is also
important to consider previous findings of a correlation between gender and research
method preference, with being women biased towards qualitative methods [49]. In the
same vein, Grant et al. [53] found that the use of qualitative methods was significantly
higher among women. As mentioned, the justification for examining RAs’ contributions to
research productivity stems from the lack of studies in this context and the definition of
their roles in the promotion of research in the academic institution [9,10].

2. Materials and Method
2.1. Research Questions—First Stage of the Study

As stated, the initial aim of the study was to understand the role of the RA in promoting
research among faculty members. The study was conducted with the approval of the
research authority and the management of the college. In this context, two research
questions were raised in the first stage of our study:

1. According to the views of faculty members, what could increase their research outcomes?
2. What are the factors that predict academic research outcomes?

2.2. Methodology
2.2.1. Research Tools

The number of publications, citation counts, doctoral students, and competitive re-
search funds are common indicators for research productivity [54]. To answer the research
questions, a combination of quantitative and qualitative tools was employed. The instru-
ments included a close-ended questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. We used a
four-part questionnaire. The first part was comprised of items on the participant’s demo-
graphic data: gender (man/woman), age, seniority at the college, faculty (Science and
Technology/Social Sciences and Humanities), institutional status (lecturer/adjunct), degree
(Dr/Prof.), main research method (quantitative/qualitative/mixed methods), and whether
the faculty member received RA support or not. The second part assessed research self-
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efficacy using eight statements that describe different research activities. The participants
were asked to rate their level of confidence in performing each research activity on a scale
of 0 (total insecurity) to 10 (total confidence). The statements were based on the works
of Bieschke et al. [55], Forester et al. [56], and Pasupathy and Siwatu [48]. Examples of
statements in this part of the questionnaire include “generate researchable questions” and
“choose an appropriate research design”. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.894.

The third part of the questionnaire examined research interest; it was based on Ker-
rigan and Hayes [51] and Lambie et al. [30]. Nine statements were presented, and the
participants were asked to rate their level of interest regarding each statement on a scale of
1 (lack of interest) to 5 (high level of interest). Examples of statements in this part of the
questionnaire included “reading a research journal article” and “taking a statistics course”.
The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.849. The fourth part of the questionnaire examined research
outcomes. Participants were asked to report on their research products (participating in
conferences, winning grants, publishing articles or books, and supervising of graduate
students) in the last four years. This part was based on Pasupathy and Siwatu [48]. The
variable of research outcomes was constructed as an average of the subjects’ reports in this
section. At the end of the questionnaire, the participants were asked if they would agree to
be interviewed. Nineteen semi-structured interviews were conducted with participants
who agreed. Each interview lasted about 45 min. The purpose of the interviews was to
examine the participants’ views regarding the factors that could influence their research
outcomes. Participants were asked, for example, how do they perceive themselves as re-
searchers? what are the ways in their opinion for professional development as researchers?
What can promote such development? What can hinder? How can the research authority
at the college support the professional development as researchers? Do they know the
requirements for faculty promotion in the college? Do they think that changes are necessary
and if so, why, and how? What are their research outcomes? What factors might contribute
to an increase in their research outcomes?

Subjects who did not answer most of the questions (over 60%) were removed from
the sample. The analysis was performed on all the items in the questionnaire (the highest
frequency of missing was 22%), assuming that it is missing at random; therefore, the
subjects were included in the sample and the analysis included empty cells in these cases.

2.2.2. Research Population

The research took place at a college in northern Israel with about 400 faculty mem-
bers and about 3500 students. The college has two faculties: the Faculty of Science and
Technology and the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities. The college management
encourages research among faculty members through the activity of the research authority.
A total of 143 faculty members (61% of the research population) completed the question-
naire. There were 52% men and 46% women (3 did not indicate gender). A total of 60% of
the faculty members who participated in the study taught in the Faculty of Social Sciences
and Humanities and 40% in the Faculty of Science and Technology. Regarding institutional
status, 58% of the faculty members were lecturers and 32% were adjunct teachers (14 did
not answer this question). A total of 75% held a PhD degree and 15% held a professor
degree (15 did not reply to this question). A total of 40% of the faculty members indicated
that the main research method they used was quantitative, 18% indicated a qualitative
research method, and 27% indicated a mixed-method approach (20 did not reply to this
question). The average seniority in the college of the participants was 9.85 years, with a
standard deviation or 7.44, and a median of 9 years. The oldest faculty member had been
teaching at the college for 35 years and the least senior had worked at the college for only
1 year. A total of 50% of the participants had not used the support of the RA in the last
four years and 41% had (14 did not reply to this question). Fifteen percent of the faculty
members indicated that they were mentoring another faculty member in research processes.
The average age of the participants was 50.74 years, with a standard deviation of 10.03, and
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median of 50 years. The oldest faculty member was 72 years old and the youngest was
30 years old.

