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ABSTRACT. In a neoliberal globalized institution, research productivity (RP)
among faculty members has become an important aspect determining university
rankings and academic performance. Coping with the demands of RP, many
universities aim to improve their faculty’s scholarly academic repertoire through
incentivizing research publications and providing research training programs.
Drawing from sociological perspectives, this systematic review outlines the factors
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members for RP as capital has resulted in their struggle for legitimization in their
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professions and overcoming the paradox of national policies and institutional
policies. Moreover, the review revealed additional pressure for faculty members
to keep up with the demands of national policies requiring scholarly outputs while struggling to handle various
institutional practices that can be restrictive towards research works.
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1.0. Introduction
In determining sources that shape the core values of higher education (HE) in the 21st century,
scholars have been critical towards the ruling neoliberal ideologies and imposition of a globalized
university, mainly referred to as neoliberal globalization (Beckmann & Cooper, 2013; Giroux, 2002;
2012; Levidow, 2002). With many contesting the notion and significant implications of globalization,
Bourdieu (2002) argues that this concept is nothing but politics. For this reason, a politics of opposition
to its concentration of power is possible. Within neoliberal globalization’s assumptions, liberalizing
welfare services like education is compelled in the interests of global capitalism as restoration of
markets in society is perceived as a direct cause for positive human well-being (Beckmann & Cooper,
2013). This assumption prioritizes market liberalism, which views markets as a fundamentally more
efficient and reasonable entity than state-initiated bureaucratic policies.
As a result of this neoliberalism’s market-driven discourse, higher education institutions (HEIs)
construct their internalized notion of success and entitlement based on corporate cultures. Giroux
(2002, p. 429) describes this corporate culture as “an ensemble of ideological and institutional
forces that functions politically and pedagogically both to govern organizational life through senior
managerial control and to fashion compliant workers, depoliticized consumers, and passive citizens.
This ‘corporatization’ enacts inherent change in how HEIs appropriated culture, practices, and
workforce strategies aligned to corporations (Steck, 2003). In these neoliberal hegemonic ideologies
of HEIs, constructed performance targets and indicators are highly favored over academic creativity,
reflective practice, and ethical issues (Beckmann & Cooper, 2013). These performance constructions
and measurements included quantifiable measures like graduate employment rates, faculty-student
ratios, student evaluation scores, and, most notable, faculty research productivity.
Research productivity (RP) has become a major determinant that reflects the extent of academic
institutions in generating knowledge (Alghanim & Alhamali, 2011) and is considered as one of the
major indicators for university rankings and university academic performance (Jung, 2012). The notion
of RP is associated with two constructs: (a) Exploration, which implies a carefully detailed examination
of phenomena to discover new realities; and (b) Efficiency, which implies its production delivered in
the length of time (Batool et al., 2018). Even with no single definition, RP is typically defined by the
number of publications in academic journals and scholarly books (Alhija & Majdob, 2017).
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Keeping up with the demands of faster and greater numbers of research production and outputs
has been one of the major goals of different universities (Altbach, 2011). Because of this, HEIs have
been tasked and invested by governments and private sectors to create human intellectual capital
and function in the educational, social, and cultural development of an economic society (De Villiers
& Steyn, 2009). As a result, RP has become a basis for attaining academic success, especially relating
to tenureship, faculty promotion, and increased salary (Bloedel, 2001; Kotrlik et al., 2002; White et al.,
2012). Research publications, particularly in Western countries, have become important factors for
faculty members to have mobility in the academic hierarchies (Ju, 2010).
Currently, universities are considered “producers of new knowledge” (Iqbal & Mahmood,
2011), where academicians and teachers’ roles are no longer limited to teaching but also research
publications. Indeed, the extent of these institutions’ contributions to generating new knowledge
reflects their research productivity. Accordingly, universities are looking into improving and
expanding their faculty’s scholarly academic repertoire (Bland et al., 2005). For these institutions,
teaching and research are given equal importance as participation in research directly improves the
