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ABSTRACT 

Research is one of the primary job functions of faculty members in institutions of 

higher education. To implement effective policies and practices that promote research 

productivity, administrators of institutions of higher education need to be aware of the 

relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. Several 

studies have examined the relationship between research self-efficacy and research 

productivity. However, the social cognitive factors within the higher education 

environment that influence research self-efficacy and research productivity have not been 

examined. 

This study has two primary purposes; the first is to add to the existing knowledge 

base on research self-efficacy beliefs of faculty members, its sources and its influence on 

research productivity. The second purpose is to inform higher education administrators 

about the social cognitive factors that influence the relationship between research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity.  

A two phase mixed methods research study was conducted.  One hundred and 

nine faculty members completed the Research Self-Efficacy Inventory and Research 

Productivity Index. Based on the results, eight faculty members were selected for in-

depth interviews. Quantitative analysis indicated that there is a significant but small 

correlation between research self-efficacy and research productivity. Qualitative analysis 

revealed that the higher education environment experienced either as a graduate student 

or as faculty members plays an important role in research self-efficacy development and 

research productivity.  
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Identifying and understanding factors that influence research self-efficacy within 

education environments provide a better understanding of the factors that facilitate 

research productivity among faculty members with implications for understanding the 

nature of work among faculty members in higher education. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

As new faculty members begin their career in academia, they are confronted with 

a myriad of questions that range from the information to include in a syllabus to the 

number of publications required for tenure and promotion. It is common for new faculty 

members to experience role anxiety and wrestle with their job expectations as faculty 

members, especially in understanding and decoding institutional performance 

requirements (Olsen, 1993). New faculty members employed at institutions where 

research productivity is valued often seek advice from their colleagues on how to be 

successful in the tenure promotion and tenure promotion process. In many cases, the 

typical response from senior faculty members is “publish or perish!” This sentiment is 

shared by authors of books written for junior faculty members at the beginning of their 

academic career (for example, see Schoenfeld & Magnan, 1994; Lucas & Murry, 2007). 

According to Silverman (1999) and Lofthouse (1974), the axiom “publish or 

perish” refers to the widely accepted understanding that the path to success in academia 

is through prolific publication of research findings. Without publications, tenured faculty 

members risk stagnation in their present ranks and tenure-track faculty members 

endanger their chances of tenure and renewal of employment contracts. Research 

productivity which was once valued only by research focused institutions is now an 

increasingly important requirement for faculty members in all types of institutions of 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

2 

 

higher education (Lucas & Murry 2007). Small colleges and less prestigious institutions 

are competing for the limited pool of students by emulating the more prestigious 

institutions and mandating research productivity requirements (Lucas & Murry, 2007). 

New faculty members are quick to learn that although the criteria for tenure and 

promotion include teaching, research, and service, research publications are one of the 

primary indicators of faculty productivity and factors heavily into tenure promotion and 

promotion decisions (Ito & Brothridge, 2007; Lofthouse, 1974; Silverman, 1999). From 

the perspective of research institutions, academic prestige is gauged based on how 

productive its’ faculty members are in the areas of research publications and external 

funding.  With the institution’s value on research productivity and external funding, it 

comes as no surprise why junior faculty members may feel the pressure to “publish or 

perish.”   

At research institutions, full time faculty members invest a large amount of time 

and effort on research-related activities. According to the National Center for Education 

Statistics, a quarter of all full time faculty members in both public and private doctoral 

institutions report that their principal work activity is research (Cataldi, Bradburn, & 

Fahimi,  2005). These faculty members also report that they spend close to thirty percent 

of their work-related time on research activities.  

With an understanding of the pressures that comes with being a faculty member 

at a research institution, graduate programs throughout the county seek to assist their 

doctoral students in developing the knowledge and skills needed to be an effective and 

productive researcher. Therefore, conducting and disseminating research are the primary 
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skills that are developed in graduate schools. The norms of productive research behavior 

are instilled in graduate students throughout their doctoral education (Ito & Brothridge, 

2007). Despite developing the knowledge and skills needed to be a consumer and 

producer of research, new faculty members may not be confident in their capabilities to 

conduct and publish research (Hanna, Haug, & Kranbbenhoft, 2005). Faculty members’ 

confidence in their research capabilities has been found to be positively correlated with 

research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lentt, Ryan, & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 

2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & 

Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992). This positive relationship suggests that beliefs about 

research capabilities influence research behaviors. Faculty members with high research 

self-efficacy beliefs are likely to be more productive when compared to faculty members 

who lack confidence in their research capabilities. 

In Social Cognitive Theory, an individual’s beliefs in his or her capabilities to 

perform a task successfully is referred to as “self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1997). Self-

efficacy is an important concept, as research indicates that it has far reaching 

consequences (Pajares, 1996). In general, the strength of an individual’s self-efficacy 

beliefs influences career aspirations (Hackett & Betz, 1981; Lent & Hackett, 1994), goal 

setting behavior (Bandura & Schunk, 1981), persistence (Gist, 1987), and motivation 

(Bandura & Schunk, 1981). Given the seemingly importance of self-efficacy beliefs, 

researchers in various disciplines have studied this popular psychological construct 

(Schunk & Pajares, 2004).   
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The construct of self-efficacy has also captured the interest of faculty and 

administrators in higher education. These individuals have studied self-efficacy in the 

context of research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Bieschke et al., 1996; Brown, Lent, 

Ryan, & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; 

Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992), research experience 

(Bieschke et al., 1996), interest in research (Bishop & Bieschke, 1998), time spent in 

graduate school (Bieschke et al., 1996), research training environment (Phillips & 

Russell, 1994) and gender (Bieschke et al., 1996; Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Gelso et al., 

1996; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & 

Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992). Within this context, research self-efficacy is defined as 

“one’s confidence in successfully performing tasks associated with conducting research” 

(Forester, Kahn, & Hesson-McInnis, 2004, p.3). Perhaps of interest to higher education 

administrators is the relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity and the social cognitive factors that influence this relationship (Bailey, 

1999; Brown, Lent, Ryan & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; 

Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 

1992). This relationship is important to higher education administrators because as 

previously mentioned, faculty members at research institutions throughout the country 

play a key role in helping the institution in reaching a level of academic prestige.  

Statement of the Problem 

According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is a key factor in the determination of 

occupational choice (Hackett & Betz, 1981; Lent & Hackett, 1994; Locke, 2000). 
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Research has consistently shown that individuals choose careers in occupations that they 

perceive they have potential to excel and realize. High self-efficacy in fulfilling 

educational and career requirements leads to persistence and staying power (Lent, 

Brown, & Hackett, 1994). High self-efficacy beliefs enable an individual to concentrate 

on the task at hand and take risks when opportunities arise. Individuals with low self-

efficacy tend to be risk averse and concentrate on avoiding failure (Locke, 2000). 

According to Locke, self-efficacy is integral to the development of human resource. 

Programs that are aimed at increasing self-efficacy of the workforce are beneficial to the 

well being of an organization. Institutions of Higher Education similarly stand to gain 

from programs that create awareness of, promote and advance faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy. 

Research self-efficacy is an important variable in the successful outcomes of 

faculty careers (Bailey, 1999). Low research self-efficacy can encourage a defeatist 

attitude and low coping strategies when faced with the challenges involved in 

conducting and publishing research. It is well known that the publication of research 

findings is not an easy task. Often manuscripts are rejected multiple times or major 

revisions are required before the manuscripts are accepted for publication. Faculty 

members need to concentrate their efforts on improving their manuscripts and 

succeeding instead of shifting their focus onto questioning their research skills and 

doubting their capabilities. 

Knowledge creation in the form of research effort and productivity is an integral 

component that characterizes American research universities (Dundar & Lewis, 1998). 
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In the interest of fostering productive researchers, it is important to study the social 

cognitive factors within educational environments that contribute to the development of 

successful researchers. It is critical to understand the social cognitive factors that 

contribute to faculty members’ research self- efficacy and research productivity.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is twofold. First, the purpose of this study is to add to 

the existing knowledge base on research self-efficacy beliefs among faculty members, 

its sources and its influence on research productivity. Second, this study was designed to 

inform higher education administrators about the relationship between research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity, and the social cognitive factors that influence 

faculty members’ research self-efficacy and research productivity. This second purpose 

of this study stems from the high importance placed on research productivity in 

institutions of higher education. Therefore this study was designed to increase the 

awareness of higher education administrators regarding the relationship between 

research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity so they might begin 

implementing practices that will strengthen faculty members’ research self-efficacy 

beliefs, which may increase research productivity. 

In light of these purposes, this study addresses research self-efficacy and 

research productivity of faculty members at a research institution of higher education in 

the southwest. An explanatory mixed methods research design was used, and involved 

the collection of quantitative and qualitative data. In the first phase of the study, research 

self-efficacy and research productivity data were collected from faculty members. The 
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aim of this phase of the study was to investigate Bandura’s (1977) theory on self-

efficacy which explains how research productivity relates to research self-efficacy. The 

second, qualitative phase was conducted to explore the social cognitive factors within 

higher education environments that influence research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity. In this exploratory follow-up, the sources of self-efficacy within 

educational environments were tentatively explored with a subset of the original sample 

of faculty members.  

Research Questions 

This study was designed to answer four key questions:  

1. What is the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs?   

2. How productive are faculty members?  

3. What is the relationship between faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs 

and research productivity?  

4. What are the social cognitive factors within academic environments that 

influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity?  

Importance of the Study 

Over the past thirty years, self-efficacy has been widely studied in children, 

adolescents and adults in various contexts and cultures (Schunk & Pajares, 2004). 

Several theories of career choice, motivation and self regulation have been enhanced 

through the inclusion of self-efficacy (Schunk & Pajares, 2004). However, there is a 

dearth of information on research self-efficacy and the sources of research self-efficacy 
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within educational environments. According to Bailey (1999), although there are 

numerous empirical studies on self-efficacy, there are only a few that focus on faculty 

members and research self-efficacy (Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1988; 

Vasil, 1992). 

Research that focuses on departmental attributes that enhance research 

productivity is highly useful for public and institutional purposes (Dundar & Lewis, 

1998). Identifying and understanding factors that influence research self-efficacy within 

educational environments provides a better understanding of factors that facilitate 

research productivity among faculty members with implications for understanding the 

nature of work among faculty members in higher education. The potential importance of 

the social cognitive variables that influence research self-efficacy have not been assessed 

previously in ways that may reveal the strength and form of their association with 

productivity.  

There was a critical need to conduct this study as knowledge of research self-

efficacy beliefs of faculty members are important for several reasons. The findings from 

this study contribute to the understanding of how faculty members perceive their self-

efficacy in performing tasks that are associated with research. Additionally, through the 

exploration of social-cognitive factors within educational environments that influence 

research efficacy beliefs, successful strategies and potential challenges can be pinpointed 

in order to move towards better administrative practices. 

As consumers of research, faculty members may also benefit from this study. In 

order to develop research skills and attain confidence in those skills, it is important that 
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faculty members first identify the tasks that they are not confident of performing 

successfully. Once these tasks have been identified, the faculty member can then take 

action to develop and improve skill and confidence in conducting these tasks. It is 

critical that faculty members are aware of and understand the social cognitive factors 

within the higher education environment that influence their confidence to perform 

research tasks. Only when faculty members recognize and identify the lack of 

confidence in conducting specific research tasks, they can take action to develop skill 

and improve confidence in these tasks. It is highly beneficial for faculty members to be 

aware of their research self-efficacy beliefs and the factors that shape these beliefs. For 

example, the awareness or knowledge that research self-efficacy is negatively influenced 

by physiological states such as stress and anxiety may enable faculty members to find 

strategies to overcome these negative influences.  

Additionally, knowledge of research self-efficacy is highly beneficial for higher 

education administrators. Due to the high importance placed on research productivity in 

institutions of higher education, administrators need to be aware of and understand the 

practices that encourage research productivity among faculty members. To provide a 

rational basis for administrators of institutions of higher education to develop and 

implement effective faculty reward and develop programs, understanding of the attitudes 

that faculty hold towards their beliefs in their research capabilities is required (Bailey, 

1999). This understanding can provide a means through which administrators can better 

mentor and nurture faculty members to be productive researchers. For example, higher 

education administrators such as chairpersons can improve the quality and impact of 
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their feedback by tailoring their feedback in a way that might increase faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy. Higher education administrators can also increase new faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs by creating opportunities for enactive mastery 

such as small grant competitions. Knowledge of the benefits of vicarious experience on 

research self-efficacy may influence the faculty compositions in departments and 

programs. Therefore it is crucial that higher education administrators are cognizant of 

the intended and unintended implications of their managerial actions on faculty self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity.  

Definitions of Terms 

The list below contains the operational definition of key terms that will be used 

throughout this study. 

Faculty member - The term faculty member encompasses tenure track assistant 

professors, and associate professors, working towards tenure who are employed on a 

probationary basis for a maximum of six years, and tenured associate professors.  

Peer review - Peer review refers to scholarly work that have been scrutinized and 

deemed worthy by experts in a particular field. 

Research productivity - Research productivity refers to peer-reviewed 

publications in journals and books, presentations, and research grants and awards (Duffy 

et al., 2008; Print & Hattie, 1997).  

Research self-efficacy - Research self-efficacy may be defined as “one’s 

confidence in successfully performing tasks associated with conducting research (e.g., 

performing a literature review or analyzing data” (Forester, Kahn, & Hesson-McInnis, 
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2004, p. 3). Self-efficacy -“Self-efficacy refers to beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize 

and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 

1997, p. 3).  

Social and behavioral sciences - The social and behavioral sciences include any 

scientific discipline that studies human society and individual relationships in and to 

society through observational and experimental methods (The American Heritage 

Dictionary of the English Language, 2004). Traditionally, these disciplines include 

sociology, anthropology, psychology, economics, political science and history. In this 

study, the term social and behavioral sciences includes all areas of study that incorporate 

the disciplines mentioned above.  

Delimitations and Limitations 

The following delimitations define how this study was narrowed in scope and the 

limitations outline the potential weaknesses of this study (Creswell, 1994). 

Delimitations of this study include: 

1. The study was confined only to a large research institution in the southwest. The 

uniqueness of the study within a specific context may make it difficult to 

replicate this study in another context. 

2. The sample of this study was confined to faculty members in the social and 

behavioral sciences whose job functions include research.   

Limitations of the study include: 
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1. The use of convenience sampling in the quantitative phase of the study prevents 

the generalizations of the findings as the researcher cannot vouch that the sample 

is representative of the population under study (Trochim, 2001). 

2. The use of purposeful sampling in the qualitative phase of the study reduces the 

generalizability of the findings of this study, but still provides an opportunity for 

future research on faculty in other institutions.  