The interviews were held with 11 men and 8 women. The average seniority at the
college of the interviewees was 10.61 years with a standard deviation of 6.18 years. A total
of 4 participants taught in the Faculty of Science and Technology and 15 in the Faculty of
Social Sciences and Humanities.

3. Results
3.1. First Stage of the Study

The findings are presented according to the research questions.

3.1.1. RQ#1: Faculty Members’ Perceptions Regarding the Factors That Could Influence
Their Research Outcomes

Analysis of the faculty members’ answers regarding the factors that might contribute
to increasing their research outcomes indicated four main factors: support of the RA,
mentoring, collaboration among researchers, and allotting time for research.

Research Authority Support

Several actions by the RA and/or the college were mentioned as increasing the pro-
ductivity of faculty members as researchers. These included internal grants and financial
aid, research workshops, the provision of administrative services and information, and
help with submitting proposals to external foundations.

The following examples demonstrate that offering grants was perceived as a factor
that motivated faculty members to conduct research and submit proposals to external
foundations:

“Undoubtedly, I think that without this there would be nothing. It serves as an
incentive. An internal call for research is less threatening than an external one. It
encourages people to write, It’s not an entire research proposal. It’s much simpler
and it helps people get started.” (Interviewee 13)

“I received grants [internal calls for papers] once or twice and that gave me
confidence to submit research to the National Science Foundation (ISF).” (Inter-
viewee 7)

“These grants provide seed money for research so that you can examine probabil-
ity and receive initial findings. You are then able to receive a significant research
grant.” (Interviewee 3)

According to these references, it is evident that the faculty members perceive the
college’s internal research grants to be a motivating and encouraging factor in carrying out
research, both from a practical and even a psychological point of view. They receive initial
findings and feel more confident to submit research proposals to external funds.

Faculty members noted that the process of submitting a request for a grant and receiv-
ing feedback constituted a learning process and helped them become better researchers:

“You receive comments and you have to read them, even if they irritate you
and you don’t agree with them. You will gain from them and become a better
researcher.” (Interviewee 3)

One of the interviewees suggested dividing the budget for research grants differently,
so that more applicants could receive help:

“If it were possible to create a norm by which each researcher tries to utilise the
amount of money that is available and calculate exactly how much they need, we
could give what remains to others. I think that would be fair.” (Interviewee 9)

The proposal for a fairer distribution indicates the desire of the researchers to promote
all the researchers in the entire college and not just themselves personally.
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The faculty members also perceived providing a budget and financial aid as an impor-
tant means of promoting research activities:

“In my experience, the college helps a lot. I didn’t request everything that I
wanted, but they gave a lot of money. The college offers a lot of possibilities. It’s
always possible to do more. I think that if you want to conduct a moderate-sized
research project in the social sciences, you can do so with the money from the
college. The natural sciences are a different matter.” (Interviewee 15)

“The budget enables us to attend conferences and present our research, attend
research workshops, purchase equipment, and hire research assistants.” (Intervie-
wee 9)

These quotes indicate that faculty members acknowledge the college’s efforts in sup-
porting them in conducting research and publishing articles. In addition, it helps them
to attend conferences and workshops and to enhance their research skills and profes-
sional growth. Interviewee 15 noted that, although the college offers a lot of possibilities,
conducting research in natural sciences requires more funding than in social sciences.

Some of the interviewees were satisfied with the research workshops, as illustrated by
the following:

“The RA conducted two workshops. It also publishes data and offers incentives
and support. We receive data about foundations and proposals from many
universities abroad. We have an excellent RA.” (Interviewee 14)

It seems that the faculty members perceived the workshops as useful and promoting
their research skills and that they overall appreciate the incentives given by the RA and
the information about foundations and proposals from universities abroad to support their
academic promotion.

Another aspect that the interviewees noted was the offering of administrative services
and information to the researchers and lecturers at the college:

“I can’t tell you whether we are being encouraged here or not. On the level of
distributing information, anything that is connected to the college itself, even
matters that are not connected to my field, are sent by email. There are con-
stant updates about seminars and about local and international conferences.”
(Interviewee 6)

However, some of the faculty members felt that the response from the administration
and information sharing was insufficient:

“I was told there was a budget for bringing researchers from abroad. I don’t
know what to say. I don’t have enough guidance in this area. I was told: ‘Call the
international relations department.’ But I feel that this should be more than just
an institution. Individuals shouldn’t have to be the ones to call and make contact
and try to gather information.” (Interviewee 8)

It seems that the faculty members do not receive a supportive and detailed guidance
regarding hosting researchers from abroad and expanding collaborations at an international
level. They think it should not be their merely responsibility as individuals and they
should be given more support. These references might indicate a broader concern in the
institutional organizational culture.