quality of teaching (Cresswell, 1986; Middaugh, 2000) and contributes to the faculty’s professional
development (Livingston et al., 2009). Therefore, fostering the research capacity of faculty members
is a way to enrich and improve the quality of student and teacher learning (Alhija & Majdob, 2017).
In studying RP, previous literature has been largely quantitative in nature and segments influential
factors into two extensive categories: individual-level features and institutional characteristics.
To investigate RP, studies looked into variables that concern individual traits, like demographic
characteristics and psychological conditions. For instance, the study of Alhija and Majdob (2017) found
that among their sample population of Israeli teacher educators (n=161), higher-ranking teachers are
more research productive than their lower-ranking counterparts, which can be attributed to their
networks of professional organizations and resources. In parallel, Lertputtarak (2008)’s qualitative
case study (n=11) revealed how the age of lecturers could be a significant determinant of research
outcomes. Moreover, the findings of Batool et al. (2018) among public teachers in Pakistan (n=290)
showed how teaching experience have a statistical impact on faculty research engagement. In terms
of the psychological conditions of faculty, Zhang (2014)’s dissertation showed that academic staff’s
motivation to do research comes from the need for faculty promotion or appraisal and the need to
meet the requirement of the university performance evaluation. These findings are seconded by the
study of Peng and Gao (2019) among Chinese academics (n=309) that exhibited strong extrinsic
motivation to do research in the form of external and identified university regulations.
Another determinant of faculty RP is institutional characteristics, including workload and
research culture. In the study of Jung (2012), the workload is generally referred to as the amount of
time devoted to any academic activity which appears to extensively influence RP. On the other hand,
Kusure et al.’s (2006) interrogation of RP among lecturers (n=50) in Zimbabwe revealed research
culture as a necessary pre-condition for research production and dissemination. This finding is also
similar to the results of other literature (Barker, 2005; Borg, 2007).
In studying RP in the Philippine context, it is noteworthy to discuss the characteristics and the
capacity for research of the university setting where faculty members are situated. One important
aspect in investigating RP in the country is the transition of the University of the Philippines (UP),
the national university of the country, into a research university. Using Humboldt’s philosophy of
education, the two-part article of Demeterio and Pada (2018; 2019) on UP being the flagship of
Philippine higher education provides an extensive historical account of the university’s developments,
pitfalls and progress in claiming its own rights as a research university. Historically, UP was established
during the American colonial period having aspirations to become an American-style research
university in the form of its faculty and graduate programs. During the great depression, however,
UP has emphasized its ability for teaching and civil service to keep people employed that led to the
dichotomization of teaching and research as separate tasks. The dichotomized activities of teaching
and research have steered the university away from a Humboldtian educational system that “offers
a stable, sustainable, progressive, and autonomous unity between stakeholders that advance the
interests of the state, students, and professors in the pursuit of infinite knowledge” (Demeterio &
Pada, 2019, p. 69). The authors concluded that UP, being a functional research university, should no
longer dichotomize teaching and research, and even contending, extension work where resources
and time are allocated in concentrating on the pursuit of knowledge.
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In the Philippine context where there are no distinguished functional research universities, the
study utilizes Pierre Bourdieu’s perspectives on academic and intellectual traditions as reflected in his
past works like Homo Academicus (Bourdieu, 1988). With RP inextricably linked to the professional
development of faculty members, this analysis draws on Bourdieusian concepts of habitus, field,
and capital. Drawing from these sociological perspectives, the increasing demand and institutional
prestige of research production can be relatively associated with Wilensky (1964)’s critique of
“sociological romance” of “professionalization of everyone,” among the university faculty members
at least. In this paper, RP can be seen as a form of capital in what Bourdieu (1994) and Noordegraaf
& Schinkel (2011) defined as a “field of power.” In order to conceptualize RP as a capital, the paper
outlines the factors that impact research engagement in HEIs as part of the social structure where
individuals, i.e., university faculty members, accumulate forms of capitals.
In this review and analysis, I try to examine the key findings of selected studies that tackle
Philippine research productivity in various contexts and disciplines. I also interrogated the predictors