3. The variability among the participants (in terms of graduate education 

experience, and current departmental/program employment) decreases the 

independence of the observed data. Kahn and Gelso (1997) state that sampling 

across programs or schools decreases the independence of the observed data, as 

there are program specific differences that contribute to research self-efficacy. 

Faculty members from different programs do not share similar experiences or 

perceptions and expectations of research productivity. 

4. The accuracy of self reporting research productivity depends on the accuracy of 

faculty recall.  

5. The qualitative nature of the data collected in the second phase of the study, may 

lead to different interpretations by different readers. 

6. The measure of productivity utilized in this study was not a comprehensive 

measure that took into account quality and impact of research productivity. 

7. The interpretative nature of the qualitative phase of the study introduced the 

potential for bias by the researcher.   
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter provided the background and rationale for this study, research 

questions, and the importance of the study. Conducting research and publishing research 

findings are significant job functions of faculty members. Promotion and tenure 

attainments of faculty members, is highly dependent on research productivity. This 

study was designed to investigate the relationship between research self-efficacy and 

research productivity, and the social cognitive factors within higher education 

environments that influence research self-efficacy and research productivity. The 

addition of knowledge about the relationship between research self-efficacy and research 

productivity was intended to facilitate a rational basis for higher education policy 

development and implementation.  

In the next chapter a detailed review of the theoretical framework that undergirds 

this mixed methods study and an overview of the current research on self-efficacy and 

research productivity is provided. Chapter 3 provides an outline of the methodology that 

will be used in this study. Chapter 4 and 5 are manuscripts based on the study that will 

be submitted to peer reviewed journals. Finally, the discussion and conclusions of the 

study are presented in Chapter six. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

 Although researchers have widely explored the concepts of self-efficacy and 

research productivity separately, the influence of self-efficacy on research productivity 

has not received as much attention. The following review of selected studies in the field 

highlights findings in research self-efficacy and research productivity. This chapter is 

organized into four sections: (1) an introduction to social cognitive theory, (2) self-

efficacy, its sources and effects on performance and motivation, (3) research self -

efficacy and its development and relationship to research productivity, and (4) a 

synopsis of findings on research productivity. 

Theoretical Overview 

Social Cognitive Theory 

The theoretical framework undergirding this study is social cognitive theory. 

Social Cognitive Theory is a theory that explains human functioning through the 

interaction of cognition, behavior and environment (Bandura, 1988). In Social cognitive 

theory, Bandura observed that human behavior, cognition and the environment interact 

and affect each other. He proposed that the beliefs one holds of one’s capabilities and 

the environment are factors of behavior. According to Social Cognitive Theory, 

individuals, through human agency contribute to their own motivations, behavior, and 
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development through reciprocal causation and reciprocal determinism of human 

behavior, cognition, and the environment (Bandura, 1986).   

Reciprocal causation is the bidirectional interaction between cognition and 

behavior, cognition and environment, and behavior and environment (Bandura, 1986). 

Human behavior is influenced and shaped by the expectations, beliefs, self perceptions, 

goals, and intentions of individuals. In turn, these expectations, beliefs, self perceptions, 

goals, and intentions are products of the environment. Similarly there is reciprocal 

causation between behavior and environment. In all situations the mere presence of the 

individual in the environment influences and shapes the environment, as the 

environment influences the behavior of the individual. Due to the reciprocal causation 

between behavior and the environment individuals are both creators and products of 

their environments and behavior (Bandura, 1977, 1986). For example, individual faculty 

members influence the culture of an educational environment such as a department 

through their mere presence, and are concurrently influenced by the same departmental 

environment. Productive and successful faculty members shape the work culture and 

departmental environment by making the environment attractive for productive faculty 

members and unattractive for non competitive faculty members. Productive faculty 

members then tailor their behaviors to succeed in this new more competitive 

environment. 

Bandura (1986) introduced the concept of reciprocal determinism, which 

proposes that there is a triadic mutual influence between cognition, behavior and 

environment.  Bandura (1986) explains that human behavior is a product or function of 
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the interaction between cognition and the environment. Conversely, cognition is a 

product of behavior and environment, and the environment is influenced by cognition 

and behavior. Therefore a faculty member’s behavior such as research productivity is 

influenced by his or her intrapersonal factors and the higher education environment. In 

turn, the self-efficacy beliefs, goals and intentions of faculty members is continuously 

influenced and fashioned by their past behaviors and environment.  

Human agency or an individual’s ability to exercise control over their actions 

with particular intentions is a key component of Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 

1997). According to Bandura (2006), individuals shape their life circumstances by 

intentionality, forethought, self-regulation, and self- reflection. Individuals, take actions 

based on forethought or visualized futures that involve the formulation of action plans 

and strategies (Bandura, 2006). To attain these visualized futures or goals, individuals 

self regulate and take appropriate actions while constantly self examining and making 

corrective adjustments. This self examination involves the judgment of personal self-

efficacy (Bandura, 2006). Humans are able to self reflect and evaluate their experiences, 

thought processes and environments (Pajares, 1996). Human agency does not occur in a 

vacuum, it is influenced by the triadic reciprocality between interpersonal, behavioral 

and environmental factors (Bandura, 1986, 2006). In acting as agents for themselves, 

individuals make causal attributions that shape their life circumstances. Bandura (1997) 

believes that behavior is a product of cognitive self influence. 

According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is the core belief that enables human 

agency. The belief that one is capable of shaping and influencing their life circumstances 
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and envisioned futures enables human agency. In the absence of self-efficacy, there is 

little incentive or motivation to pursue goals and persevere through difficulties 

(Bandura, 2006). 

Self-efficacy. Perceived self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” 

(Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Self-efficacy should not be confused with other self-beliefs. It is 

important that self -efficacy is distinguished from self-beliefs such as self-concept and 

self-esteem. Self-concept or the sum of self knowledge one holds of oneself and self-

esteem which is a judgment of worthiness differ from self-efficacy which is defined as 

the judgment of confidence in one’s capabilities (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). According to 

Pajares and Schunk (2001), self-concept and self-esteem are not related with self-

efficacy. A faculty member may have a very negative perception of herself and have 

very low self-esteem, but at the same time be very efficacious about her research or 

teaching capabilities.  

While self concept and self-esteem are global perceptions of oneself, self-

efficacy is context specific (Bong, 2006). Self-efficacy beliefs are perceptions of 

confidence of ability in performing a specific task and vary according to task generality 

(Bandura, 1977). Therefore it is possible for a faculty member to be very confident 

about their ability to lecture in front of a class but at the same time not be efficacious 

about public speaking in general. Among research tasks, a faculty member may be 

highly efficacious about conducting a qualitative research study but not be efficacious 

about conducting a quantitative research study.  
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Self-efficacy beliefs also vary on two other dimensions: magnitude and strength 

(Bandura, 1977).  Self-efficacy beliefs differ according to the magnitude or difficulty 

level of tasks. For example, a faculty member may be highly efficacious to conduct a 

simple lecture on descriptive statistics but may not be efficacious about presenting a 

lecture on complex statistics such as factor analysis. The strength of efficacy beliefs vary 

for various tasks. Individuals can either have strong self beliefs of their capabilities that 

withstand setbacks and failures, or have weak self beliefs that disintegrate in the face of 

minor adversities. Although a faculty member may be efficacious about teaching, these 

self beliefs may be weak and may not endure minor setbacks such as poor course 

evaluations. However, a faculty member with strong self-efficacy beliefs will perceive 

and cognitively process negative feedback in a manner that does not influence their 

confidence in their capability. In the remainder of this section, the predictive nature, 

mediating processes and various sources of self-efficacy are discussed. 

Predictive nature of self-efficacy. The popularity of self-efficacy construct is in 

part due to its ability to predict future behavior. Self-efficacy is a predictor of 

performance (Bandura, 1997). Research indicates that there is a significant correlation 

between self-efficacy and performance on specific tasks (Bandura, 1982; Bandura & 

Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977). There is a difference in behavior 

among individuals that are highly efficacious and those that are not efficacious. Highly 

efficacious individuals have higher aspirations, strong commitment to their goals, and 

are not easily discouraged by obstacles and failure (Bandura, 1997).  
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The effort invested in a task is regulated by an individual’s belief of their ability 

to perform the task. Research also indicates that the persistence in continuing with the 

task is correlated to self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). In a study conducted with 105 

undergraduate students, Lent, Brown and Larkin (1986) compared the prediction of 

grades and persistence of students that were divided into high and low self-efficacy 

groups based on their self-efficacy scores. Students with high self-efficacy scores 

remained longer in college, were more persistent (t = 2.35, p < .05), and achieved higher 

grades (t = 1.97, p < .05). According to Bandura (1977), individuals with low self-

efficacy tend to invest little effort at succeeding in a specific task than those who are 

highly self-efficacious. Bandura believes that people invest effort in an activity based on 

their expected outcome of that activity. When an individual has low self-efficacy and 

believes that the successful completion of the task is not possible, little effort is invested 

in the task. These individuals utilize fewer coping strategies and exhibit lower mastery 

of the tasks, which in turn reinforces their low self-efficacious beliefs. For example, a 

faculty member that is highly self-efficacious of his or her research skills may work hard 

to solve complex research questions and continue to persevere through the various 

obstacles and setbacks that are commonly encountered in conducting research, however 

a faculty member that is not very confident of their research skills may choose not to 

invest too much resources in a venture that is expected to fail. 

Mediating processes of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy influences human functioning 

through the following mediating processes: cognitive, motivational, affective and 

selective processes (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy beliefs influence cognitive processes 
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such as forethought and goal settings (Bandura, 1997). Envisioned futures are highly 

dependent on the belief that one is capable of achieving these goals. Locke and Latham 

(1984) found that the strength of self-efficacy is positively correlated to the goal level 

chosen. Individuals with high self-efficacy tend to set higher goals for them as they 

believe that they are capable of performing the task successfully. Therefore faculty 

members that have high research self-efficacy beliefs may strive to solve complex 

research questions and apply for large, prestigious grants. Faculty members that have 

low perceptions of research efficacy may not attempt such complex goals. 

Setting of goals does not ensure achievement of these goals. Individuals need to 

be motivated to attain imagined futures. According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy 

beliefs influence cognitive regulation of motivation through causal attributions, outcome 

expectancies and goals. Personal judgments about the causes of past successes and 

failures influence motivation and behavior. For example, faculty members that are 

highly efficacious may attribute their past successes to high ability and work hard to 

attain their goals, however, less efficacious faculty members may attribute their 

successes to external factors such as luck, and not be as inspired to achieve a goal that is 

believed to be unattainable. 

According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is a mediating factor between self 

regulation of emotional states. Individuals that are efficacious of their ability to be 

successful in a particular task or situation are able to cognitively influence their 

emotional state. On the other hand, individuals that are not efficacious are distressed and 

experience stress and anxiety due to the lack of confidence in ability to influence their 
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environment and succeed in a particular task. Therefore an individual’s ability to focus 

on the task at hand is reduced. For example, less efficacious faculty members have to 

not only overcome research obstacles but also expend effort to overcome the obstacles 

of stress and anxiety. 

Lastly, self-efficacy is an intervening factor in life decisions because it 

influences selection processes (Bandura, 1997). Life is shaped by choices and decisions. 

Individuals have a certain degree of control over their environment and behavior. 

Bandura (1997), states that the choices individuals make is influenced by their self-

efficacy beliefs. Therefore preferences for graduate education, job selection as in choice 

of institution of higher education, and research interests are all potentially influenced by 

self-efficacy beliefs. Lent and Hackett (1994) and Hackett and Betz (1981) state that 

career choices are influenced by self-efficacy beliefs. Wood and Bandura (1989) 

conclude that a strong sense of self-efficacy is integral to decision making as it is easy to 

shift the focus from the task at hand to one’s own capabilities or lack thereof. In 

organizational situations that are difficult or when failure is eminent, it is important that 

one have a strong sense of self-efficacy. Wood and Bandura conclude that a strong sense 

of self-efficacy enables a decision maker to focus his or her cognitive capabilities on the 

task at hand and not waste limited cognitive resources on questioning their capabilities.  

Sources of self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is developed through the cognitive 

integration of the following four information cues: enactive mastery, vicarious 

experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1982). Enactive 

experiences influence self-efficacy through the cognitive processing of informational 
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cues about successes and failures, vicarious experiences provides additional information 

on capabilities through the comparison of an individual’s perceived capabilities with the 

achievements of others (Bandura, 1997). Verbal judgments or feedback, and emotional 

and physiological reactions influence self beliefs by providing further information about 

perceived capabilities (Bandura, 1997). 

Enactive experiences. Enactive experiences are the most influential in the 

development of self-efficacy (Gist, 1987) because enactive experiences contain the most 

authentic evidence of capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Self-efficacy 

is most influenced as an individual is first introduced to the task and begins skill 

development (Bandura, 1982; Usher & Pajares, 2008). The frequent completion of a 

specific task successfully increases self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982). Individuals gain 

confidence in their ability to complete a specific task when they are repeatedly 

successful in completing the task. On the other hand, repeated failures may decrease 

self-efficacy (Gist, 1987). For example, faculty members that have been successful in 

publishing their research may have high research self-efficacy, whereas faculty members 

that have had their manuscripts rejected multiple times may begin to doubt their 

capabilities and have low research self-efficacy.  

According to Locke (2000), enactive mastery occurs through a progression of 

three phases. The first phase includes the introduction and exhibition of skills to master 

a task. The second phase incorporates opportunities for individuals to master the skills, 

through guided practice and simulated conditions, and the third and final phase involves 

the provision of progressive opportunities to conduct the task at various difficulty levels. 
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Locke states that attainment of sub goals enhances self mastery and challenging sub-

goals enhance perceived self-efficacy.  

Several factors such as effort, task difficulty, and performance attribution 

influence the effect enactive experiences have on self-efficacy beliefs.  According to 

Bandura (1997), the effort invested in a task influences self-efficacy. Enactive 

experience is even more influential on self-efficacy when the task is challenging and 

obstacles are surmounted (Bandura, 1997). Unsuccessful outcomes that involve high 

effort can decrease self-efficacy, whereas successful outcomes that entail little effort 

may not influence self-efficacy positively.   

Bandura (1977) states that self-efficacy is affected by the attribution of causes of 

failure or success. He explains that attributing success to external factors can diminish 

self-efficacy, whereas attribution to internal factors tends to increase efficacy. For 

example, a faculty member’s research self-efficacy may not increase much after 

acquiring a research grant or award that is attributed to external factors such as 

departmental politics or luck, whereas the rejection of a manuscript perceived as a 

judgment of research skills could jeopardize research self-efficacy. According to Gist 

(1987) and Mitchell (1992), the strength of self-efficacy beliefs is a mediating factor in 

the interpretation and attribution of success and failures of tasks. Individuals that are 

highly efficacious are more resistant to failures as these individuals tend to attribute 

failure to external unpredictable factors such as luck. Whereas, the efficacy levels of 

individuals with low self-efficacy are easily influenced by failures as they tend to 

attribute their failures to internal stable factors such as ability.   
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Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences or modeled performances are the 

second most influential variable in the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; 

Gist, 1987). Individuals use social models as benchmarks to form judgments of their 

own capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2009). Individuals assess their 

capabilities by observing the performance of others and comparing their 

accomplishment with that of others (Usher & Pajares, 2009). According to Carroll and 

Bandura (1987), individuals observe, compare and make judgments about their skill and 

capabilities through a process called conception matching. Individuals observe 

successful behaviors and make judgments about their capabilities by comparing their 

skills with those of successful models (Gist & Mitchell, 1992).  