The interviewees explained that faculty members helped them with approaching
external research foundations in all matters pertaining to writing a budget for a research
proposal. They expressed satisfaction with help regarding budgeting:

“I always receive help from a member of the faculty who is a member of the RA.
He goes over our division of budgets and makes changes according to his percep-
tion. His view is correct for dealing with a call for research.” (Interviewee 12)

“I think that from this standpoint we have no problem with the budget because
there is a member of the faculty who is performing this job. During all the
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meetings I have attended, I have seen that he is perhaps one of the people who
best understands budget management.” (Interviewee 1)

However, in other matters associated with submitting requests to external foundations,
some needs were not adequately met:

“A system of technical support needs to be created here for writing research pro-
posals, reading them, and ensuring that they are professional.” (Interviewee 15)

“When I want to submit a request to external research foundations, I feel that
there is no one here who will help me. I need skilled staff that can provide
organised information about all the European foundations, support editing and
budget issues.” (Interviewee 2)

These quotes indicate that faculty members do not receive adequate technical and
professional support from the institution relating writing research proposals and requests
to external research grants; it seems that there is a need for a system of technical support
within the institution.

Mentoring

The interviewees mentioned additional actions that the RA and the college could take
to help lecturers and researchers progress and develop. One of these recommendations was
to create a system of mentoring, consultation, and guidance in the college. For example,
experienced researchers could offer support and guidance to new or young researchers in
the college:

“I think that many people are occupied with their own matters and that mentoring
would help. Senior lecturers should take newer lecturers under their wing. I
think that would help.” (Interviewee 8)

“I’m in favour of beginning lecturers receiving a mentor from the same discipline
who understands the subject.” (Interviewee 14)

The above references highlight the significance of having a mentoring and guidance
system in the college that will provide support and consultation services that are needed
for researchers in their early stages of career development. These mentors will be able to
help researchers both methodologically and in terms of fields of knowledge, ensuring a
comprehensive and effective support system for all.

Collaboration between Researchers

Faculty members also recommended collaboration among researchers within and
outside the college:

“A college is a place where each of us is alone on an island and occupied with his
or her own matters. Some of us succeed in connecting with others and some of
us don’t. The college doesn’t provide opportunities for sharing common space.
There is no day during which we conduct research, meet, or consult together. We
come here to teach and then we leave, and we have little time for anything else.”
(Interviewee 9)

“Perhaps the RA can create connections between researchers. This doesn’t even
have to be from within the college. They could also be from outside the college.
They could create a database of researchers and create matches between people.
That way we would have someone to approach and receive help in developing.”
(Interviewee 12)

It seems that the faculty members feel isolated and have a lack of opportunities for peer
collaborations, since they are busy with their work and have little time for peer meetings
and consultations. Interviewee 12 suggested the establishment of a data base of researchers
in which scholars can find colleagues with the same research interests. This could help
researchers to collaborate with their colleagues both within and outside the college and to
promote their research productivity and enhance their professional development.
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Allotting Time for Research

The faculty members also recommended allotting time to researchers for conducting
research and decreasing their workload:

“Time. The most significant thing would be if I had a sabbatical year every three,
four, or five years and a budget that would enable me to be free to conduct
research.” (Interviewee 7)

The faculty members spoke about cutting down teaching hours that are assigned to
lecturers and researchers at the college:

“My entire research was conducted on a voluntary basis because the college
allows lecturers who are conducting research to cut back their teaching hours,
but at the most we are talking about 4 h out of 24.” (Interviewee 3)

“Decreasing teaching hours always helps, but it’s a matter of money. Some-
times there is a deficit and sometimes there is more money to give. It varies.”
(Interviewee 14)

The above quotes illustrate the complex situation the faculty members are experiencing
in their academic profession. They are overload with teaching hours and have limited
time to conduct research. Nevertheless, the faculty members seem to understand the
college’s budget limitations. Overall, these statements indicate the barriers that researchers
face when balancing their teaching and research commitments and highlight the need
for the college to enact changes regarding teaching hours. This is particularly true for
lecturers who are interested in carrying out research and for whom the teaching load is a
significant limitation.

3.1.2. RQ#2: The Factors That Predict Academic Research Outcomes

Multiple linear regression was used to identify the factors that significantly predicted
research outcomes. Table 1 presents the results.

Table 1. Regression analysis of variables as predictors of the research outcomes.

Variable B Std. Err. β

Gender (male/female) (G) −0.03 0.22 −0.01
Faculty (Sciences/Social Sciences) (F) 0.15 0.22 0.07
Main research method
(quantitative/qualitative/mixed methods) (RM) −0.20 0.11 −0.19

RA’s support (yes/no) (RAS) 0.53 0.21 0.25 *
Research self-efficacy (RE) 0.04 0.09 0.04
Research interest (RI) 0.69 0.20 0.36 **

* p = 0.015, ** p = 0.01.

The overall regression was statistically significant, R2 = 26%, F(6, 82) = 4.420, p = 0.001.
The fitted regression model was academic research outcome = −1.944 − 0.01(G) + 0.07(F)
− 0.19(RM) + 0.25(RAS) + 0.04(RE) + 0.36(RI). According to the results, research interest and
use of research authority support significantly predicted academic research outcomes. A
higher level of research interest and having received assistance from the research authority
had a higher chance of greater research productivity.