and factors that impact the RP of faculty members in different educational settings and institutions.
Using Bourdieu (1977)’s capital theory, I try to understand research and research production as
resources deemed worthy in a particular social formation; and individual ‘practices’ that maximize
these resources or symbolic benefit to derive social advantages. I also argue that research productivity
is determined and functions as faculty members’ capital within institutional structures. I also examine
how research practices and policies within these institutions contribute to creating capitals (e.g.,
economic, cultural, social, and symbolic) within these structured systems. With Bourdieu (1989)’s
conceptualizations of capital, these relations within HEIs become objects of struggles among its
faculty members as valued resources.
2.0. Framework of the Study
With the purpose to educate, HEIs are organizations made up of groups of people across various
sections of society. Drawing from Pierre Bourdieu’s theories on cultural and social practice, the paper
examines how various meanings, values, and social understandings of these institutions influence
research practices and policies within their faculty members. Bourdieu’s (1984)’s theories examine
social structures through people’s behavior, communication, aspirations, and view of their existence
as determined by their “social group” and its dynamics, referred to as ‘practices’. Bourdieu explained
that the convergence of habitus and capital as applied to a particular social context may modify these
practices. Habitus, also termed as disposition, pertains to the “internalization of social structures as
lived by actors” (Deem & Lucas, 2007, p. 118). Habitus is a system of “schemas of perception and
discrimination” individuals use to uphold within the social structures, developed over one’s course
of life with experiences (Burridge, 2014, p. 573). Bourdieu (1989) argues that these social structures
dynamically intertwine with the conditions of social actions where the involved actors enact a social
logic that results in particular deterministic outcomes that are already dictated by their own cultural
and historical backgrounds.
The social world is structured and systematized by fields, which are defined as spaces of positions
that partly determine their actors’ (or occupants’) attributes depending on their characteristics and
positioning within these spaces (Bourdieu, 1993). Within each field, actors struggle over its boundaries
and who might rightfully belong in these fields (Deem & Lucas, 2007). Bourdieu concludes that the
interrelationship between the habitus and field is termed ‘investment’, which means the nature to
perform within the space (field) and its system of properties (habitus), defining one’s inclination,
capacity, interest, and struggle.
In each of these social fields, actors struggle to maximize and accumulate forms of capital.
In most cases, a person inherits capital from their parents and inherits their parents’ social class.
Bourdieu (1997) differentiated these capitals as economic (refers to financial and material assets,
e.g., monetary wealth), cultural (refers to abstract assets, e.g., educational qualifications, cultural
differentiation, language, and acquired taste), and social (refers to social resources, e.g., network of
connections and political power). As an overarching concept, symbolic capital includes both the three
capitals, mainly referring to networks of social relations (Bourdieu, 1986) where actors are positioned
to accumulate within the social field. The struggle within each field, however, also concerns how
a particular capital is being recognized and being valued (Deem & Lucas, 2007). It should also be
understood that forms of capital can be interchangeable and interconnected. For example, cultural
capital such as getting a Ph.D. degree can help accumulate economic capital or vice-versa.
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3.0. Methods
The current paper employs the systematic review procedures to search, select, and extract key
findings from various research articles that meet the study’s eligibility criteria. The study followed the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines (Lall et al.,
2019; Moher et al., 2009; Polanin et al., 2017).
Eligibility Criteria. Initially, identified research articles were subject to two criteria for inclusion in
the review. First, the paper needed to focus on faculty research productivity in the Philippine context,
and second, the article needed to include some discussion of, or interrogation into, various factors
that impact faculty research productivity. These papers also needed to be written in English, to involve
a range of research methodologies (i.e., qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-method approaches) that
investigate the subject matter to collect data from Filipino researchers or faculty members who were
A systematic review of Philippine research productivity: A Bourdieusian
involved in research production and to be published in the past ten years (2010 to the present).
Table 1. Overview of the selected studies
Authors
Date Method
1. Austria & Cabonero
2020 Quantitative
2. Barrot et al.
2020 Quantitative
3. Calma