There are several conditions when self-efficacy is more influenced by vicarious 

experience. These conditions include: uncertainty about capabilities, similarity between 

individual and model, modeling of coping strategies, and competent models. According 

to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is highly influenced by vicarious experience especially 

when individuals are uncertain about their capabilities and do not have the relevant 

experiences to form judgments. For example, modeling effective research behaviors by 

successful senior faculty members may highly influence the self-efficacy of junior 

faculty members who have yet to form judgments of their capabilities. 

The effect of vicarious experiences on self-efficacy is enhanced when there are 

similarities between individuals and those performing the tasks (Bandura, 1977; Wood 

& Bandura, 1989). Modeling is most influential on self-efficacy, when there is a high 

degree of similarity between the model and individual, especially in age and gender 
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(Bandura, 1997). Therefore the self-efficacy of young female faculty members may be 

positively influenced by the observation of successful female faculty role models.  

Models that exemplify coping strategies have a strong effect on self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997).  According to Bandura (1997), models that endure setbacks and exhibit 

coping strategies convey the primacy of effort over ability. The demonstration of 

perseverance encourages efficacious beliefs. For example, junior faculty members may 

be more confident in attempting to publish in prestigious journals if they observe others 

that have continued to preserve through multiple cycles of corrections and edits. 

Competent models strengthen the self-efficacy of individual more than 

incompetent models (Bandura, 1997). Individuals selectively observe and pay attention 

to competent models because they hope to learn and imitate the success of the models 

(Bandura, 1986). In higher education environments, junior faculty members may seek 

competent models and mentors either from within or outside the department, depending 

on the availability of successful faculty members. Competent models may be tenured 

faculty, those who have been successful in publishing and grant writing. 

Verbal persuasion. The overt and covert messages that an individual receives 

from significant others such as peers, parents, spouses, teachers and administrators may 

influence the perceptions of his or her performance capabilities (Gist, 1987). Bandura 

(1997) referred to this source of self-efficacy information as verbal persuasion. 

Evaluative feedback on performance is an example of verbal persuasion (Bandura, 

1997). Positive verbal persuasion encourages individuals to attempt and persist and 

succeed, which in turn promotes skill development and efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

26 

 

However, there is also the danger of undermining self-efficacy through insincere 

positive feedback (Bandura, 1997). Individuals that are falsely praised for their skills 

quickly realize the deceit through experience and failure which may further undermine 

their confidence. Negative verbal persuasion can lower self-efficacy by inhibiting 

individuals and preventing them from even attempting a particular task. Pajares (2002) 

cautions that negative verbal persuasion, such as negative feedback can be more 

persuasive on self-efficacy than positive encouragement. The framing of evaluative 

feedback also plays a role in influencing self-efficacy. Schunk (1984) reports that 

feedback that highlights capabilities instead of effort and hard work, especially in the 

early phases of skill development promotes self-efficacy in children.  

Although verbal persuasion is a variable that contributes to self-efficacy, its 

effects are not as strong as enactive mastery and vicarious learning, as the effect of 

verbal persuasion on self-efficacy is mediated by several factors (Bandura, 1982). The 

effectiveness of verbal persuasion is affected by existing self beliefs, credibility of the 

source, and familiarity of the source with task demands (Bandura, 1984). Verbal 

persuasion is most effective when an individual has certain existing beliefs of their 

capabilities (Bandura, 1997). Therefore positive messages may increase the self-efficacy 

of those that are confident of their capabilities and negative messages can reduce the 

self-efficacy of individuals that are unsure of their capabilities. Verbal persuasion is only 

effective if the individual perceives that the person providing the feedback or persuasion 

is knowledgeable and has expert knowledge of the particular task. For example, 

feedback from an administrator who does not have a research background may not 
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impact the research self-efficacy of a faculty member. However, feedback from a highly 

published administrator may influence the research self-efficacy of the recipient, 

especially if the recipient holds similar beliefs about his or her capabilities.  

Physiological and affective states. The final source of self-efficacy information 

is emotional and physiological arousal. Physiological states, such as strength, stamina, 

aches and pains, and mood affect self-efficacy judgments (Bandura, 1997). According to 

Bandura (1997), more than the mere presence of these somatic states, the manner in 

which individuals perceive and interpret physical and emotional arousal is influential on 

their efficacy beliefs. An individual who is highly confident of his or her capabilities 

will interpret their somatic arousal in a positive manner such as excitement and may not 

attend to any aches or pains while performing a particular task. This interpretation 

facilitates the successful completion of the task (Bandura, 1997). However, an 

inefficacious individual may perceive the presence of a headache or stomach ache as 

indicators of stress or anxiety and cognitively assimilate the message that competence on 

the particular task or skill is lacking. These interpretations may inhibit optimal 

performance and further reinforce the low efficacy expectations. Therefore the cognitive 

processing of emotional and physiological arousal influences self-efficacy beliefs 

(Bandura, 1997).                                                                                                                                            

Research self-efficacy. During the past decade, Bandura’s (1977) Social 

Cognitive Theory in general and the construct of self-efficacy in particular have received 

increased attention in the social and behavioral sciences (Pajares, 1996). One such area 

of research has examined the research self-efficacy beliefs of graduate students, and 
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prospective and current researchers (e.g. Phillips & Russell, 1994; Vasil, 1992). It is 

commonly accepted that research self-efficacy is an individual’s belief or confidence in 

his or her ability to successfully perform tasks associated with conducting research 

(Forester, Kahn, & Hesson-McInnis, 2004). The popularity of the self-efficacy construct 

within the context of conducting research in the social and behavioral sciences has lead 

to the development and consequent publication of several instruments purported to 

measure research self-efficacy beliefs. In this section, a brief preview of these 

instruments and findings of studies on research self-efficacy is provided.       

Measuring research self-efficacy. The Research Self-Efficacy Scale (RSES) 

was initially developed by Greeley, Johnson, Seem, Braver, Dias, Evans, Kincade, and 

Pricken (1989) and later revised by Bieschke, Bishop and Garcia (1996).  The scale was 

designed to measure a student’s beliefs in his or her capabilities to perform various 

research related tasks. Participants were asked to rate their level of confidence using a 

scale ranging from 0 (no confidence) to 100 (complete confidence). Greeley et al. (1989) 

structured the scale so that tasks related to conducting a dissertation research study were 

listed in the order in which they would occur during the research process under normal 

circumstances. The scale was designed with a proposed six-factor structure: (a) find a 

research idea, (b) present and write the idea, (c) finalize the research idea, (d) conduct 

the research idea, (e) analyze data, and (f) write and present the results (Greeley et al., 

1989).  

Using the data from 177 doctoral students, Bieschke et al. (1996) were able to 

examine the factor structure of the 51-item scale.  The principal component analysis 
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revealed a four-factor solution, which the researchers labeled, Early Tasks, 

Conceptualization, Implementation, and Presenting Results. The four-factor solution 

accounted for 57% of the variance. Reliability coefficients for the four-factor scale 

ranged from .75 to .96.   

In 1994, Phillips and Russell introduced a new measure of research self-efficacy 

which they titled, the Self-Efficacy in Research Measure (SERM).  The SERM was 

designed to evaluate graduate students’ beliefs in their capabilities to conduct research.  

The 33-item measure consists of four principal factors that Phillips and Russell labeled, 

research design skills, practical research skills, quantitative and computer skills, and 

writing skills. Sample items include “using multivariate statistics (e.g., multiple 

regression, factor analysis, etc.),” “writing the method and results sections of a thesis,” 

and “understanding computer printouts.” 

Graduate students were asked to rate their level of confidence to execute each 

research-related task using a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (no confidence) to 9 

(total confidence). The results of a study in which the SERM and its subscales were 

administered to 150 graduate students enrolled in a counseling psychology program, 

suggest that the measure was reliable.  Phillips and Russell (1994) reported reliability 

coefficients ranging from .83 to .96.  According to Gelso and Lent (2000), the SERM 

and the 12-item short form of the SERM developed by Kahn and Scott (1997) are the 

most frequently used measure of research self-efficacy.  

In 1998, O’Brien, Malone, Schmidt, and Lucas developed an alternative measure 

of RSE. O’Brien and her colleagues referred to this self-efficacy instrument as the 
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Research Attitudes Measure (RAM) (Obrien et al., 1998). Like the RSES and SERM, 

the RAM was designed to measure an individual’s confidence in his or her ability to 

execute various research related tasks. The RAM contains 23 items in which 

respondents are asked to rate their level of confidence using a 4-point Likert scale 

ranging from 0 (no confidence) to 4 (absolute confidence).  Sample items include “select 

the appropriate analyses for a research project,” “use multiple regression analyses to 

analyze the data,” and “independently analyze data using a computer.”  An exploratory 

factor analysis was conducted using the data from 150 counseling psychology graduate 

students. O’Brien et al. (1998) reported a .93 reliability coefficient for the RAM total 

score.   

Recently, Forester et al. (2004) conducted a study to confirm the factor structures 

underlying the RSES, SERM, and the RAM. Forester et al. found that the hypothesized 

factor of the three research self-efficacy instruments could not be replicated with a 

sample of psychology graduate students (N = 1,004).  The researchers followed this 

initial study with an exploratory factor analysis consisting of 107 items from the RSES, 

SERM, and RAM measures. Using the results of the factor analysis, the researchers 

reported a four-factor structure, which accounted for 51% of the variance among the 107 

items. Forester et al. (2004) labeled these factors: (a) data analysis self-efficacy, (b) 

research integration self-efficacy, (c) data collection self-efficacy, and (d) technical 

writing self-efficacy. 

A review of literature on research self-efficacy. Research self-efficacy has been 

studied in relation to research experience, interest in research, time spent in graduate 
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school, research training environment, gender, and research productivity (Bieschke et 

al., 1996; Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Brown et al., 1996; Gelso, 1983; Kahn, 2001; Kahn 

& Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & Winocur, 

1992; Vasil, 1992) The majority of these studies have been conducted with graduate 

students and specifically graduate students in counseling and clinical psychology. 

Research self-efficacy of faculty members has also been investigated by Landino and 

Owen (1988), Schoen and Winocur (1992), and Vasil (1992).  

The relationship between graduate students’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

their interest in conducting research has been examined. Although some researchers 

have highlighted the correlation between interests in research and research self-efficacy, 

(Bieschke et al., 1996; Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Kahn & Scott, 1997) other researchers 

have concluded that interest in research only has an indirect relationship to research self-

efficacy (Bieschke et al., 1995; Kahn, 2001). Bishop and Bieschke (1998) conducted a 

study on the relationship between research self-efficacy and interest in research among 

184 doctoral counseling psychology students throughout the United States. The 

Research Self-Efficacy Scale (Greeley et al., 1989) was used to measure research self-

efficacy. Regression analysis of the data indicates that graduate students interest in 

conducting research (β = .17, p < .01) is predicted by research self-efficacy. Bieschke 

(2006) states that the relationship between research self-efficacy and interest in research 

among graduate students is an indirect relationship that is mediated by research outcome 

expectations.  
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The length of time spent in graduate school is another predictor of research self-

efficacy among graduate students (Bieschke et al., 1996, Bishop & Bieschke, 1998, 

Gelso, 1983; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994). Gelso (1983) studied the 

attitudes towards research among counseling psychology graduate students. The results 

indicate that graduate students that were new to the graduate program were not very 

efficacious about conducting research. As to be expected self-efficacy beliefs increased 

as students progressed in the program. Gelso (1983) recommends that graduate training 

programs incorporate early active involvement in applied and practical research training.   

Apart from the length of time spent in graduate school, graduate students’ 

research self-efficacy is also influenced by their experience and exposure to research in 

graduate school. Bieschke et al. (1996) report that research experience is a predictor of 

research self-efficacy. Bieschke et al. (1996) used the Research Self-Efficacy Scale 

(Greeley et al., 1989) to study the research self-efficacy of 177 doctoral students from 

various programs in a large mideastern university. The number of years in graduate 

school (p < .05) and degree of involvement in research activities (p < .01) was found to 

be a strong predictor of research self-efficacy. Graduate students who had been in the 

graduate program longer had higher research self-efficacy and productivity when 

compared to inexperienced graduate students. Phillip and Russell (1994), attribute the 

higher self-efficacy and research productivity of experienced graduate students to 

mastery experience and vicarious learning. 

The research training environment has been shown to be a strong predictor of 

research self-efficacy (Bieschke et al., 1995; Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Brown et al., 
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1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994).  Phillips and Russell 

(1994) examined the relationship between research self-efficacy and the research 

training environment of 125 graduate students in counseling psychology. The SERM 

was used to measure research self-efficacy.  Phillips and Russell report a significant 

positive correlation between research self-efficacy and perceptions of the training 

environment (r = .39, p < .001).  

However in a secondary analyses of the study conducted by Phillips and Russell 

(1994) and  Brown, Lent, and Ryan (1996) focused only on advanced students and 

conducted a secondary analysis by limiting the sample to only advanced students and 

examined the size of the correlation between research self-efficacy and research training 

environment among men and women separately. Brown et al. found the correlation 

between the research training environment and research self-efficacy beliefs was weaker 

for males (β =.24) than females (β = .60).  

Studies investigating the role of gender in relation to research self-efficacy have 

been inconclusive. Although most studies have found the absence of gender differences 

in the research self-efficacy of graduate students (Bieschke et al., 1996; Bishop & 

Bieschke, 1998; Gelso et al., 1996; Kahn & Scott 1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994), 

Landino and Owen (1988), Schoen and Winocur, (1988), and Vasil (1992) report 

statisticaly significant difference in research self-efficacy beliefs among male and 

female faculty members. Males reported higher research self-efficacy in their studies. 

Research indicates that female faculty members are more doubtful of their capabilities as 

researchers (Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1988; Vasil 1992).  
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Landino and Owen (1988) conducted a study on the self-efficacy of faculty 

members to conduct academic tasks. The Measure of Self-efficacy in Academic Tasks 

(MSEAT) was used to judge confidence in faculty member’s ability to perform tasks 

such as research, service and teaching in university settings. Female faculty members 

reported lower research self-efficacy when compared to male faculty members. The data 

from this study indicate that gender is a significant factor in the research self-efficacy of 

faculty members through indirect means.  