According to the results, and contrary to our expectations, gender and research self-
efficacy did not significantly predict research outcomes. These findings have led us to
deepen our study and to examine in the second stage the relationship between the four
variables: research self-efficacy, research interest, gender, and RA support.

3.2. Research Question—Second Stage of the Study

Although the findings of the first stage of the study showed that gender and research
self-efficacy did not significantly predict research outcomes, we assumed that there is an



Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 1166 9 of 14

indirect relationship through the variable of research interest. Previous studies have indi-
cated a relationship between research self-efficacy and interest in research (e.g., [30,38,40]).
The variables are also theoretically related through the social-cognitive model suggested by
Lent et al. [35]. This led to the assumption that a positive correlation was expected between
the two variables. According to Lent et al. [35] theory, personal characteristics, such as
gender, affect interest in research directly and indirectly, through research self-efficacy [30].
This relationship, in addition to previous studies that have indicated a direct connection
between research self-efficacy and gender (e.g., [26]), has led us to assume that gender can
influence the relationship between research self-efficacy and research interest. In light of
the lack of research on RAs’ contribution to various aspects related to research (as claimed
by Croghan et al. [9] and Snyder et al. [10]), we suggested investigating the research model
shown in Figure 1. According to this research model we hypothesized that there is a
positive correlation between research self-efficacy and research interest and that gender
and RA support may moderate this relationship.
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Figure 1. The research model.

A third research question was raised: what is the relationship between research self-
efficacy and research interest, and how do gender and RA support affect this relationship?
Further analysis of the questionnaire was performed to reply to this question.

Second Stage of the Study

RQ#3: The Relationship between Research Self-Efficacy and Research Interest and the
Effect of Gender and Research Authority Support on this Relationship

The third research question explored the relationship between research self-efficacy
and research interest, and of gender and RA support as moderating variables of this relation-
ship. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics and the correlations between all the research
variables as a preliminary stage for the statistical examination of the moderating variables.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations between the study variables.

Variable Mean SD 1 2

1. Research self-efficacy 8.64 1.32 1 0.42 **
2. Research interest 4.09 0.68 - -

** p = 0.000.

A significant moderate and positive correlation was found between research self-
efficacy and research interest (r = 0.42). A similar correlation (r = 0.43) was found between
research interest and research outcomes.
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We performed the analysis using Hayes’ [57] PROCESS macro in SPSS 25.0 to explore
the moderation effect, where research self-efficacy was the independent variable and
research interest was the dependent variable. Gender and RA support were found to
significantly moderate the relationship between research self-efficacy and research interest.
Table 3 presents the interactions between the study variables.

Table 3. Analysis of interactions between the study variables.

Variable B Std. Err. β

Gender 0.05 0.11 0.04
Research self-efficacy 0.54 0.13 1.12 **
Gender * Research self-efficacy −0.23 0.09 −0.74 *
RA support −0.11 0.11 −0.09
Research self-efficacy −0.23 0.12 −0.49
Research authority support * Research self-efficacy 0.32 0.09 0.97 **

* p = 0.01, ** p = 0.000.

As illustrated in Figure 2a,b, research self-efficacy had almost no effect on research
interest among female faculty members and among faculty members who received support
from the research authority. In contrast, among male faculty members and among faculty
members who did not receive support from the research authority research interest was
higher when research self-efficacy was higher. Gender (in the case of men) and lack of
support of the RA strengthened the relationship between research self-efficacy and research
interest. Figure 2a,b present the results.
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4. Discussion

The main goals of this study were to understand the faculty members’ perceptions
about the factors that might influence their research outcomes, to investigate the factors
that predict research outcomes, and to explore how gender and support actions of the
RA moderate the relationship between research self-efficacy and research interest. A
close-ended questionnaire and semi-structured interviews were used.

Two variables significantly predicted the academic research outcomes according to
the results in this study: research interest and use of research authority support. A faculty
member who had a high level of research interest and assistance from the research authority
was found to have a better chance of greater research outcomes.

The present findings indicated that gender and research self-efficacy did not signifi-
cantly predict research outcomes, but that research self-efficacy was significantly correlated
with research interest, which significantly predicted research outcomes. Previous studies
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also found a positive relationship between research self-efficacy, interest, and research
outcomes [30,39,40]. The significant and positive connection between research self-efficacy
and interest can be explained using the social-cognitive model suggested by Lent et al. [35].