2010

Qualitative

4. Capulso
5. Dumbrique & Alon

2020
2013

Quantitative
Quantitative

6. Esponilla
7. Gamuza & Pacolor
8. Gomba & Pacolor

2015
2019
2014

Quantitative
Quantitative
Qualitative

9. Gonzales et al.
10. Gravoso et al.

2020
2016

Quantitative
Quantitative

11. Mala & Canencia
12. Meneses & Moreno
13. Navarrete & Asio

2021
2019
2014

Quantitative
Quantitative
Quantitative

14. Orale et al.

2019

Mixed
method

15. Quitoras et al.

2021

Qualitative

16. Ramoso & OrtegaDela Cruz
17. Reyes & Reyes

2019

Quantitative

2015

Quantitative

18. Torres et al.

2017

Quantitative

19.Vinluan

2011

Quantitative

20. Wong

2019

Quantitative
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Primary Data Source
Survey of 30 academic librarians
A bibliometric review of 98 thesis and
dissertations in English Language Teaching (ELT)
Interviews of 2 CHED officials, 6 ZRC directors, 28
university executives, and 17 academic staff
Survey of 154 teachers
Secondary data from official documents of the
selected university
Survey of faculty members
Survey of HEIs top and middle-level managers
Interviews of leaders, academic
administrators, presidents, and research managers
Survey of 218 teachers
Bibliometric review 74 research articles in
Developmental Communication
Survey of 370 faculty members
Survey of 189 faculty members
A bibliometric review of publications and citations
inSoil Science
Secondary data from official documents,
specifically those recorded or published from
2000 to the present.
Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) in3higher
education institutions
Survey of 52 respondents, including 34 faculty and
staff and 18 graduating students.
A bibliometric review of 261 research articles in
Chemical Engineering,
Education, Literature, Mathematics, Political
Science, and Psychology
Survey of 82 clinical and non-clinical faculty
members
A bibliometric review of 214 research articles in
Psychology and Education
Survey of 191 master teachers
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Search Procedures. The studies included in this investigation were searched through an
extensive search of various electronic databases from June to July 2021. Studies were located from
the following databases: ProQuest, Education Resources Information Centre (ERIC), Science Direct,
Academic Search Premier, Social Sciences Citation Index, and Google Scholar. Keyword searches used
in the literature search included variations of the following terms: “research productivity,” “research
production,” “faculty research productivity,” and “Philippine research productivity.” Based on these
searches, 20 studies are considered eligible for the review (see Table 1).
Appraisal of the studies. Adapting the procedure in the study of Lall et al. (2019), features of the
included articles were described according to the following characteristics: a) aim or objectives; b)
sample characteristics (i.e., size, population, and locale); c) type of study (e.g., bibliometric review of
publications, survey questionnaire of faculty members); and study design (i.e., type of data collection
and sampling approach). Also, the quality of the final set of studies was assessed using a tool
(Harden, 2007; Rees et al., 2011), where each study is evaluated using seven questions set within two
dimensions: trustworthiness and usefulness of findings. In addition, an external reviewer specializing
in educational research and sociology independently validated each study as appropriate for the
current study.
Data Analysis. As suggested in the literature (Krishnasamy et al., 2016; Lall et al., 2019), the
framework analysis approach was employed to organize and analyze the contextual details and
findings from each study. This approach involves the construction of thematic categories from key
findings of included studies through the use of a matrix (Dixon-Woods, 2011). An important aspect
of this approach is the use of a ‘priori’ framework as the point of analysis for this review. For the
purpose of the study, Bourdieusian perspectives on social and capital theory were used to frame and
synthesize the findings of included studies deductively. Additional work was performed to ensure
that analysis considers the variation across and within different areas and contexts.
4.0. Results and Discussion
As noted earlier, 20 studies were included in the systematic review. These were representative of
various perspectives on the research productivity of faculty members and teachers in the Philippines.
An overview of the selected studies, including the first author, year, methods, and primary data
sources, is presented in Table 1. Ten were quantitative studies that employed structured questionnaires
and survey to determine RP and factors that impact their RP of various academic staff (Austria &
Cabonero, 2020; Capulso, 2020; Esponilla, 2015; Gamuza & Pacolor, 2019; Gonzales et al., 2020; Mala
& Canencia, 2021; Meneses & Moreno, 2019; Ramoso & Ortega-Dela Cruz, 2019; Torres et al., 2017;
Wong, 2019). Five were bibliometric data reviews of published research articles in different areas and
disciplines of both hard and soft sciences (Barrot et al., 2020; Gravoso et al., 2016; Navarrete & Asio,
2014; Reyes & Reyes, 2015; Vinluan, 2012). Three were qualitative studies that employed interviews
and FGDs of institutional stakeholders concerning RP (Calma, 2010; Gomba & Pacolor, 2014; Quitoras
& Abuso, 2021). And two used secondary data, such as official documents, policies, and faculty
research outputs, to determine the university’s RP (Dumbrique & Alon, 2013; Orale et al., 2019).
These studies included in the review investigated a wide range of variables and factors in RP. Table 2
presents an overview of the key findings of the included studies.
During the literature review, two distinct themes emerged. Framing RP in Bourdieu’s theory,
faculty members are confronted with two hurdles: (a) the struggle for legitimization and (b) the
paradox of policies and practices. Dispositions or habitus are defined and differentiated by virtue of
power relations in society, and thus, confer upon social advantage or disadvantage (Grenfell, 2008).
For many university faculty members, their research productivity reflects their perception of the value
of research engagement and publication, as well as institutional factors that influence the shaping
of these constructs. The following sections examine the individual characteristics and institutional
factors that manifest faculty research productivity as a capital.
Struggle for Legitimization
The literature on RP has considered the importance of looking into the various individual
characteristics of the key players in the HEIs, mainly its faculty members. As an initial analysis,
demographics are vital in providing a full description of the experiences of faculty members. Gender,
for example, is considered as an important determinant as there are still more male scholars who
are publishing compared to female scholars (Reyes & Reyes, 2015). As highlighted in the literature,
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Table 2. Key findings of the selected studies
Authors & Date
1. Austria & Cabonero (2020)