Additionally, other studies that have investigated the relationship between gender 

and research self-efficacy have found a gender difference in self-efficacy. In a study 

conducted at a large state university, Vasil (1992) found that male faculty members have 

significantly higher research efficacy beliefs than females faculty members (t = 2.23, p < 

.05). Schoen and Winocur (1988) found similar findings among faculty members at a 

large southern university in Australia. Shoen, and Winocur, report that female faculty 

members compared to male faculty members are more confident of their teaching skills, 

whereas male faculty members are more efficacious of their research skills. Of all 

faculty job functions, female faculty members were least efficacious about conducting 

research, whereas male faculty members were most efficacious about their research 

capabilities. However the differences in efficacious beliefs in this study were not 

statistically significant. 

According to Vasil (1992), female faculty member’s advancement and career 

choices can be hindered by internal barriers such as low research self-efficacy. Vasil 

(1992) found that the attribution of success to ability significantly increased self-
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efficacy. Landino and Owen (1988) state that although gender does not directly 

contribute to research self-efficacy, mediating factors such as lack of Ph.D., low 

research productivity, absence of influential networks and mentors, limited 

encouragement and recognition from the department, and working in primarily female 

departments contribute to the low research self-efficacy among female faculty members.  

Landino and Owen (1988) found that female faculty members in departments with 

majority females have lower perceptions of self-efficacy in research. The percentage of 

female faculty in a department was found to be a major contributor to variance in 

research self-efficacy.  

Landino and Owen (1988) argue that one of the possible causes of the lower 

research productivity and self-efficacy among female faculty members is the lack of 

opportunities for vicarious experiences. Kanter (1979) explains that the opportunities for 

vicarious learning for female faculty members are reduced when women are in the 

minority. This is because the ratio of male to female employees in an organization 

shapes the interaction of employees. “Token” female employees in male dominated 

organizations are prone to be isolated from the group (Kanter, 1979). The isolation of 

female faculty members in male dominated departments reduces the opportunities for 

collaborative research and mentor relationships.  

Departmental administrators such as programs directors and chairpersons play an 

important role in faculty development. According to Landino and Owen (1988), research 

self-efficacy is influenced by encouragement and rewards from department 

administrators. Junior faculty members are usually introduced and socialized into 
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academics through mentorship from senior faculty members. Landino and Owen found 

that the perception of being mentored by the department and membership in academic 

groups within and outside the department facilitate research self-efficacy. Therefore, it is 

important that department administrators create opportunities for mentorship and social 

interaction among the various ranks of faculty members. 

The relationship between research self-efficacy and research productivity has 

been widely studied. Research self-efficacy is positively correlated to research 

productivity (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lent, Ryan, & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn 

& Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Phillips & Russell, 

1994; Vasil, 1992). Research self-efficacy is a significant predictor of research 

productivity among graduate students (Bieschke et al., 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 

1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994) and faculty (Landino & Owen, 1988; Vasil, 1992).  

Phillips and Russell (1994) studied research self-efficacy and productivity of 

graduate students in counseling psychology with the use of the SERM instrument. 

Phillips and Russell found a significant correlation between research self-efficacy and 

productivity, for the total sample (r = .45, p < .001) and for beginning (r = .33, p < .001) 

and advanced (r = .50, p < .001) student subgroups.  The increase in correlation between 

research self-efficacy and productivity as students advance in graduate school is 

consistent with Bandura’s (1977) predictions of self-efficacy theory. As students 

progress through graduate school there are more opportunities to observe and conduct 

research.  These enactive and vicarious experiences contribute to research self-efficacy.   
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However in a secondary analyses of the study conducted by Phillips and  Russell 

(1994),  Brown, Lent, and Ryan (1996) focused only on advanced students and 

conducted a secondary analysis by limiting the sample to only advanced students and 

found research self-efficacy beliefs (β = .50, p < .001) was a significant predictor of 

productivity. Brown et al., (1996) found that the size of the correlation between research 

self-efficacy and research productivity varied among male (β = .80) and female (β = .33) 

graduate students. The correlation between research self-efficacy and productivity 

appears to be weaker for women. Gender and self-efficacy accounted for 37% of the 

variance in productivity. More importantly, Brown et al. state that gender plays a pivotal 

role in the relationship between research training environment, research self-efficacy and 

research productivity.  Brown et al., conclude that the effect of the perceived research 

training environment on productivity is different for males and females due to the 

differing effects of research self-efficacy beliefs. One of the possible explanations 

offered by Brown et al. for this difference, is that there is a gender difference in the 

perception and cognitive processing of the research training environment which 

influences efficacy beliefs.   

Vasil (1992) conducted a study on research self-efficacy of full time faculty in a 

large southern state university. A regression analysis indicates that research self-efficacy 

accounts for 7% (p < .05) of the variation in productivity, after controlling for the effects 

of experience, rank and college affiliation. Vasil also reports that the attribution of 

successful outcomes to ability predicted (β = 10.73, p < .05) research self-efficacy. 

When compared to female faculty members, males reported significantly higher research 
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efficacy beliefs (t = 2.23, p < .05), and performed research tasks more often (t = 2.15, p 

< .05) and had higher levels of productivity (t = 3.71, p < .05) in terms of published 

reports and articles as well as a greater number of successful grant applications (Vasil, 

1992).   

Research self-efficacy has been found to predict research productivity (Bailey, 

1999; Brown, Lent, Ryan & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; 

Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Vasil, 

1992). In the following section a synopsis of findings on research productivity will be 

provided. 

Research Productivity 

Research productivity is one of the most important job functions of tenure track 

and tenured faculty members. Research productivity is an integral component of 

recruitment, selection, and tenure and promotion considerations of faculty members 

(Hann, Haug, & Krabbenhoft, 2005; Ito & Brothridge, 2007). Research productivity can 

be defined in various ways. However, in general research productivity refers to peer-

reviewed publications in journals and books, publication citations, and research grants 

and awards (Duffy et al., 2008; Print & Hattie, 1997). One of the key indicators of 

research productivity is publications (Ramsden, 1994), both quality and quantity of 

articles published are examined for tenure and promotion decisions (Hann, Haug, & 

Krabbenhoft, 2005).  

Studies on research productivity have utilized a wide variety of measures (Duffy 

et al., 2008; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007). These measures range from the simple but 
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objective standard of number of articles published in select few journals to complex 

weighted averages of publications such as journal articles, and book chapters. These 

measures of either individual or institutional productivity tend to be over specific time 

periods that range from two to ten years (Duffy et al., 2008; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007).  

Previous research on research productivity has distinguished impact, quality, 

importance, and quantity as the four relevant factors in the evaluation of research 

productivity (Harris, 1990; Ramsden, 1994). Harris (1990) defines impact as the degree 

of influence of a piece of research. Impact is measured by the number of times a piece of 

research is cited. Importance and quality are measured through value judgments by 

others in the research fields that are usually conducted long after the initial publication 

of the research (Harris, 1990; Ramsden, 1994). Quantity which is the number of 

publications and presentations is the most uncomplicated measure of productivity and 

has been found to correlate with impact (Ramsden, 1994). Studies that have attempted to 

investigate individual faculty member research productivity have distinguished between 

hierarchy of authorship by weighting the order and number of authors per publication 

(Duffy et al., 2008). In the realm of academics, research publications are the most 

common and valid research productivity indicator (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Fox & 

Mohapatra, 2007; Print & Hattie, 1997). However, it is important to acknowledge that 

there is variability in publications in terms of quality of journals, type of publications 

and multiple authorships (Dundar & Lewis, 1998).  

A significant amount of research has been conducted on research productivity 

since the early 1970s (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Ransdem, 1994; Tien & Blackburn, 1996; 
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Toutkoushian et al., 2003). Research productivity has been studied in terms of both the 

individual faculty member and collectively at the departmental, collegiate or 

institutional level (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Fox, 1983; Ramsden, 1994; Tien & 

Blackburn, 1996). Most of these studies have investigated research productivity through 

higher education and social science perspectives. Past research has mainly concentrated 

on institutional and non-behavioral factors that facilitate research productivity (Ito & 

Brothridge, 2007). Individual factors such as motivation, attitudes, interests, ability, 

gender, rank, experience, and age have been found to influence research productivity 

(Fox, 1983; Tien & Blackburn, 1996). Environmental factors such as graduate school or 

department prestige of doctoral education, prestige of employing department/school, 

communication networks within departments, departmental culture and size, interest in 

and time dedicated to research, freedom of faculty member to pursue research interests 

and degree of collegiality within educational units have all been studied in relation to 

research productivity (Dundar & Lewis, 199; Fox, 1983). Following is a brief 

description of these studies. 

The social and organizational features of an educational environment are integral 

to faculty productivity (Dundar & Lewis, 1998; Fox, 1983). Hanna, Haug and 

Krabbenhoft (2005) surveyed a large group of faculty that were members of the 

Midwest Business Administration Association. These faculty members were primarily 

employed at public institutions. The survey instrument utilized in this study included 

questions on the higher education institutional expectations of research productivity and 

the type of faculty support systems provided by the institution. Regression analysis of 
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the data from this study indicated that the availability of supportive administrative 

systems explained 38% of the variance in research productivity (p < .01). According to 

Hanna et al., administrators are either very supportive of research or not at all supportive 

and view research productivity as the sole responsibility of the individual faculty 

member. Supportive administrators tend to provide research assistance in the form of 

time release, mentorship, research funding, research education and rewards, whereas 

administrators that are not supportive of research do not provide any kind of support or 

assistance for research activities.  

Fox (1983) investigated the effects of team composition, collaboration, work 

practices, and departmental climate on faculty productivity. Over a thousand (n = 1,215) 

faculty from doctoral granting institutions throughout the nation were surveyed. 

Multiple regression analysis was utilized to analyze the data from this study. 

Collaboration and team composition explained 14% of the variation in faculty 

productivity. Closer examinations of the results suggests that research productivity was 

positively related to collaboration within the department (r = .19, p < .01) and with 

faculty outside the institution (r = .22, p < .001) respectively.  A creative and exciting 

departmental climate (r = .18, p < .001) was also positively related to faculty 

productivity. Adding creative and exciting department in the regression equation 

increased the variance in productivity accounted by 4% (p < .001). These findings 

suggest that the social cognitive factors within a department play an integral role in 

faculty productivity. Therefore the connections and relationships faculty members make 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

42 

 

within the department and outside the department such as with their major professors 

and graduate school peers may influences their research productivity. 

The constitution of an academic department influences research productivity in 

various manners. Although Dundar and Lewis (1998) found that the size of a department 

is a good predictor (β = .05, p < .01) of average department publications, they point out 

that research on the correlation between research productivity and size of department is 

inconclusive as other researchers have not found this relationship. Dundar and Lewis 

analyzed data from the 1993 National Research Council (NRC) study on research-

doctorate programs in the United States. A general model of variables that predict 

research productivity was tested. In addition to the size of a department, the distribution 

of full professors in a department (t = 6.07, p < .01), ratio of graduate students to faculty 

(t = -3.50, p < .01) percentage of graduate students with research assistantships (t = 4.20, 

p < .01), percentage of faculty with research support (t = 10.26, p < .01), library 

expenditure (t =  2.74, p < .01) and percentage of faculty publishing (t = 11.77, p < .01) 

were also found to be significant predictors of departmental productivity. These 

predictor variables explained 68% of the variance in departmental productivity. This 

indicates that although the size of a department is an important factor in faculty 

productivity, the quality and experience of the faculty within the department are highly 

influential factors in research productivity. Further, the institutional support the 

department receives in terms of funding for graduate students and the library also 

contributes to departmental research productivity. 
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Although Dundar and Lewis (1998) state that the percentage of full professors in 

a department influences over all departmental research productivity, the relationship 

between faculty rank and individual research productivity is inconclusive (Tien & 

Blackburn, 1996). Tien and Blackburn (1996), argue that this is mainly due to the high 

variability in years of employment within ranks. Tien and Blackburn analyzed a sample 

of the data collected from the 1989 Carnegie National Survey. A total of 2,586 full-time 

faculty completed this survey. Although full professors (F = 21.95, p < .001) were more 

prolific publishers when compared to assistant professors and associate professors, Tien 

and Blackburn did not find a significant difference in publication productivity between 

assistant professors and associate professors. Dundar and Lewis have also reported on 

the higher research productivity of full professors, when compared to associate and 

assistant professors.  

More importantly Tien and Blackburn (1996) found a high degree of variability 

in productivity by years in rank for associate professors and full professors. Therefore it 

would be incorrect to assume that all full professors are more productive than associate 

and assistant professors. Research productivity appears to rise and fall according to the 

number of years of employment (Tien & Blackburn, 1996). Faculty members who begin 

publishing papers in their second year of employment, continue to gradually increase 

research productivity until the fifth year where there is a slight decline in productivity.  

Fox (1983) states that early productivity tends to predict long term productivity 

due to the advantages of productivity accrued such as increased facilities. Increased 

research self-efficacy through enactive mastery might be another explanation for this 
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relationship between early productivity and long term productivity.  Research 

productivity picks up again in the sixth year and encounters a sharp fall in the seventh 

year once tenure is granted (Tien & Blackburn, 1996).  After the seventh year, research 

productivity increases again slowly as the time of the next promotion approaches. This 

variability in productivity within the ranks continues in the full professor rank.  

Tien and Blackburn (1996) found significant variation in research productivity as 

years of employment increased. This indicates that not all tenured professors are equally 

productive. Additionally, in a survey conducted at a university in the Canadian prairies, 

by Ito and Brotheridge (2007), length of service of faculty members was found to be 

negatively correlated with recent productivity. This finding suggests that research 

productivity is higher at the beginning of one’s career as a faculty member and begins to 

decline towards the latter stages.  

The influences of individual demographic factors such as gender have also been 

investigated. The relationship between gender and research productivity has been widely 

studied and the findings have been inconclusive (Blackburn, 1978). Research suggests 

that female faculty members are not as productive as male faculty members in terms of 

publications (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999; Over, 1982; Sax et al., 2002). However, 

Blackburn (1978, 1991) did not find gender to significantly influence research 

productivity once other variables such as rank and discipline were controlled. Bellas and 

Toutkoushian (1999) analyzed data from the 1993 National Survey of Postsecondary 

Faculty (NSOPF-93) and report that gender was a predictor of research productivity (β = 

-.14, p < .05). Further analysis indicated that female faculty members on average were 
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less productive than male faculty members in this study. However, other predictor 

variables such as type of institution and rank were more influential on research 

productivity. Furthermore the variance explained by the predictor variables of gender, 

race, type of institution, rank, marital status, existence of dependents and hours worked 

per week only accounted for 27% of the variance in research productivity.  