One of the interesting findings of the present study concerns the moderation of the
relationship between research self-efficacy and interest by the gender variable. Gender
significantly moderated this relationship and in the case of male participants, strengthened
it. We found no previous studies on the moderating effect of gender on the relationship
between research self-efficacy and interest. However, in a broader search, we found studies
that examined the effect of gender on the relationship between similar measures of sense of
confidence and interest in different areas, such as entrepreneurship. Shinnar et al. [58] found
that gender had a significant moderating effect on the relationship between a perceived
lack of support barriers and entrepreneurial intention (in the United States and Belgium,
a stronger negative relationship was found among men than among women). However,
they did not find a significant effect of gender on the relationship between the perceived
fear-of-failure barrier and entrepreneurial intention.

Psychological and social factors might explain the intervention of the gender variable
in the relationship between research self-efficacy and research interest. Previous studies
(e.g., [59]) indicated that factors such as marriage, children, and domestic workload were
related to the productivity of women in research. Women may recognise the influence
of these family factors and are therefore less likely to form a relationship between their
research interests and their sense of self-efficacy. In comparison, among men, who have
no similar recognition of family commitments, a low sense of research self-efficacy lowers
interest in the field of research and thus diminishes research productivity. This explanation
is in line with the findings of Monroe et al. [60], who found that women in academia did
not judge balancing work and childcare as relevant to their academic institute.

Both the quantitative and the qualitative findings of our research indicated that RA
support helps to promote research outcomes. Faculty members who used the research
authority support programs were more likely to have better research outcomes. In addition,
a lack of RA support strengthened the relationship between research self-efficacy and
research interest. An analysis of faculty members’ perceptions indicated several RA actions
that can support research productivity: internal grants, offering budgets and financial
aid, offering research workshops, providing administrative services and information,
and helping with the submitting of proposals to external foundations. Previous studies
found that academic support programs contributed to the advancement of research by
faculty members (e.g., [6,61–63]). Wood [3] and Ito and Brotheridge [64] also emphasised
the availability of funding, such as research grants, as an important factor influencing
research activities.

Our analysis of the interviews in the present study indicated three other factors that
might increase research productivity: mentoring, collaboration between researchers, and
allotting time for research. The interviewees highlighted the importance of a mentoring
system that accompanies them and provides them with the consultation services needed
for researchers in the early stages of their academic development. In addition, they noted
the need to establish a data base of researchers for scholarly collaborations both within and
without the college. These findings reinforce those from previous studies. Collaboration
with peers and mentoring with experienced researchers were found to be crucial elements
in providing a supportive climate for researchers [3,61,63,65]. Regarding the third factor,
the allotting of time for research, faculty members described the challenges they faced
regarding the need to balance their teaching hours with their roles as researchers. The time
dedicated to conducting research is limited due to their being overloaded with teaching
hours. They suggested that the college will perform changes and reduce their teaching
hours. These results also support Wood’s [3] claim that heavy teaching loads limit the
ability of faculty members to conduct quality research. This is consistent with Ito and
Brotheridge’s [64] finding that the amount of time that faculty members invested in research
activities predicted their level of research productivity.
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One of the main strengths of this study is its combination of quantitative and qualita-
tive tools. Its limitation is that it has focused on only one academic institution and with
a relatively low number of faculty members; this may make it difficult to generalise the
findings. It would be important and interesting to expand the research to include a greater
number of faculty members and of different academic institutions. Nevertheless, this study
is of great importance. There is widespread agreement that more attention should be paid
to the development of researchers throughout their careers [66,67]. In response, academic
institutions are focusing their efforts on building research capacity and capability [65].
There is an increasing emphasis on the measurement and accountability of academic re-
search activity [7,68]. This highlights the importance of the current research, especially
considering Ito and Brotheridge’s [64] claim that very little research has explored the strate-
gies employed by faculty members to improve their research productivity. Despite the
extensive research conducted on the research self-efficacy and research interest of faculty
members, there has been only limited investigation of whether the relationship between
these variables differs according to gender. Understanding the moderating role of gender is
important in revealing the underlying mechanism of a gender gap in research interest and
consequently in academic performance. The present findings emphasise the importance of
academic support programs in advancing research productivity and the need to consider
different components when designing intervention programs for both men and women.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, I.S. and S.M.; methodology, I.S. and S.M.; validation, I.S.
and S.M.; formal analysis, I.S. and S.M.; investigation, I.S. and S.M.; resources, I.S. and S.M.; data
curation, I.S. and S.M.; writing—original draft preparation, Sasson I.; writing—review and editing,
S.M.; supervision, I.S. and S.M.; project administration, I.S.; funding acquisition, I.S. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Data available on request from the authors.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Edgar, F.; Geare, A. Factors influencing university research performance. Stud. High. Educ. 2013, 38, 774–792. [CrossRef]
2. Tapper, T.; Salter, B. Governance of higher education in Britain: The significance of the research assessment exercises for the

funding council model. High. Educ. Q. 2004, 58, 4–30. [CrossRef]
3. Wood, F. Factors influencing research performance of university academic staff. High. Educ. 1990, 19, 81–100. [CrossRef]
4. Maaranen, K.; Kynäslahti, H.; Byman, R.; Sintonen, S.; Jyrhämä, R. ‘Do you mean besides researching and studying?’ Finnish

teacher educators’ views on their professional development. Prof. Dev. Educ. 2020, 46, 35–48. [CrossRef]
5. Auranen, O.; Nieminen, M. University research funding and publication performance—An international comparison. Res. Policy

2010, 39, 822–834. [CrossRef]
6. Bazeley, P. Conceptualising research performance. Stud. High. Educ. 2010, 35, 889–903. [CrossRef]
7. Bonaccorsi, A.; Secondi, L. The determinants of research performance in European universities: A large scale multilevel analysis.