2. Barrot et al. (2020)



3. Calma (2010)





4. Capulso (2020)



5. Dumbrique & Alon (2013)



6. Esponilla (2015)



7. Gamuza & Pacolor (2019)



8. Gomba & Pacolor (2014)



9. Gonzales et al. (2020)



10. Gravoso et al. (2016)



11. Mala & Canencia (2021)



12. Meneses & Moreno (2019)



13. Navarrete & Asio (2014)



14. Orale et al. (2019)



15. Quitoras et al. (2021)



16. Ramoso & Ortega-Dela Cruz (2019)



17. Reyes & Reyes (2015)



18. Torres et al. (2017)
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19. Vinluan (2012)



20. Wong (2019)



Key Findings
Identified librarians, even with proficient skills in research,
lacked financial and academic resources (i.e., materials in
research topics and methods) to do research.
Identified that most of the scope of ELT theses and
dissertations are limited into select areas of the discipline
because of the absence of a clear ELT research agenda
Found that funding for research affects one's graduate
research degree (GRD) and the type of research
undertaken.
Identified that developing research competencies and
motivation to undertake research is also an issue with staff
engaging in research
Identified research competencies of faculty members in a
school division where there is a need for enhanced and
unified research feedback and monitoring mechanism,
need-based capacity building, and school-based incentive
mechanism.
Found educational attainment and membership in
scientific/research organizations came out as good
indicators of faculty research productivity.
Revealed no statistically significant linear dependence of
the mean of research productivity on the predictors such as
researchers' qualifications, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation
factors.
Found no significant relationship identified between
research productivity and leadership orientation.
Identified Research and Development (R&D) leadership
qualities can be attributed to the improvement of the
number of faculty and personnel involved in R&D.
Identified how higher educational attainment and
attendance to national training improve research skills and
knowledge in the research process and dissemination.
Revealed that research productivity of Developmental
Communication in the Philippines is low
Found that geographical location of the campus or
university has no significant relationship on publishing
research papers.
Identified how research productivity of the faculty members
can be associated with external and internal factors.
Proposed a paradigm shift in soil science research from
mostly rice-related research to environmental research.
Improved performance in R&D was greatly attributed to
the clearance policy (an external force) of the university,
where rewards provide an additional push.
Revealed that the best practices among research programs
are intended to develop and sustain research culture.
Emphasized how research agenda themes of the National
Higher Education Research Agenda (NHERA) should be
prioritized by the institution.
Found that the percentage of female contribution and
participation remained almost unchanged in the past years
with significant differences among disciplines.
Identified how current teaching assignments hinder the
capacity to conduct research.
Identified that university-sponsored incentives and collegebased research services had remained underutilized despite
their availability.
Showed that the Philippines ranked low in research
productivity compared to other ASEAN countries.
Found a correlation between research capability and
personal-related variables (e.g., age, length of service,
teaching position, training attended, research conducted,
research project involvement, research knowledge, attitude
towards research, and institutional support).
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academic rank and qualifications have been revealed as a significant predictor of research productivity
among faculty members. Faculty members who have obtained higher educational attainments and
national training were shown to be more skilled and knowledgeable in the research process and
dissemination (Gonzales et al., 2020). There is also a tendency for higher-ranking faculty members to
be more research productive (Gamuza & Pacolor, 2019). Psychological traits, like motivation and selfefficacy, are also considered as major indicators of RP among faculty members. Studies presented
how extrinsic motivation influences faculty research production, such as incentives and promotions,
to a great extent (Esponilla, 2015; Meneses & Moreno, 2019; Torres et al., 2017).
Aside from academic qualifications, the majority of the literature also focused on investigating
faculty members’ research capacity skills. Generally, it was revealed that faculty members are proficient
and highly knowledgeable in the early phases of the research process, i.e., conceptualizing research
problems, reviewing related literature, and designing the research study (Austria & Cabonero, 2020;
Meneses & Moreno, 2019; Torres et al., 2017). As expected, low research capability is directly linked
with the limited knowledge of faculty members in aspects of research (Wong, 2019). This can be
attributed to the low enrollment and attrition of these faculty members in graduate programs
(Barrot et al., 2020). Regardless of one’s research knowledge and academic experiences, some
faculty members are still hesitant to undertake research activities that can be a result of institutional
restrictions (Mala & Canencia, 2021). The literature on RP revealed how academic qualifications and
research skills are important factors for the legitimization of faculty members in their professional
fields. Findings of the literature revealed various struggles of faculty members, from obtaining higher
education to attending training, just to capacitate themselves in research because this will determine
their longevity and hierarchy in the academe.
Individual characteristics of faculty members that determine their RP can be easily framed as
their cultural capital. Bourdieu (1986) initially devised this type of capital in an attempt to explain the
unequal scholarly achievements of students from differing social classes. Similarly, this type of capital