Sax, Hagerdon, Arrendondo and Dicrisi (2002) analyzed data from the 1998-

1999 Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey, a national survey of 

college and university faculty. They compared differences in gender productivity results 

from the 1998-199 survey with similar previous surveys that were conducted in the early 

1970s and late 1980s. Sax et al. report that the gender gap in research productivity 

among faculty members has narrowed over the years but still persists especially among 

highly productive faculty members. In research universities, there is an 11% disparity 

among male and female faculty members who have published five or more articles in the 

past two years, however, this difference is reduced to 4% between male and female 

faculty members who have published one to two articles.  

Although the relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity have been extensively studied (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lent, Ryan, & 

McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & 

Winocur, 1992; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Vasil, 1992), the social cognitive factors that 

could explain the relationship between research self-efficacy and research productivity 

has not received much attention. 
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Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an overview of the literature on Social Cognitive 

Theory and the origins of self-efficacy. The beliefs of one’s capabilities has been widely 

studied by researchers in various disciplines due to its’ predictive and mediative nature. 

Self-efficacy is derived through the cognitive integration of enactive mastery, vicarious 

experience, verbal persuasion and emotional and physiological reactions. In the field of 

higher education administration, research self-efficacy has been studied in relation to 

research productivity, research experience, interest in research, time spent in graduate 

school, research training environment, and gender. Research productivity, which is 

primarily measured through the quantity of publications, has been studied in terms of 

both the individual faculty member and collectively at the department level. Various 

social cognitive factors such as gender, rank, length of service, and departmental culture, 

size and composition have been reported to influence research productivity and research 

self-efficacy beliefs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

As indicated in Chapter 2, very few studies have investigated the research self-

efficacy of faculty members (Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 

1992). Moreover, the extent to which organizational factors influence faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy and research productivity remains largely unknown. Given the 

gaps that exist in the research self-efficacy literature, the first purpose of this research 

was to investigate the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity. The second purpose of this study was to explore the social 

cognitive factors within higher education environments that influence faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. Specifically, four research 

questions were addressed. The research questions addressed in this study include: (1) 

What is the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs?  (2) How 

productive are faculty members? (3) What is the relationship between faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity? (4) What are the social 

cognitive factors within higher education environments that influence faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity? This chapter outlines the 

methodology for answering these research questions. 
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Methods 

Research Design 

This study investigated faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity. The two primary objectives of this study were to examine 

research self-efficacy and research productivity of faculty members, and to shed light on 

the social cognitive factors within higher education environments that promote or inhibit 

research self-efficacy and research productivity. To fulfill these purposes, an 

explanatory participant mixed methods research design, was employed in this study 

(Creswell, 2009; Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, & Hanson, 2008). Mixed methods 

research involves the collection and analysis of both quantitative and qualitative data 

(Creswell, 2009; Creswell, & Plano Clark, 2007; Plano Clark & Creswell, 2008). Mixed 

methods research is defined as “research in which the investigator collects and analyzes 

data, integrates the findings, and draws inferences using both qualitative and quantitative 

approaches or methods in a single study or program of inquiry” (Tashakkori & Creswell, 

2009, p. 4).  

This study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase, the research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity of faculty members at a research institution of 

higher education in the southwest were investigated. In the second phase, semi-

structured interviews with a subset of eight faculty members were conducted to explore 

aspects of social cognitive factors within the higher education environment that 

influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. See 

Appendix A for a visual diagram of the sequential explanatory mixed methods design. 
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Although the sequential mixed methods design is principally used to support, 

interpret and explain quantitative findings, it is also used to identify and select the 

participants for the qualitative phase of the study (Creswell et al., 2008). In this 

primarily qualitative study, both of these functions of the sequential mixed methods 

design were utilized. The sequence of qualitative and quantitative data collection is 

highly dependent on the nature of the theory that forms the basis of inquiry (Morse, 

2008).  

In this study, which is based on Social Cognitive Theory, the nature of faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy and research productivity were to be established before 

further investigation. The quantitative data served to assist in purposeful sampling of 

participants in the qualitative phase, and the qualitative data explored and interpreted the 

findings of the quantitative analysis. Qualitative data that follows in the wake of 

quantitative data collection is highly valuable as the qualitative data serves to 

supplement, validate, explain or reinterpret the quantitative data (Creswell et al., 2008; 

Miles, & Huberman, 1994).  

The point at which qualitative and quantitative research is integrated in a mixed 

methods study is highly dependent on the purpose of the research (Creswell et al., 2008). 

Sequential mixed methods designs enable uncomplicated description and reporting of 

data that can either be reported in two distinct phases or combined in the discussion 

section (Creswell et al., 2008). The integration of the quantitative and qualitative 

approaches occurred in the data analysis and discussion stage of this study.                                               
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Phase 1: Quantitative phase. The first phase of this study was quantitative.  

The purpose of this cross sectional study was to obtain information regarding faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. Deductive reasoning 

was used to investigate the first three research questions: (1) What is the nature of 

faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs?  (2) How productive are faculty 

members? (3) What is the relationship between faculty members’ research self-efficacy 

beliefs and research productivity?  

Participants and sampling. This study used a convenience sample of tenure 

track assistant professors and tenured or tenure-track associate professors in the fields of 

social and behavioral sciences at a public four year research institution of higher 

education. Participants in this study were limited to tenure track assistant professors and 

tenured or tenure track associate professors. This was to ensure that the higher 

productivity levels and unique characteristics of research productivity among full 

professors did not influence the study. Furthermore, one of the purposes of this study 

was to inform higher education administrators about tenure track and tenured associate 

professors research self-efficacy and shed light on variables that facilitate research 

productivity. Full professors by definition have demonstrated research skills and 

productivity and therefore may not require sustained mentorship to improve their 

research skills. To ensure uniformity of research knowledge and expectations of research 

productivity, only faculty teaching in social and behavioral science related fields were 

asked to participate.  
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Social and behavioral sciences include any of various “scientific disciplines that 

study human society and individual relationships in and to society through observational 

and experimental methods” (The American Heritage Dictionary of the English 

Language, 2004, “Social and Behavioral Sciences,” para. 1). Traditionally, these 

disciplines include sociology, anthropology, psychology, economics, political science 

and history. Faculty members from departments that incorporate the disciplines 

mentioned above were invited to participate in this study. See Appendix B for a list of 

departments.                                                                                                                                                 

A master list of the departments, and faculty members that were of interest in 

this study was created from the institution’s Academic Departments and Faculty 

Directory websites. Appendix C provides the recruiting letter template for participation 

in the study. A cross check of the faculty eligible for this study was conducted with the 

various department administrators.   

Social desirability is a factor that could have influence this study (Bieschke et al., 

1996).  Faculty members may not have been inclined to appear unconfident about 

research activities, and may have been reluctant to judge their confidence in conducting 

research tasks. Every effort was undertaken to ensure the confidentiality of the data. A 

list of participants’ random identification numbers was generated to enable identification 

of participants in the second phase of the study.  

Measures. 

 Demographic and Background Questionnaire. The Demographic and 

Background Questionnaire consisted of a total of four questions regarding participants’ 
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gender, current faculty position, length of tenure as a faculty member and research 

preference. The information acquired from this questionnaire facilitated the descriptive 

analysis of the data.  

 Research Self-Efficacy Inventory. The Research Self-efficacy Inventory (RSEI) 

(Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010) was utilized to measure the research self-efficacy of faculty 

members. The RSEI contains the following four domain specific research self-efficacy 

measures: General Research Self-Efficacy Scale (GRSE), Quantitative Research Self-

Efficacy Scale (QNRSE), Qualitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QLRSE), and 

Mixed Methods Research Self-Efficacy (MMRSE). For the purpose of this study, the 

first three measures were used. These three measures contain 31 items. All items in the 

scale begin with the same stem: “How confident are you that you can…..”  For each 

item, participants were asked to indicate a degree of confidence for executing the 

specific task using a scale ranging from 0 (no confidence at all) to 100 (completely 

confident).   

The General Research Self-Efficacy Scale (GRSE) is designed to asses a 

researcher’s beliefs in their capabilities to design and conduct a study in the social and 

behavioral sciences. The scale consists of 10 items in which participants are asked to 

rate how confident they are in their ability to execute general research tasks associated 

with Creswell’s (2002) six steps in the research process. These processes include: 

identifying a research problem, reviewing the literature, specifying a purpose, collecting 

data, analyzing and interpreting data, and reporting the results of the study.  Sample 

items in the scale include: “select an appropriate research design that will answer 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

53 

 

specific research questions” and “analyze data to provide answers to existing research 

questions.” Participants’ total score was generated through the summation of the 10 

items with in this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 1000.  Reliability analysis of 

the GRSE indicate that the scale has good internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha of 

.94 (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010). 

The Quantitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QnRSE) was created to assess a 

researchers’ beliefs in their capabilities to carry out tasks associated with designing and 

conducting a quantitative research study. Sample items in the 13-item scale include: 

“create a data file using statistical software program (e.g., SPSS)” and “collect 

quantitative data using techniques that are suitable in answering research questions.” 

Participant’s total score was generated through the summation of the 13 items with in 

this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 1300. The QnRSE has a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .97, which signifies that the scale has good internal consistency (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 

2010). 

The Qualitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QlRSE) was created to assess 

researchers’ beliefs in their capabilities to carry out tasks associated with designing and 

conducting a qualitative research study.  Sample items in the 8-item scale include: 

“implement the appropriate sampling procedure after data collection has begun in a 

qualitative study” and “conduct the appropriate qualitative analyses to answer specific 

research questions.”  Participant’s total score was generated through the summation of 

the 8 items with in this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 800. The results of a 
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reliability analysis suggest high internal consistency, with a Cronbach alpha of .96 

(Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010). 

Participants’ responses to each of the items within each scale were combined to 

generate a total score and then divided by number of items per domain to determine an 

index. Participants with higher indexes were judged to have more confidence in their 

ability to conduct the specific research tasks within each domain.  

However, despite the emergence of mixed methods research as a legitimate 

methodological approach, it is conceivable that faculty members may not be 

knowledgeable in both qualitative and quantitative research methods. Given this 

possibility it may be naïve to expect a faculty member who conducts primarily 

qualitative research to be highly efficacious in conducting quantitative research, and vice 

versa. Consequently, the sum of the scores of the three domains may miss-represent 

faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and by extension the size of the 

correlation between research self-efficacy and research productivity. Therefore the 

following heuristic was used to calculate the strength of faculty members’ research self-

efficacy beliefs.  

First, the research preference of faculty members was identified (quantitative, 

qualitative, or both quantitative and qualitative research methods). The research 

preference of faculty members was used to determine which research self-efficacy scales 

was included in the generation of total research self-efficacy scores. For example: The 

total quantitative research self-efficacy index (TQnRSEI) of a faculty member with a 

preference for quantitative research methods was a combination of general research self-



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

55 

 

efficacy index (GRSEI) and quantitative research self-efficacy index (QnRSEI): (GRSEI 

+ QnRSEI = TQnRSEI). In contrast, the multi-method research self-efficacy index 

(MmRSEI) of a faculty member that had an equal preference for both qualitative and 

quantitative research methods was a sum of GRSEI, qualitative research self-efficacy 

index (QlRSEI) and QnRSEI: (GRSE + QlRSEI + QnRSEI = MmRSEI).  

 Research Productivity Index. A research productivity index adapted from 

Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold and Morrow’s (1990) research productivity index was 

used to assess research productivity of participants. Quantity and type of research 

product was the only measures of productivity in this research project. Participants self 

reported participation in the number of research presentations submitted and accepted, 

reports and publications completed and research based grants received. According to 

Clark and Centra (1985), self reported data is highly valid as self-reported data 

correlates highly with the information listed in indices and abstracts. The size of the 

correlation ranges between .85 to .94. 

Respondents were asked to list separately the number of articles published or 

accepted for publication in refereed journals, as well the number of publications in other 

categories (articles in other journals; critiques; responses and comments; abstracts; book 

reviews; chapters; articles in newspapers/newsletters; and other publications). This 

itemization was intended to prevent miss-categorizing publications and thereby helped 

to provide more valid counts of articles in refereed journals, which was the primary 

measure of publication productivity. Respondents were also asked to list research grants 

received, and conference presentations. A Research Productivity Index (RPI) was 
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calculated by weighing these three variables according to the following scale: The 

number of publications in peer reviewed journals was multiplied by four, the number of 

book chapters/books by three, the number of research based grants by two, and the 

number of presentations by one. The index of research productivity was derived from 

the summation of these weighted variables [(3x the number of papers published/in press) 

+ (2 x number of grants received) + (1 x the number of presentations)]. For example, the 

research productivity index of a faculty member that had 4 publications, 1 research grant 

and 6 presentations was calculated in the following manner: [(3 x 4) + (2 x 1) + ( 1 x 6)] 

= 20.  

Data collection procedures. Research Self-Efficacy Inventory, Background 

Questionnaire, and Research Productivity Index were disseminated to the participants. A 

cover letter explaining the study and the instructions required to complete the task, was 

attached to the surveys. In addition to being reminded that participation was voluntary 

and confidential, faculty members were asked to respond only if research was a central 

component of their job description. A reminder to complete the surveys was 

disseminated through email, two weeks after the distribution of the surveys. A month 

after the initial distribution of the surveys, another reminder was distributed to non-

respondents.  

Data analysis procedures. The quantitative data was examined using descriptive 

statistics, and inferential analysis. These methods address different aspects of faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy, and productivity and ensure the most robust and 

reliable results. Prior to any analyses, the data set was screened for missing data and any 
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incomplete data sets were dropped from subsequent analysis. Statistical software, 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), version 17.0 was used to analyze the 

quantitative data.  

The first two research questions, which seek to investigate the nature of faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy, and research productivity was addressed through 

descriptive statistical analysis of the data. Descriptive statistics provide a narrative of the 

quantitative data (Moore, 2003). The overall distribution, central tendency and 

dispersion of research productivity and research self-efficacy scores were calculated.  

The third research question which investigated the relationship between research 

self-efficacy and research productivity was addressed through non parametric 

correlation. Correlation seeks to describe the strength and direction of a relationship 

between two variables (Trochim, 2001). Correlation was used to investigate the 

relationship between the predictor variable, research self-efficacy and the predicted 

variable, research productivity. The models constructed in this study do not posit any 

particular causal ordering among the dependant and independent variables. The focus of 

the analyses is on the strength and direction of the relationship between research self-

efficacy and research productivity. 

Statistical tests rely on certain assumptions about the variables to produce valid 

and reliable results. The four assumptions of correlation are: variables are normally 

distributed, linear relationship between predictor and predicted variables, 

homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals (Pallant, 2007). Violation of these 

assumptions may lead to biased estimations of correlation coefficients (Cohen, Cohen, 
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West, & Aiken, 2002). The normal distribution of the data can be tested through a visual 

inspection of the data plots, skew and kurtosis (Pallant, 2007). Correlation correctly 

estimates the relationship between the predictor and predicted variables when the 

relationship is linear in nature (Pallant, 2007). The linearity of the relationship was 

ensured through the use of theory and previous research to inform current analysis, and 

by examining residual plots (Cohen et al., 2002). Homoscedasticity or homogeneity of 

variance was tested by a visual inspection of a plot of the standardized residuals by the 

regression standardized predicted value (Pallant, 2007). Independence of residuals or 

residual autocorrelation was tested through a visual inspection of an autocorrelation plot 

of the residuals (Cohen et al., 2002). 