Scientometrics 2017, 112, 1147–1178. [CrossRef]
8. Coates, H.; Goedegebuure, L.; Meek, V.L. Increasing the attractiveness of the academic profession: A challenge for management.

In Forming, Recruiting and Managing the Academic Profession; Teichler, U., Cummings, W.K., Eds.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2015; pp. 297–315.

9. Croghan, I.T.; Viker, S.D.; Limper, A.H.; Evans, T.K.; Cornell, A.R.; Ebbert, J.O.; Gertz, M.A. Developing a clinical trial unit to
advance research in an academic institution. Contemp. Clin. Trials 2015, 45, 270–276. [CrossRef]

10. Snyder, D.C.; Brouwer, R.N.; Ennis, C.L.; Spangler, L.L.; Ainsworth, T.L.; Budinger, S.; Mullen, C.; Hawley, J.; Uhlenbrauck, J.;
Stacy, M. Retooling institutional support infrastructure for clinical research. Contemp. Clin. Trials 2016, 48, 139–145. [CrossRef]

11. Bagilhole, B.; White, K. (Eds.) Generation and Gender in Academia; Palgrave Macmillan: Basingstoke, UK, 2013.
12. Barrett, L.; Barrett, P. Women and academic workloads: Career slow lane or cul-de-sac? High. Educ. 2011, 61, 141–155. [CrossRef]
13. Kabunga, A. Prevalence of burnout among university academic staff in Uganda; Does gender matter? Clin. Psychiatry 2020, 6, 1–7.

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2011.601811
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2273.2004.00257.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00142025
https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2018.1555184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070903348404
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-017-2442-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2015.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cct.2016.04.010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-010-9329-3


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 1166 13 of 14

14. Alzahmi, E.A.; Belbase, S.; Al Hosani, M. Teacher burnout and collegiality at the workplace in Higher Education Institutions in
the Arab Gulf Region. Educ. Sci. 2022, 12, 718. [CrossRef]

15. Burkinshaw, P.; White, K. Fixing the women or fixing universities: Women in HE leadership. Adm. Sci. 2017, 7, 30. [CrossRef]
16. Määttä, S.; Lyckhage, E.D. The influence of gender in academia: A case study of a university college in Sweden. Equal. Divers.

Incl. Int. J. 2011, 30, 379–393. [CrossRef]
17. Neale, J.; Özkanlı, O. Organisational barriers for women in senior management: A comparison of Turkish and New Zealand

universities. Gend. Educ. 2010, 22, 547–563. [CrossRef]
18. Opre, A.; Opre, D. The gender stereotype threat and the academic performance of Women’s University teaching staff. J. Study

Relig. Ideol. 2010, 5, 41–50.
19. Sofoluwe, A.O.; Akinsolu, A.O.; Ogbudinkpa, I.C. The relationship between gender, stress and job performance among academic

staff in tertiary institutions in Anambra State, Nigeria. Eur. Sci. J. 2015, 11, 522–535.
20. White, K.; Carvalho, T.; Riordan, S. Gender, power and managerialism in universities. J. High. Educ. Policy Manag. 2011, 33,

179–188. [CrossRef]
21. Buch, K.; Huet, Y.; Rorrer, A.; Roberson, L. Removing the barriers to full professor: A mentoring program for associate professors.

Chang. Mag. High. Learn. 2011, 43, 38–45. [CrossRef]
22. Zulu, C. Women academics research productivity at one university campus: An analysis of dominant discourses. S. Afr. J. High.

Educ. 2013, 27, 750–767. [CrossRef]
23. Harris, C.; Ravenswood, K.; Myers, B. Glass slippers, holy grails and ivory towers: Gender and advancement in academia. Labour

Ind. A J. Soc. Econ. Relat. Work 2013, 23, 231–244. [CrossRef]
24. Rhoads, R.A.; Gu, D.Y. A gendered point of view on the challenges of women academics in the People’s Republic of China. High.

Educ. Int. J. High. Educ. Educ. Plan. 2012, 63, 733–750. [CrossRef]
25. Rørstad, K.; Aksnes, D.W. Publication rate expressed by age, gender and academic position–a large-scale analysis of Norwegian

academic staff. J. Informetr. 2015, 9, 317–333. [CrossRef]
26. Vasil, L. Self-efficacy expectations and causal attributions for achievement among male and female university faculty. J. Vocat.