can also be attributed to the discrepancy of RP among academics in the field. One’s research capacity
can be classified as ‘embodied cultural capital’, which Bourdieu defined as “the composite set of
skills, dispositions, practices, knowledges ‘embodied’ by an individual” (Carrington & Luke, 1997,
p. 102). This has resulted in numerous inquiries on the research competence of faculty members
as a determinant of their capability for research production. On the other hand, one’s academic
qualifications can be referred to as ‘institutional cultural capital’, which are granted and authorized
by social institutions like schools and universities. With this capital’s shared recognition by the state
and the professional field, Bourdieu posited a direct comparison of credentials (e.g., degrees and
diplomas) and its conversion to economic capital; thus, creating market value for one’s academic
qualifications. With the literature emphasizing the need to improve these characteristics among
faculty members, the field of the academe enforces the continuous accumulation of cultural capital
to keep up with the demands of RP, resulting in internalized professional struggles.
The struggles of faculty members to adhere to particular academic expectations and to legitimize
themselves through research are just some examples of the internalized conflict of professionals.
Framing this notion to Bourdieusian perspectives, the university becomes the field of struggle among
faculty members where they try to continually accumulate capital; whereas, the struggling agents
are the faculty members and the academics. With the selected studies in this paper, the majority of
the interrogation are situated in various state universities that have research policies and practices
determined by the Philippine Commission on Higher Education (CHED). As a result, the research
policies of these universities are more or less likely to be homogenous. Even though Bourdieu had
little to say about the concept of professionalism, Noordegraaf and Schinkel (2011, p. 68, 89) argued
that professional capital is a useful extension of Bourdieu’s frame and that “professionalism can
be seen as a form of symbolic capital in … the ‘field of power’”. Because of the demands of the
field, research productivity has become a form of professional capital where faculty members try
to accomplish as part of their job in the university. Recognizing professional capital as an arbitrated
form of symbolic capital is vital in analyzing the process of “professionalization” as a continuing
struggle to attain symbolic capital. Essentially, professional capital concerns how various professional
fields position and differentiate themselves from each other.
In education, Hargreaves and Fullan (2015) used this term to refer to how schools capitalize and
invest in the collective human, social and decisional capital of their teachers. This notion focuses on
the economic aspect of institutions towards investing in their faculty members. Most studies identified
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that faculty members’ research motivation was extrinsically driven by incentivizing research production
and equating research to faculty promotions. This type of institutional practice, however, may only
add pressure and power struggle to an already competitive field that may impact inequalities in the
teaching and research habitus of these faculty members. In effect, research productivity becomes
a value internalized intrinsically by the faculty members practicing in the profession. In an event
where capital as an arbitrary tool pretends to hold intrinsic value, it only inflicts “symbolic violence”
(Bourdieu, 1997), where the manifestation of non-physical violence through power differential
occurs. This power differential can be reflected in the unconscious struggle of legitimizing oneself
within academic institutions, which can lead to exploitative practices (e.g., the increase of predatory
journal publications) and unrealistic policies (e.g., annual international publication requirement for
faculty members) just to accumulate such symbolic capital.
Paradox of policies and practices
Another issue that faculty members face is their struggle to overcome the paradox of national
policies that encourage RP, and institutional practices that inhibit and restrict RP among faculty
members. This argument can be rooted in the absence of fully functioning research universities in
the country (Demeterio & Pada, 2018; 2019), where the majority of universities are still prioritizing
dichotomous activities of teaching and research. With academics and faculty members balancing
their workload with both teaching and research responsibilities, these agents are faced with
overwhelming expectations to excel in both aspects. Therefore, this creates an additional burden
for faculty members to cope with these demands and to scout organizations outside the structure
of the academe that allow the full support of their research undertakings. As Demeterio and Pada
(2018; 2019) claim, situating academics in a real research university can produce focused academic
directions towards research production. It should be noted that research can truly be productive and
supported, with minimal difficulties and paradoxes, if situated in a real existing research university. As
compensation for the lack of a research university, CHED continuously advocates policies that gear
towards improving research production and research orientation. Through the Republic Act (RA)
7722, “Higher Education Act of 1994”, faculty members are essentially mandated to perform tri-focal
functions of teaching, research, and community service. Furthermore, UNESCO World Declaration on
Higher Education for the 21st Century stated that:
higher education institutions (HEIs) should advance, create and disseminate knowledge
through research. They should provide, as part of their service to the community, relevant
expertise to assist societies in cultural, social, and economic development. They should
promote and develop scientific and technological research as well as research in the social
sciences, the humanities, and the creative arts (Gomba & Pacolor, 2014, p. 114).