Phase 2: Qualitative phase. The purpose of the qualitative phase of this study 

was to explore the social cognitive factors within the higher education environment that 

influence research self-efficacy and research productivity of faculty members. 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), the primary aim of qualitative inquiry is to 

seek explanations for the ways individuals in various settings manage their lives through 

interpreting, understanding, and acting on the day-to-day situations they encounter. 

Qualitative inquiry is exploratory in nature and begins with specific observations that 

lead to broader generalizations and theories (Trochim, 2001). Inductive reasoning was 

used to investigate the last research question: What are the social cognitive factors 

within higher education environments that influence faculty members’ research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity? 
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In this phase of the study, eight faculty members identified from the data analysis 

in Phase 1 of this study were interviewed. Interviews followed a semi-structured format. 

The researcher inquired about social cognitive factors that influence faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy and productivity. The interview questions centered on the sources 

of research self-efficacy. Transcription of the interviews were analyzed through the 

content analysis method.  

Participant sampling. For this phase of the study, stratified criterion sampling 

was utilized to generate a list of participants. Criterion sampling is a form of purposeful 

sampling, where participants are chosen based on predetermined criterion (Patton, 

2002). Stratified criterion sampling enables an in depth investigation of the phenomenon 

across subgroups (Plano Clark & Creswell, 2007). The criterion for sample selection in 

this study was research self-efficacy and research productivity scores. A median split 

was used to place participants in Phase 1 into one of the four groups based on the 

research self-efficacy and research productivity scores. The following four categories of 

participants were created: high self-efficacy and high productivity (HEHP), high self-

efficacy and low productivity (HELP), low self-efficacy and high productivity (LEHP), 

and low self-efficacy and low productivity (LELP). The researcher was especially 

interested in the high self-efficacy and low productivity (HELP) group, as Bandura’s 

(1977) theory of self-efficacy posits that high self-efficacy predicts high productivity. 

Therefore the anomaly of high research self-efficacy and low research productivity was 

of particular interest to the researcher. Two participants from each category were 

identified for face-to face interviews. The list of random numbers and corresponding 
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participants’ identification information was utilized to identify the participants in this 

phase of the study.  

Data collection methods. This phase of data collection utilized a 

phenomenological approach which seeks to understand facts and events from the actors 

own perspectives and attempts to describe  the world as experienced by the individual 

(Kvale & Brinkman, 2008). The method of qualitative inquiry in this phase of the study 

was semi-structured interviews. According to Berg (2009), interviews are basically 

conversations with the specific aim of gathering information. The primary advantage of 

interviews is the opportunity to explore the participant’s views while maintaining 

control over the line of questioning (Creswell, 2009). Furthermore, interviews provide 

the added benefit of inquiring about descriptive and specific personal beliefs and values, 

and higher education environment experiences (Kvale & Brinkman, 2008). Interviews 

have been found to be particularly beneficial in studying perceptions and attributions of 

participants (Berg, 2009; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). Patton (1990) and Berg (2009), state 

that there is a high degree of variability in interview methods and the standardization of 

interview questions. Semi-structured interviews involve predetermined standardized 

questions as well as adhoc probing questions that may arise from answers to the 

predetermined questions (Berg, 2009). In semi-structured interviews, the interviewer has 

the flexibility to alter the list of questions between subjects. The primary benefit of 

semi-structured interviews is the more nuanced data that is derived from the addition of 

spontaneous questions (Berg, 2009). 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

61 

 

Participants were primarily questioned on the social cognitive factors within the 

higher education environment that influence their research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity. In particular, questions about enactive mastery, verbal persuasion 

and vicarious experience regarding research were included. A copy of the interview 

protocol is included in the appendix (see Appendix D). Interviews were audio-taped and 

transcribed. 

The interview protocol was pilot tested on three faculty members. The interview 

protocol was examined for quality and effectiveness of questions (Berg, 2009). Further, 

the sequence of questions, content, wording and approximate length of interview was 

tested during the pilot interviews. Questions that were poorly worded or bias laden were 

weeded out. The pilot interviews also provided a gauge of whether the information being 

sought would actually be obtained (Berg, 2009). 

The interviews with the eight participants were conducted in succession 

depending on the availability of faculty members. Before each interview, participants 

were informed of the taping of the interviews, and reminded of their voluntary 

participation and anonymity in this study. Participants were ensured that their names or 

any other form of identification would be associated with their interview recordings and 

transcriptions. 

Data analysis procedures. Manifest content analysis was the primary method of 

data analysis of the qualitative data. Content analysis is the systematic identification of 

understanding of patterns and themes in qualitative data (Berg, 2009; Creswell, 2009). 

According to Creswell et al. (2008), data analysis of qualitative data in sequential mixed 
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method studies are typically limited to standard data analysis approaches such as coding 

and thematic analysis of the data.  

Interview notes and transcripts of audio recordings were utilized to summarize 

the information acquired. Interviews were transcribed verbatim into word processing 

software and initially analyzed through open coding (Straus & Corbin, 1998). 

Transcription plays a key role in qualitative studies (Poland, 2002). Transcription can 

color or influence what is understood of the interviews and the conclusions drawn from 

interviews. There are various methods of transcription, which range from naturalism to 

denaturalism (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, 2005). The naturalism method of transcription 

which includes every word that is uttered by the participant (Oliver et al., 2005) was 

utilized in this study. 

In content analysis, codes and categories are utilized to analyze the data. These 

codes and categories can be derived through various methods. Directive content 

analysis, which includes the use of analytic codes and categories derived from existing 

theories (Berg, 2009) was employed in this study. The data was content analyzed by 

identifying, coding and categorizing the primary patterns of the data. The coding 

categories were built around the research questions and were primarily determined prior 

to the interview. In this study a combination of inductive and deductive reasoning was 

utilized to determine the codes and categories. The codes and categories primarily 

consisted of social cognitive constructs such as attribution and vicarious learning. A 

qualitative data analysis software, Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing, 

Searching and Theorizing (NUD*IST), version 6.0 was used to analyze the data. 
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The Inference Process 

The main purpose of conducting a research study is to facilitate the 

understanding of the relationship between variables that constitute a particular 

phenomenon. This involves making inferences (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). In mixed 

methods research, inferences are based upon interpretation of both quantitative and 

qualitative data (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Inference quality is an indicator of the 

accuracy of the inductive and deductive conclusions that are formed based on data 

analysis (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). In sequential mixed methods studies, inferences 

occur in three stages (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The first phase of inference occurs 

after the collection and analysis of quantitative data and is based primarily on inferential 

statistics. The second phase of inference occurs after the qualitative phase of the study 

and is based on qualitative standards. Finally, meta-inference is conducted where 

interpretations and conclusions are drawn from the integration of quantitative and 

qualitative data analysis. 

Quantitative Phase Inference 

Validity of results is critical to quantitative research. It is imperative that the 

results of the measure are not due to chance occurrences and the actual intended 

phenomenon is measured. In this phase of the study, statistical conclusion validity, and 

internal validity are of particular concern.  

According to Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), statistical conclusion validity is the 

extent to which appropriate statistical measures are used to test the relationship between 

variables and accurate inferences are drawn from the data analysis. Threats to statistical 
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conclusion validity include, unreliable measures, low statistical power and violations of 

assumptions of statistical tests. As previously discussed, appropriate measures were 

under taken to ensure that the assumptions of correlation were met for the quantitative 

aspects of this study. Threats to internal validity such as subject selection bias and 

instrumentation was controlled by operationally defining subject selection criteria and 

using instruments that have been used to measure research self-efficacy and research 

productivity previously. 

Qualitative Phase Inference 

The quality of inferences in qualitative research is based on trustworthiness 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Trustworthiness includes credibility, transferability, 

dependability and conformability. According to Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), credible 

inferences occur when there is a close alignment between the respondents’ perception of 

the phenomenon and the researcher’s portrayal of the phenomenon. In this study 

credibility was enhanced through negative case analysis. 

Transferability refers to the generalization of inferences from this study to 

another population (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). To ensure transferability, thick 

descriptions, rich in details of the research setting is provided. Dependability alludes to 

the replicability of the study (Creswell, 2009). Rich descriptions of the changes that 

occur during the study and the manner in which the researcher modifies the study to 

accommodate the changes will be provided to ensure dependability. According to 

Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009), conformability refers to the extent which inferences can 

be confirmed and corroborated with others. To ensure confirmability the researcher 
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documented the procedures checking and rechecking the data throughout the study, a 

data audit, and negative case analysis was also conducted to enhance confirmability. 

Meta-Inference 

In the meta-inference phase, the quality of inferences is ensured through careful 

considerations of design quality and interpretive rigor (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). 

Careful thought has been put into the choice of research methods for each research 

question, and measures have been undertaken to ensure that the procedures for both the 

quantitative and qualitative phase of the study are rigorous. To guarantee interpretive 

rigor, inferences from the data analysis was based on Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy. 

Role of Researcher 

The role of the researcher varies in each phase of the study. The research method 

either quantitative or qualitative dictates the role that the researcher plays in data 

collection and analysis. In the quantitative phase of the study the researcher is distant 

and independent of the research and does not influence the data collection and analysis 

(Creswell, 2009). The life experiences, values and beliefs of the researcher in no way 

color or influence the research.  

However, in the qualitative phase of the study, the researcher is the research 

instrument and thereby influences the research (Creswell, 2009). Qualitative research is 

influenced by the experiences, values and beliefs of the researcher. Data collection in 

qualitative studies is highly influenced by the perceptions and attributions of the 

researcher (Greenhalgh & Taylor, 1997). 
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In an effort to mitigate some of the inherent bias in the qualitative phase of this 

study, background information on the researcher is included. The researcher is a long 

time resident of a small community dominated by faculty and staff of the University. 

The researcher is herself a non tenure track assistant professor, is married to a tenured 

professor, and has many acquaintances that are faculty members at Texas Tech 

University. Some of the participants selected through stratified purposive sampling were 

acquaintances of the researcher. Friendly relations might have develop between the 

researcher and some participants during the data collection process. The researcher’s 

experience as an assistant professor and as a resident of a small university town may 

introduce possible biased interpretations of the phenomenon being studied. 

Research Permission and Ethical Considerations 

Permission to conduct this proposed study was sought from the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) at Texas Tech University. The application to the Institutional 

Review Board included the project title, description of the project and its significance, 

methods and procedures, number and type of participants, information about the 

principal investigator, and type of review requested. Although, the participants of this 

study were adults over the age of eighteen, and the topic was not a sensitive topic, an 

expedited review was sought as the interviews with participants were audio taped. 

There are no known risks or discomforts associated with this research. 

Participants in this study did not experience any direct benefits, but the results will help 

in the efforts to promote research productivity in higher education environments. 
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The anonymity of participants in the first phase of the study was protected by 

assigning each participant a numerical code that corresponded to each survey. Fictitious 

names were assigned to the selected subjects in the second phase of the study to ensure 

anonymity. A hard copy of the data was  stored in a locked cabinet in the investigators 

office and will only be seen by the investigator during and after the study. The data will 

be kept for the time as required by the IRB. The tape recordings of interviews were 

destroyed once the data had been analyzed. The information obtained in this study may 

be published in scientific journals or presented at scientific meetings but the data will be 

reported as aggregated data. 

Chapter Summary 

This chapter described in detail, the research methods that was be employed to 

answer the four research questions that frame this study. The research protocols include 

quantitative analysis of a data set of faculty member’s research self-efficacy and 

research productivity, as well as qualitative interviews of a sample of faculty members. 

Each of the distinct components of this mixed methods study is aimed at addressing 

particular dimensions of faculty member’s research self-efficacy. The quantitative 

component aims to provide insight into the overall and domain specific research self-

efficacy beliefs of faculty members, overall research productivity, and the variation in 

research self-efficacy and research productivity of faculty members. The qualitative 

component aims to describe the various social cognitive factors within educational 

environments that contribute to the disparity in research self-efficacy and productivity.  

The results of the study will be presented in chapters four and five. Chapter four and five 
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are manuscripts based on the study and will be submitted to peer reviewed journals. 

Finally, the discussion and conclusions of the study are presented in Chapter six. 
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CHAPTER IV (ARTICLE 1) 

A MIXED METHODS STUDY EXAMINING THE MEDIATING EFFECTS OF 

RESEARCH SELF-EFFICACY ON RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY 

Abstract 

The purposes of this study are to add to the existing knowledge base on research 

self-efficacy beliefs of faculty members, its sources and its influence on research 

productivity, and to inform higher education administrators about the social cognitive 

factors that influence the relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity. A two phase mixed methods research study was conducted.  One hundred 

and nine faculty members completed the Research Self-Efficacy Inventory and Research 

Productivity Index. Based on the results of the quantitative study, eight faculty members 

were selected for in-depth interviews. Quantitative analysis indicated that there is a 

significant but small correlation between research self-efficacy and productivity. 

Qualitative analysis reveals that the higher education environment experienced either as 

a graduate student or as faculty members plays an important role in research self-

efficacy development and research productivity.  
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Introduction 

The axiom “publish or perish” refers to the widely accepted understanding that 

the path to success in academia is through prolific publication of research findings 

(Silverman, 1999; Lofthouse, 1974). Without publications, tenured faculty members at 

research institutions risk stagnation in their present ranks and tenure-track faculty 

members endanger their chances of tenure and promotion. Research productivity which 

was once valued only by research institutions is now an increasingly important 

requirement for faculty members in all types of institutions of higher education (Lucas 

& Murry, 2007).  

The norms of productive research behavior are instilled in graduate students 

throughout their doctoral education (Ito & Brothridge, 2007). Despite developing the 

knowledge and skills needed to be a consumer and producer of research, new faculty 

members may not be confident in their capabilities to conduct and publish research 

(Hanna, Haug, & Kranbbenhoft, 2005). Faculty members’ confidence in their research 

capabilities has been found to be positively correlated with research productivity 

(Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lentt, Ryan, & McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 

1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; 

Vasil, 1992). This positive relationship suggests that as beliefs about research 

capabilities increase so does research. Faculty members with high research self-efficacy 

beliefs are more productive when compared to faculty members who lack confidence in 

their research capabilities. However, there is a dearth of information on research self-

efficacy and the sources of research self-efficacy within educational environments. 
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According to Bailey (1999), although there are numerous empirical studies on self-

efficacy, there are only a few that focus on faculty members and research self-efficacy 

(Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1988; Vasil, 1992). Thus, the primary 

purpose of this study was to investigate research self-efficacy beliefs among faculty 

members, its influence on research productivity, the relationship between research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity. This study will also investigate the social 

cognitive factors within the academic environment that influence faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy and research productivity.  