Behav. 1992, 41, 259–269. [CrossRef]
27. Aiston, S.J.; Jung, J. Women academics and research productivity: An international comparison. Gend. Educ. 2015, 27, 205–220.

[CrossRef]
28. Morley, L. Gender equity in commonwealth higher education. Women’s Stud. Int. Forum 2005, 28, 209–221. [CrossRef]
29. Morley, L. Lost leaders: Women in the global academy. High. Educ. Res. Dev. 2014, 33, 114–128. [CrossRef]
30. Lambie, G.W.; Hayes, B.G.; Griffith, C.; Limberg, D.; Mullen, P.R. An exploratory investigation of the research self-efficacy, interest

in research, and research knowledge of Ph.D. in education students. Innov. High. Educ. 2014, 39, 139–153. [CrossRef]
31. O’Meara, K. A career with a view: Agentic perspectives of women faculty. J. High. Educ. 2015, 86, 331–359. [CrossRef]
32. Obers, N. Career success for women academics in higher education: Choices and challenges. S. Afr. J. High. Educ. 2014, 28,

1107–1122.
33. Loots, S.; Walker, M. Shaping a gender equality policy in higher education: Which human capabilities matter? Gend. Educ. 2015,

27, 361–375. [CrossRef]
34. Subbaye, R.; Vithal, R. Gender, teaching and academic promotions in higher education. Gend. Educ. 2017, 29, 926–951. [CrossRef]
35. Lent, R.W.; Brown, S.D.; Hackett, G. Toward a unifying social cognitive theory of career and academic interest, choice, and

performance. J. Vocat. Behav. 1994, 45, 79–121. [CrossRef]
36. Kahn, J.H. Predicting the scholarly activity of counseling psychology students: A refinement and extension. J. Couns. Psychol.

2001, 48, 344–354. [CrossRef]
37. Kahn, J.H.; Scott, N.A. Predictors of research productivity and science-related career goals among counseling psychology graduate

students. Couns. Psychol. 1997, 25, 38–67. [CrossRef]
38. Bard, C.C.; Bieschke, K.J.; Herbert, J.T.; Eberz, A.B. Predicting research interest among rehabilitation counseling students and

faculty. Rehabil. Couns. Bull. 2000, 44, 48–55. [CrossRef]
39. Griffioen, D.M.E.; de Jong, U.; Jak, S. Research self-efficacy of lecturers in non-university higher education. Innov. Educ. Teach. Int.

2013, 50, 25–37. [CrossRef]
40. Lambie, G.W.; Vaccaro, N. Doctoral counselor education students’ levels of research self-efficacy, perceptions of the research

training environment, and interest in research. Couns. Educ. Superv. 2011, 50, 243–258. [CrossRef]
41. Szymanski, D.M.; Ozegovic, J.J.; Phillips, J.C.; Briggs-Phillips, M. Fostering scholarly productivity through academic and

internship research training environments. Train. Educ. Prof. Psychol. 2007, 1, 135–146. [CrossRef]
42. Bandura, A. Social Foundations of Thought and Action; Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA, 1986.
43. Bandura, A. Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. Am. Psychol. 1982, 37, 122–147. [CrossRef]
44. Bandura, A. Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychol. Rev. 1977, 84, 191–215. [CrossRef]
45. Bandura, A. Guide for constructing self-efficacy scales. In Self-Efficacy Beliefs of Adolescents; Pajares, F., Urdan, T., Eds.; Information

Age: Greenwich, CT, USA, 2006; Volume 5, pp. 307–337.
46. Pajares, F. Self-Efficacy Beliefs in Academic Contexts: An Outline. 2002. Available online: http://www.uky.edu/~eushe2

/Pajares/efftalk.html (accessed on 5 February 2023).

https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci12100718
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci7030030
https://doi.org/10.1108/02610151111150636
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540250903524113
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2011.559631
https://doi.org/10.1080/00091383.2011.618081
https://doi.org/10.20853/27-3-266
https://doi.org/10.1080/10301763.2013.839084
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-011-9474-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(92)90028-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2015.1024617
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2005.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.864611
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-013-9264-1
https://doi.org/10.1353/jhe.2015.0014
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2015.1045458
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2016.1184237
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1994.1027
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.48.3.344
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000097251005
https://doi.org/10.1177/003435520004400107
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2012.746512
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6978.2011.tb00122.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/1931-3918.1.2.135
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
http://www.uky.edu/~eushe2/Pajares/efftalk.html
http://www.uky.edu/~eushe2/Pajares/efftalk.html


Educ. Sci. 2023, 13, 1166 14 of 14

47. Bishop, R.M.; Bieschke, K.J. Applying social cognitive theory to interest in research among counseling psychology graduate
students: A path analysis. J. Couns. Psychol. 1998, 45, 182–188. [CrossRef]