These mandates led to the development of the NHERA that creates the policies and thrusts of
Philippine higher education research. This initiative encourages collaborations among networks of
HEIs in the country and promotes partnerships of HEIs with other research institutions, national and
international. Even with these initiatives, the Philippines still exhibited low research productivity in
the soft sciences (Barrot et al., 2020; Gravoso et al., 2016; Vinluan, 2012), hard sciences (Navarrate &
Asio, 2014), and business research (Dumbrique & Alon, 2013). This is where the paradox of national
policies and institutional practices occurs in terms of research-related initiatives. Policies, in paper at
least, encourage and promote research productivity among faculty members, but practicing research
in a school system where there are a lot of restrictions can be oftentimes problematic and difficult.
The majority of the issues found in the literature on faculty research productivity are attributed
to the existing institutional factors of the HEIs. Several factors that attributed to the low RP of the
country concerned mainly with institutional factors such as HEIs’ ‘low research intensity (Hien,
2010), limited research funding (Calma, 2010), the underdeveloped epistemic culture of knowledge
production (Vinluan, 2012), and misalignment of institutional research initiatives to the national
research agenda (Ramoso & Ortega-Dela Cruz, 2019). One notable finding is the significance of one’s
workload to greatly influence RP (Austria & Carbonero, 2020; Torres et al., 2017). Faculty members
attribute their low RP to their extensive workload that restricts them from undertaking research
works. This can be a result of Philippine universities primarily being known to be teaching universities
that might not have enough institutional support towards improving the research competencies of
faculty members.
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Institutional research culture is also highlighted that influences teachers’ research engagement
(Almonte-Acosta, 2007; Wong, 2019). This is evident with the findings in the case of Samar State
University, where their research and development (R&D) area has undergone a transformation process
to change management for improving RP (Orale et al., 2019). On the contrary, it was revealed that the
leadership orientation of State University and Colleges (SUC) administrators and managers do not
really provide a significant positive influence in terms of the research productivity of the institution
(Gamuza & Pacolor, 2019). Another finding is the relevance of having research programs to develop
and sustain research culture among faculty members (Quitoras & Abuso, 2021). Ideally, a strong
institutional research culture manifests through academic leaders that transcend research culture and
contextualize it to the needs of the faculty. However, the findings showed that institutional research
culture, or the lack thereof, only resulted in negative implications on faculty RP.
The paradox between policies and practices only creates an additional layer of characterization
of the social structure where university faculty members have to struggle with to accumulate symbolic
capital in their respective fields. Analyzing these issues on RP within the institutional context,
symbolic power has a tendency to reproduce through objective power relations (Bourdieu, 1994). In
this struggle for research production (‘high research productivity’ or ‘low research productivity’ in this
context), the actors, as Bourdieu says, “tend to put into action the symbolic capital they have acquired
in previous struggles” (p. 135). Research productivity as a capital, therefore, is socially constructed; is
mediated by historical and political forces; and is a result of power inequalities in the society (Bunar
& Ambrose, 2016). Bourdieu even stated that:
[o]wing to the fact that symbolic capital is nothing other than economic or cultural capital
when it is known and recognized, when it is known through the categories of perception
that it imposes, symbolic relations of power tend to reproduce and to reinforce the power
relations that constitute the structure of social space. (pp. 134–135)