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework undergirding this study is Social Cognitive Theory. 

Perceived self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the 

courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Self-

efficacy beliefs are perceptions of confidence of ability in performing a specific task and 

vary according to task generality (Bandura, 1977). Therefore it is possible for a faculty 

member to be highly efficacious about conducting a qualitative research study but not be 

efficacious about conducting a quantitative research study.  

The popularity of self-efficacy construct is in part due to its ability to predict 

future behavior. Self-efficacy is a predictor of performance (Bandura, 1997). Research 

indicates that there is a significant correlation between self-efficacy and performance on 

specific tasks (Bandura, 1982; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 

1977). Highly efficacious individuals have higher aspirations, strong commitment to 

their goals, and are not easily discouraged by obstacles and failure (Bandura, 1997). The 
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effort invested in a task is regulated by an individual’s belief of their ability to perform 

the task. Research also indicates that the persistence in continuing with the task is 

correlated to self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). 

During the past decade, Bandura’s (1977) Social Cognitive Theory in general 

and the construct of self-efficacy in particular have received increased attention in the 

social and behavioral sciences (Pajares, 1996). One such area of research has examined 

the research self-efficacy beliefs of graduate students, and prospective and current 

researchers (e.g. Phillips & Russell, 1994; Vasil, 1992). It is commonly accepted that 

research self-efficacy is an individual’s belief or confidence in his or her ability to 

successfully perform tasks associated with conducting research (Forester, Kahn, & 

Hesson-McInnis, 2004). Although researchers have widely explored the concepts of 

self-efficacy and research productivity separately, the influence of self-efficacy on 

research productivity has not received as much attention.  

Despite developing the knowledge and skills needed to be a consumer and 

producer of research, new faculty members may not be confident in their capabilities to 

conduct and publish research (Hanna, Haug, & Kranbbenhoft, 2005).  Faculty members’ 

confidence in their research capabilities has been found to be positively correlated with 

research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Landino & Owen, 1988; Vasil, 1992). Faculty 

members with high research self-efficacy beliefs are more productive when compared to 

faculty members who lack confidence in their research capabilities. 

The construct of self-efficacy has captured the interest of faculty and 

administrators in higher education. These individuals have studied self-efficacy in the 
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context of research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Bieschke et al., 1996; Kahn, 2001; 

Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994), research experience (Bieschke et al., 

1996), interest in research (Bishop & Bieschke, 1998), time spent in graduate school 

(Bieschke et al., 1996), research training environment (Phillips & Russell, 1994) and 

gender (Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992). Perhaps of 

interest to higher education administrators is the relationship between research self-

efficacy beliefs and research productivity and the social cognitive factors that influence 

this relationship (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lent, Ryan & McPartland, 1996; Schoen & 

Winocur, 1992). This relationship is important to higher education administrators 

because as previously mentioned, faculty members at research institutions throughout 

the country play a key role in helping the institution in reaching a level of academic 

prestige.  

Self-efficacy is developed through the cognitive integration of the following four 

information cues: enactive mastery, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and 

emotional arousal (Bandura, 1982). In this study, enactive mastery, vicarious experience 

and verbal persuasion is given particular attention. Enactive experiences are the most 

influential in the development of self-efficacy (Gist, 1987) because enactive experiences 

contain the most authentic evidence of capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 

2008). Self-efficacy is most influenced as an individual is first introduced to the task and 

begins skill development (Bandura, 1982; Usher & Pajares, 2008). The frequent 

completion of a specific task successfully increases self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982). 

Individuals gain confidence in their ability to complete a specific task when they are 
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repeatedly successful in completing the task. On the other hand, repeated failures may 

decrease self-efficacy (Gist, 1987). For example, faculty members that have been 

successful in publishing their research may have high research self-efficacy, whereas 

faculty members that have had their manuscripts rejected multiple times may begin to 

doubt their capabilities and have low research self-efficacy. 

Vicarious experiences or modeled performances are the second most influential 

variable in the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Gist, 1987). Individuals use 

social models as benchmarks to form judgments of their own capabilities (Bandura, 

1997; Usher & Pajares, 2009). Individuals assess their capabilities by observing the 

performance of others and comparing their accomplishment with that of others (Usher & 

Pajares, 2009). There are several conditions when self-efficacy is more influenced by 

vicarious experience. These conditions include: uncertainty about capabilities, similarity 

between individual and model, modeling of coping strategies, and competent models. 

According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is highly influenced by vicarious experience 

especially when individuals are uncertain about their capabilities and do not have the 

relevant experiences to form judgments. For example, modeling effective research 

behaviors by successful senior faculty members may highly influence the self-efficacy 

of junior faculty members who have yet to form judgments of their capabilities. Models 

that exemplify coping strategies have a strong effect on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).   

The overt and covert messages that an individual receives from significant others 

such as peers, parents, spouses, teachers and administrators may influence the 

perceptions of his or her performance capabilities (Gist, 1987). Bandura (1997) referred 
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to this source of self-efficacy information as verbal persuasion. Positive verbal 

persuasion encourages individuals to attempt and persist and succeed, which in turn 

promotes skill development and self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). However, there is 

also the danger of undermining self-efficacy through insincere positive feedback 

(Bandura, 1997). Individuals that are falsely praised for their skills quickly realize the 

deceit through experience and failure which may further undermine their confidence. 

Negative verbal persuasion can lower self-efficacy by inhibiting individuals and 

preventing them from even attempting a particular task. The effectiveness of verbal 

persuasion is affected by existing self beliefs, credibility of the source, and familiarity of 

the source with task demands (Bandura, 1984). Verbal persuasion is only effective if the 

individual perceives that the person providing the feedback or persuasion is 

knowledgeable and has expert knowledge of the particular task. For example, feedback 

from an administrator who does not have a research background may not impact the 

research self-efficacy of a faculty member. However, feedback from a highly published 

administrator may influence the research self-efficacy of the recipient, especially if the 

recipient holds similar beliefs about his or her capabilities.  

Methods 

Research Design 

A two phase, explanatory participant selection mixed methods design was used 

in this study. This was primarily a qualitative study. The quantitative data served to 

assist in purposeful sampling of participants in the qualitative phase, and the qualitative 

data explored and interpreted the findings of the quantitative analysis.  
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Phase 1: Quantitative phase. The purpose of the first phase was to obtain 

information regarding faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research 

productivity. The first three research questions were investigated in the quantitative 

phase: (1) What is the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs?  (2) 

How productive are faculty members? (3) What is the relationship between faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity?  

Participants and sampling. This study employed a convenience sample of a total 

of 233 tenure track assistant professors and tenured or tenure-track associate professors 

in the fields of social and behavioral sciences at a public four year research institution of 

higher education. To ensure that the higher productivity levels and unique characteristics 

of research productivity among full professors did not influence the research findings, 

participants in this study were limited to tenure track assistant professors and tenured or 

tenure track associate professors. To ensure uniformity of research knowledge and 

expectations of research productivity, only faculty teaching in social and behavioral 

science related fields were asked to participate.  

A total of 109 surveys were completed and returned, for an overall return rate of 

46%. An online statistical software program was used to determine whether the 

completed 109 surveys would provide results that are reflective of the population (i.e., 

233) at the 95% confidence level (Creative Research Systems, 2003). Results indicated 

that the sample size of 109 returned surveys was sufficient to determine results at the 

95% confidence level with a confidence interval of 6.86.  
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Of the 109 respondents 51.9% (n = 56) were male and 48.1% (n = 52) were 

female. With respect to faculty ranks, 61.1% (n = 66) respondents were assistant 

professors, 14.8% (n = 16) were tenure track associate professors and 21.3% (n = 23) 

were tenured associate professors. The majority of respondents reported that they 

worked primarily on quantitative research (60.2 %), followed by those who worked both 

on qualitative and quantitative research (24.1%). Only 13% of the respondents reported 

working solely on qualitative research.                                                                                                        

Measures. The Demographic and Background Questionnaire consisted of a total 

of four questions regarding participants’ gender, current faculty position, length of 

tenure as a faculty member and research preference.  

 The Research Self-efficacy Inventory (RSEI) (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010) was 

utilized to measure the research self-efficacy of faculty members. The RSEI contains the 

following four domain specific research self-efficacy measures: General Research Self-

Efficacy Scale (GRSE), Quantitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QnRSE), Qualitative 

Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QLRSE), and Mixed Methods Research Self-Efficacy 

(MMRSE). For the purpose of this study, the first three measures were used. These three 

measures contain 31 items. All items in the scale begin with the same stem: “How 

confident are you that you can…..”  For each item, participants were asked to indicate a 

degree of confidence for executing the specific task using a scale ranging from 0 (no 

confidence at all) to 100 (completely confident).   

The General Research Self-Efficacy Scale (GRSE) is designed to asses a 

researcher’s beliefs in their capabilities to design and conduct a study in the social and 
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behavioral sciences. The scale consists of 10 items in which participants are asked to 

rate how confident they are in their ability to execute general research tasks associated 

with Creswell’s (2002) six steps in the research process. These processes include: 

identifying a research problem, reviewing the literature, specifying a purpose, collecting 

data, analyzing and interpreting data, and reporting the results of the study.  Sample 

items in the scale include: “select an appropriate research design that will answer 

specific research questions” and “analyze data to provide answers to existing research 

questions.”  Participant’s total score was generated through the summation of the 10 

items with in this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 1000.  Reliability analysis of 

the GRSE indicate that the scale has good internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha of 

.94 (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010). 

The Quantitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QnRSE) was created to assess a 

researchers’ beliefs in their capabilities to carry out tasks associated with designing and 

conducting a quantitative research study. Sample items in the 13-item scale include: 

“create a data file using statistical software program (e.g., SPSS)” and “collect 

quantitative data using techniques that are suitable in answering research questions.” 

Participant’s total score was generated through the summation of the 13 items within 

this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 1300. The QnRSE has a Cronbach’s alpha 

of .97, which signifies that the scale has good internal consistency (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 

2010). 

The Qualitative Research Self-Efficacy Scale (QlRSE) was created to assess 

researchers’ beliefs in their capabilities to carry out tasks associated with designing and 
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conducting a qualitative research study.  Sample items in the 8-item scale include: 

“implement the appropriate sampling procedure after data collection has begun in a 

qualitative study” and “conduct the appropriate qualitative analyses to answer specific 

research questions.” Participant’s total score was generated through the summation of 

the 8 items with in this scale. Total scores could range from 0 to 800. The results of a 

reliability analysis suggest high internal consistency, with a Cronbach alpha of .96 

(Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010). 

Participants’ responses to each of the items within each scale was combined and 

then divided by the number of items per domain to generate an index for each domain. 

Participants with higher indexes were judged to have more confidence in their ability to 

conduct the research tasks within each domain.  

The research preference of faculty members was used to determine which of the 

three research self-efficacy scales were included in the generation of total research self-

efficacy scores. For participants that reported conducting both quantitative and 

qualitative research a multi-method research self-efficacy index (MmRSEI) was 

calculated by the summation of GRSEI, QnRSEI and QlRSEI. For participants that 

reported to be primarily quantitative researchers, total quantitative research self-efficacy 

strength index (TQnRSEI) was calculated by combining the GRSEI and QnRSEI. 

Similarly a summation of the averages of GRSEI and QlRSEI scores was used to 

compute total qualitative research self-efficacy strength index (TQlRSEI) for 

participants that primarily conducted qualitative research. 
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A research productivity index adapted from Thoreson, Kardash, Leuthold and 

Morrow’s (1990) research productivity index was used to assess research productivity of 

participants. Quantity and type of research product were the only measures of 

productivity in this research project. Participants self reported participation in the 

number of research presentations submitted and accepted, reports and publications 

completed and research based grants received.  

Respondents were asked to list separately the number of articles published or 

accepted for publication in refereed journals, as well the number of publications in other 

categories (articles in other journals; critiques; responses and comments; abstracts; book 

reviews; chapters; articles in newspapers/newsletters; and other publications) during 

graduate school, pre tenure and post tenure. First a sum of each of these research 

products was calculated. Then a research productivity index (RPI) was calculated by 

weighing number of publications, research grants received and conference presentations 

according to the following scale: The number of publications in peer reviewed journals 

was multiplied by four, the number of book chapters/books by three, the number of 

research based grants by two, and the number of presentations by one. The research 

productivity index  was derived from the summation of these weighted variables [(3x the 

number of papers published/in press) + (2 x number of grants received) + (1 x the 

number of presentations)]. For example, the research productivity index of a faculty 

member that had 4 publications, 1 research grant and 6 presentations was calculated in 

the following manner: [(3 x 4) + (2 x 1) + ( 1 x 6)] = 20.  
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Phase 2: Qualitative phase. The purpose of this phase of the study was to 

answer the second research question: What are the social cognitive factors within the 

higher education environment that influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy and 

research productivity? 

Participant sampling. Approximately 37% (n = 40) of the participants from 

Phase 1 indicated a willingness to be interviewed. A stratified criterion sampling was 

utilized to generate a list of participants to be interviewed. The criterion for sample 

selection in this study was research self-efficacy and research productivity scores. A 

median split was used to place participants in Phase 1 into one of the four groups based 

on MmSEI, TQlRSEI, TQnRSEI and RPI. The following four categories of participants 

were created: high self-efficacy and high productivity (HEHP), high self-efficacy and 

low productivity (HELP), low self-efficacy and high productivity (LEHP), and low self-

efficacy and low productivity (LELP).  

Two participants from each category were identified for face-to face interviews. 

The participants in this phase of the study consisted of two female assistant professors, 

one female associate professor, three male assistant professors and two male associate 

professors. The participants were from various departments including, Agricultural and 

Applied Economics, Education Leadership, Educational Psychology, Marketing, 

Management, Psychology, Political Science, and Special Education. Although the 

majority of the participants reported to typically conduct quantitative research, the 

researcher tried to include a mix of qualitative and quantitative researchers. Two of the 
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eight participants selected reported conducting both qualitative and quantitative research 

and one participant was a qualitative researcher.  

Data collection methods. The method of qualitative inquiry in this phase of the 

study was semi-structured interviews. Participants were primarily questioned on the 

social cognitive factors within the higher education environment that influence their 

research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. The interview protocol was pilot 

tested on three faculty members. Interviews were audio-taped and transcribed. Before 

each interview, participants were informed of the taping of the interviews, and reminded 

of their voluntary participation and anonymity in this study.  

Data analysis. Qualitative data was analyzed using content analysis. Interview 

notes and transcripts of audio recordings were utilized to summarize the information 

acquired. Interviews were transcribed verbatim into word processing software and 

initially analyzed through open coding (Straus & Corbin, 1998). The naturalism method 

of transcription (Oliver et al., 2005) was utilized in this study. 