48. Pasupathy, R.; Siwatu, K.O. An investigation of research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity among faculty members at
an emerging research university in the USA. High. Educ. Res. Dev. 2014, 33, 728–741. [CrossRef]

49. Wright, A.B.; Holttum, S. Gender identity, research self-efficacy and research intention in trainee clinical psychologists in the UK.
Clin. Psychol. Psychother. 2012, 19, 46–56. [CrossRef]

50. Holttum, S.; Goble, L. Factors influencing levels of research activity in clinical psychologists: A new model. Clin. Psychol.
Psychother. 2006, 13, 339–351. [CrossRef]

51. Kerrigan, M.R.; Hayes, K.M. EdD students’ self-efficacy and interest in conducting research. Int. J. Dr. Stud. 2016, 11, 147–162.
[CrossRef]

52. Wanner, R.A.; Lewis, L.S.; Gregorio, D.I. Research productivity in academia: A comparative study of the sciences, social sciences
and humanities. Sociol. Educ. 1981, 54, 238–253. [CrossRef]

53. Grant, L.; Ward, K.B.; Rong, X.L. Is there an association between gender and methods in sociological research? Am. Sociol. Rev.
1987, 52, 856–862. [CrossRef]

54. Litwin, J. Who’s getting the biggest research bang for the buck. Stud. High. Educ. 2012, 39, 771–785. [CrossRef]
55. Bieschke, K.J.; Bishop, R.M.; Garcia, V.L. The utility of the research self-efficacy scale. J. Career Assess. 1996, 4, 59–75. [CrossRef]
56. Forester, M.; Kahn, J.H.; Hesson-McInnis, M.S. Factor structures of three measures of research self-efficacy. J. Career Assess. 2004,

12, 3–16. [CrossRef]
57. Hayes, A. Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach; Guilford: New York,

NY, USA, 2013.
58. Shinnar, R.S.; Giacomin, O.; Janssen, F. Entrepreneurial perceptions and intentions: The role of gender and culture. Entrep. Theory

Pract. 2012, 36, 465–493. [CrossRef]
59. Callaghan, C.W. ‘Publish or perish’, family life and academic research productivity. SA J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2016, 14, 1–9.

[CrossRef]
60. Monroe, K.; Ozyurt, S.; Wrigley, T.; Alexander, A. Gender equality in academia: Bad news from the trenches, and some possible

solutions. Perspect. Politics 2008, 6, 215–233. [CrossRef]
61. Conrad, L. Enhancing research through academic staff development. Int. J. Acad. Dev. 1998, 3, 114–123. [CrossRef]
62. Geerdink, G.; Boei, F.; Willemse, M.; Kools, Q.; Van Vlokhoven, H. Fostering teacher educators’ professional development in

research and in supervising student teachers’ research. Teach. Teach. 2016, 22, 965–982. [CrossRef]
63. Niehaus, E.; Garcia, C.; Reading, J.N. The road to researcher: The development of research self-efficacy in higher education

scholars. J. Study Postsecond. Tert. Educ. 2018, 3, 1–20. [CrossRef]
64. Ito, J.K.; Brotheridge, C.M. Predicting individual research productivity: More than a question of time. Can. J. High. Educ. 2007, 37,

1–25. [CrossRef]
65. Browning, L.; Thompson, K.; Dawson, D. From early career researcher to research leader: Survival of the fittest? J. High. Educ.

Policy Manag. 2017, 39, 361–377. [CrossRef]
66. Evans, L. The scholarship of researcher development: Mapping the terrain and pushing back boundaries. Int. J. Res. Dev. 2011, 2,

75–98. [CrossRef]
67. Raddon, A.E. A changing environment: Narratives of learning about research. Int. J. Res. Dev. 2011, 2, 26–45. [CrossRef]
68. Åkerlind, G.S. An academic perspective on research and being a researcher: An integration of the literature. Stud. High. Educ.

2008, 33, 17–31. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.45.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2013.863843
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.732
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.501
https://doi.org/10.28945/3413
https://doi.org/10.2307/2112566
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095839
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2012.754860
https://doi.org/10.1177/106907279600400104
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072703257719
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00509.x
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v14i1.727
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592708080572
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144980030204
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2016.1200544
https://doi.org/10.28945/3950
https://doi.org/10.47678/cjhe.v37i1.183544
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2017.1330814
https://doi.org/10.1108/17597511111212691
https://doi.org/10.1108/17597511111178005
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070701794775

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Gender and Research Outcomes 
	Research Interest and Research Self-Efficacy 


	Materials and Method 
	Research Questions—First Stage of the Study 
	Methodology 
	Research Tools 
	Research Population 


	Results 
	First Stage of the Study 
	RQ#1: Faculty Members’ Perceptions Regarding the Factors That Could Influence Their Research Outcomes 
	RQ#2: The Factors That Predict Academic Research Outcomes 

	Research Question—Second Stage of the Study 

	Discussion 
	References