Bourdieu argued that these conditions that have been legitimized in the social world were not
a product of conscious action or symbolic imposition; but rather from the fact that actors (or agents)
manifest certain perceptions and appreciation towards these objective structures issued out by the
very structures of the social world. Research productivity as symbolic capital, as put into action in this
analysis, is never solely a product of institutional policies of trying to motivate teachers to conduct
more research but of how the social field of the academe enacts power relations through this capital.
This form of capital has the power to be recognized, valued, and desired (be it an internationally
published academician or a faculty-researcher with numerous grants and funding). This ultimately
echoes and contributes to perpetuating power relations, as Bourdieu says, to constitute social
structures within the context of HEIs’ demand of research production among faculty members.
5.0. Conclusion
In conclusion, the paper tried to relate how research productivity becomes a capital where
actors, faculty members in this case, continuously struggle to accumulate this capital through
legitimizing themselves through research and overcoming the conflicting policies and practices of
institutions. The analysis presented how motivation to conduct research underpinned the desire of
faculty members to acquire professional capital to legitimize themselves as part of their respective
social fields. Similarly, institutions invest in the creation of this professional capital by improving the
economic capital of their faculty members through research incentives and promotions. The analysis
also showed how institutional factors such as workload and research culture enable the perpetuation
of power relations through possession of this form of symbolic capital. As a result, faculty members
are extrinsically, and most of the time unconsciously, struggling and imposing these power relations
among themselves and each other because of the norms socially-constructed and construed by their
own respective fields. Given that this paper only interrogated this issue theoretically and only looked
into past literature, future research can highlight empirical investigations on the various claims of
the study.
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