Directive content analysis (Berg, 2009) was employed in this study. The data 

was content analyzed by identifying, coding and categorizing the primary patterns of the 

data. The interview transcriptions were open coded and then axial coded to condense the 

data into themes that cut across the data set. The coding categories were built around the 

research questions and were primarily determined prior to the interview. The codes and 

categories primarily consisted of social cognitive constructs such as attribution, 

feedback and vicarious learning. Throughout data collection, transcription, and analysis 

the researcher kept a log of ideas and reactions that was used in building the themes. A 
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qualitative data analysis software, Non-numerical Unstructured Data Indexing, 

Searching and Theorizing (NVivo), version 8.0 was used to analyze the data.  

To ensure confirmability, the researcher documented the procedures checking 

and rechecking the data throughout the study, and conducted a data audit to enhance 

confirmability. 

Results  

 This study involved the collection and analysis of quantitative and qualitative 

data that assisted the researcher in answering the four research questions underlying this 

study. This section presents a summary of the quantitative and qualitative results.  

Nature of Faculty Members’ Research Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

 For participants that reported conducting both quantitative and qualitative 

research, multi-method research self-efficacy scores ranged from 820 to 3100 (M 

=2501.57, SD = 393.39). The sample of faculty members’ MmSEI ranged from 26.45 to 

100 with a mean of 80.75 (SD = 12.72). To identify the specific tasks in which 

participants felt more or less confident to conduct successfully, item specific means 

were divided into quartiles. The upper quartile included items with means that ranged 

from 89.40 to 94.17 and reflected tasks that faculty members were most efficacious in 

accomplishing. Participants were most efficacious about conducting general research 

tasks including: 

• Search an electronic database for existing literature about a particular research 

topic (M = 94.17,  SD = 10.05) 

• Write a literature review about a particular research topic (M = 93.45, SD = 8.98) 
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• Indentify a research problem that can be researched scientifically (M = 92.05, SD 

= 11.06) 

The lower quartile item specific means ranged from 44.24 to 68.09. Items falling within 

this range are research tasks that faculty members were least self-efficacious of 

accomplishing. Participants were least efficacious about conducting qualitative research 

tasks including: 

• Analyze qualitative data using a software program(M = 44.24, SD = 33.60) 

• Implement strategies to enhance the trustworthiness of a qualitative study (M = 

57.44, SD = 33.42) 

• Conduct the appropriate qualitative analyses to answer specific research 

questions (M = 61.66, SD = 33.66) 

 For participants that reported primarily conducting quantitative research, the total 

quantitative research self-efficacy scores ranged from 1490 to 2300 (M = 2099.21, SD 

=170.36) and the TQnRSEI ranged from 64.78 to 100 (M = 91.33, SD = 7.37). To 

identify the specific tasks in which participants felt more or less confident to conduct 

successfully, item specific means were divided into quartiles. The upper quartile 

included items with means that ranged from 94.04 to 96.46 and reflected tasks that 

faculty members were most efficacious in accomplishing. Respondents were most 

efficacious about conducting the following tasks: 

• Creating a data file using a statistical software program to describe quantitative 

variables (M = 96.18, SD = 10.32) 
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• Conducting statistical analysis using a statistical software program (M = 94.40, 

SD = 9.36) 

• Searching an electronic database for existing literature (M = 94.04, SD = 9.40) 

The lower quartile item specific means ranged from 83.73 to 89.93. Items falling within 

this range are research tasks that faculty members were least efficacious of 

accomplishing. Participants were least efficacious about conducting the following tasks:  

• Writing a Human Subjects Proposal to obtain permission from the Institutional 

review Board (IRB) to conduct a study (M = 83.73, SD = 23.07) 

• Performing an analysis to establish an instrument’s reliability (M = 86.28, SD = 

16.06) 

• Conducting a reliability analysis using a statistical software program (M = 87.25, 

SD = 16.68) 

 Among participants that reported primarily conducting qualitative research, the 

total qualitative research self-efficacy scores ranged from 760 to 1730 (M = 1522.84, SD 

= 260.65) and the TQlRESI ranged from 42.22 to 96.11 (M = 84.59, SD = 14.48). To 

identify the specific tasks in which participants felt more or less confident to conduct 

successfully, item specific means were divided into quartiles. The upper quartile 

included items with means that ranged from 88.00 to 92.30 and reflected tasks that 

faculty members were most efficacious in accomplishing. Respondents were most 

efficacious about conducting the following tasks: 

• Writing  research questions (M = 92.30, SD = 9.49) 
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• Writing a literature review about a particular research topic (M = 91.15, SD = 

11.20) 

• Selecting an appropriate qualitative research design (M = 88.84, SD = 14.01) 

The lower quartile item specific means ranged from 55.76 to 81.38. Items falling within 

this range are research tasks that faculty members were least self-efficacious of 

accomplishing. Participants were least efficacious about conducting the following tasks:  

• Analyzing qualitative data using a software program (M = 55.76, SD = 32.71) 

• Analyzing data to provide answers to existing research questions (M = 78.92, SD 

= 24.03) 

• Implementing strategies to enhance the trustworthiness of qualitative study (M = 

79.53, SD = 24.05) 

Research Productivity of Faculty Members  

 Overall, the range of the RPI scores was wide (0 to 713) with a mean of 97.51 

(SD = 90.13). For participants that reported to work in both quantitative and qualitative 

research (n = 26), the range of the PRI scores ranged from 11 to 361 with a mean of 

98.76 (SD = 79.58). An examination of the descriptive data suggests that the sample was 

more productive in presentations at research conferences and were less productive in 

manuscripts accepted for publication in the form of book chapters. 

 Among participants that reported conducting primarily quantitative research (n = 

65), the RPI scores ranged from 0 to 713 (M = 99.92, SD = 101.54). An examination of 

the descriptive data suggests that the sample was more productive in presentations at 
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research conferences and were less productive in manuscripts accepted for publication in 

the form of book chapters. 

 Among participants that reported conducting primarily qualitative research (n = 

14), the RPI scores ranged from 26 to 206 (M = 83.42, SD = 58.64). An examination of 

the descriptive data suggests that the sample was more productive in presentations at 

research conferences and were least productive in manuscripts accepted for publication 

in the form of a literature review in a peer reviewed journal.   

Relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity 

 The non-parametric Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients were calculated 

to assess the relationship between research self-efficacy and research productivity. The 

non-parametric Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient was used because the data 

obtained was skewed for both the research self-efficacy and productivity variables. As 

shown in Table 2 the correlation between research self-efficacy and research 

productivity ranged from .02 to .55. 
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Table 1 

Correlations among Research Self-Efficacy and Research Productivity 

Research Products                                                                 Research Self-Efficacy  

 MmRSEI TQnRSEI TQlRESI

Presented your research at a conference 

 

.205 

 

.095 

 

.438 

 

Manuscripts accepted for publication in the form of a  
literature review in a peer reviewed journal 

.322 

 

-.087 

 

.315 

 

Manuscripts accepted for publication in the form of a 
research study in a peer reviewed journal 

.309 

 

.154 

 

.557* 

 

Manuscripts accepted for publication in the form of 
book chapters 

.371* 

 

.129 

 

.236 

 

Manuscripts accepted for publication in the form of 
critiques, responses and comments, abstracts, book 
reviews, chapters, articles in news papers/newsletters  
and other publications 
 

.166 .047 

 

-.250 

 

Total research productivity .192 

 

.189* 

 

.140 

 

Research Productivity Index (RPI) .217 

 

.165 

 

.237 

 

*p < .05  

 Among participants that reported conducting both quantitative and qualitative 

research, there was a significant correlation between MmSEI and the publication of 
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book chapters (r = .37, p < .05). Among participants that reported conducting primarily 

quantitative research there was a positive but small correlation between TQnRSEI and 

total research productivity. Additionally, there were negative but not significant 

correlations between TQnRSEI and research based grants received (r = -.11, p >.05) and 

the publication of literature reviews in peer reviewed journals (r = -08, p > .05).  Among 

participants that were primarily qualitative researchers there was a significant correlation 

between TQlRSEI  and the publication of research studies in peer reviewed journals (r = 

.55, p < .05). Additionally, there was negative but not significant correlations between 

TQlRSEI and research based grants received (r = -.15, p >.05) and the publication of 

manuscripts in the form of critiques, responses and comments, abstracts, book reviews 

and articles in newspapers or newsletters (r = -.250, p >.05).  

Social Cognitive Factors that Influence Research Self-Efficacy and Research 

Productivity 

 The qualitative analysis primarily sheds light on the research question, “What 

are the social cognitive factors within academic environments that influence faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity?” Nine major themes 

each with a number of sub themes were identified from the multiple readings of the data. 

In this section each theme is discussed.   

Research self-efficacy. The four major themes that were identified as factors 

that influence research self-efficacy within academic environments include a) informal 

and formal learning opportunities, b) mentoring and modeling, c) social comparison, and 

d) receiving effective and credible feedback. 
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Theme 1: Informal and formal learning opportunities. Informal and formal 

learning opportunities refer to participants’ past experiences in engaging in activities 

that have contributed to their research knowledge and research self-efficacy. These 

experiences include conducting, writing, presenting, and publishing research 

individually or under the supervision of their graduate advisor, and applying and 

receiving research grants. Informal and formal learning opportunities resemble 

Bandura’s (1997) enactive mastery experiences that influence self-efficacy beliefs by 

providing information on capabilities. 

In general highly efficacious participants consistently attributed their confidence 

in their research skills to positive graduate school experiences. Quill (HELP) recounted 

that as a graduate student in the University of Iowa, she had been required to do 

different types of empirical work and had conducted mentored research in her first 

semester in graduate school. The papers that she had written for class assignments were 

accepted as journal publications. Participants attributed graduate school experience as a 

factor that influenced their confidence to conduct research. Both Quill (HELP) and 

Brandy (LEHP) communicated that their graduate training had helped them become 

confident researchers. Quill (HELP) provided a perceptive example of how her graduate 

school experience had influenced her confidence in her research capabilities. Quill 

(HELP) explained that throughout her graduate training she had positive research 

experiences as all of her publication submissions had been accepted for publication and 

she graduated with very high confidence in her research skills. 
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As faculty members, these participants continue to attribute their confidence to 

conduct research to informal and formal learning opportunities within the higher 

education environment. Generally faculty members talked about how publication 

acceptances increased their confidence to conduct research and publication rejections 

diminished their research self-efficacy. According to Barry (LEHP), learning what 

reviewers were looking for, and how to frame an argument through various journal 

submissions helped improve his confidence to conduct research.  

As faculty members, the attainment of small departmental grants influenced 

participants’ confidence to conduct research. When asked what are the experiences 

within this institution of higher education that have influenced your confidence to 

conduct research, Molina (HELP) and Farm ( HEHP) reflected that receiving research 

grants, even though only small grants, increased their confidence to conduct research. 

This is because they believed that the grant awards reflected that their colleagues 

perceived their research ideas and work to be good and worthy of the grant.  

Although participants talked about how colloquiums and brown bags would 

positively influence their research self-efficacy, only one participant, who was both 

highly efficacious and productive (Farm) reported having colloquiums and brown bags 

in his area of study. Farm (HEHP) commented that the opportunity to present his 

research and receive feedback enabled him to rectify mistakes early in his research. 

Further his peers’ opinion that his work was worthy of publication in one of the top 

journals increased his confidence in his research skills. 
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Bandura (1997) states that enactive mastery experience is the most influential 

source of self-efficacy because it provides accurate information of skill assessment. 

Successful outcomes enhance self-efficacy and failures especially when skills are being 

developed weaken self-efficacy beliefs. According to Bandura (1997), once a strong 

sense of self-efficacy has been built based on successful mastery experiences, 

intermittent failures may not threaten an individual’s self-efficacy beliefs. Both of the 

highly efficacious, low productive participants talked extensively of their high research 

productivity and favorable experiences in graduate school.  These participants reported 

that they had developed a high sense of research self-efficacy in graduate school through 

successful mastery experiences, and attributed their current non productivity to external 

factors such as administrative job requirements, lack of administrative support and a sick 

family member (Molina), and poor departmental environment, large classes, lack of 

support and a sick husband (Quill). Their current low productivity appeared to have not 

influenced their confidence in their research skills. On the other hand both of the low 

research self-efficacy high productivity participants (Barry and Brandy) attributed their 

high productivity to hard work. When asked what was the cause of his productivity, 

Barry (LEHP) answered that he tries to push hard, does not usually go out for lunch and 

tries to concentrate as much as he can and for as long as possible so that he can try hard 

and publish. Brandy (LEHP) had a similar answer and replied that time and effort 

invested were factors that contributed to his research productivity. Their current high 

research productivity appeared to have not influenced their inefficacious beliefs in their 

research skills. According to Bandura (1997), once formed, a low sense of self-efficacy 
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is difficult to replace and requires specific credible feedback to overcome the existing 

inefficacious beliefs. 

Theme 2: Mentoring and modeling. Mentoring and modeling was the second 

theme that was identified and includes the relationship that the participants had with 

their graduate advisors and or any other relationships with more experienced or 

knowledgeable researchers. These relationships enabled participants to learn through 

observation. Mentoring and modeling resemble Bandura’s (1997) vicarious experiences 

that influence self-efficacy beliefs through the communication of capabilities and social 

comparison. 

According to Bandura (1997), observation is an important source of self-efficacy 

information especially when individuals are at the very beginning of skill acquisition. 

This is due to the fact that at the beginning of skill acquisition individuals do not have 

any past experience or information to form judgments about their capabilities. Therefore 

vicarious experiences such as the observation of mentors and modeling of peers early in 

the research career is especially influential.  

Generally efficacious participants (Rowe, Quill & Molina) spoke a lot about their 

experience and relationship with their advisors. In most cases these advisors were well 

known productive researchers themselves and therefore were knowledgeable and 

experienced models. Rowe (HEHP) believes that the feedback she received from her 

graduate advisor who was one of the top researchers in her field of study positively 

influenced her confidence to conduct research Generally, as faculty members they 

continued to collaborate and work with their advisors. Brandy ( LEHP) and Barry 
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(LEHP) who were both not efficacious about conducting research, but were productive 

researchers also said that their graduate advisors had positively influenced their 

confidence to conduct research and that they kept in touch with their graduate advisors. 

In contrast the low efficacious low productivity participants were not very enthusiastic 

about their relationship with their advisors. Crow (LELP) did not at present have a 

relationship with his advisor and Bella (LELP) commented that he did not communicate 

much with his advisor. This comment was surprising to the researcher as Bella had only 

recently graduated. However, both of these low efficacy low productivity participants 

did not specifically state that their relationship with their graduate advisors influenced 

their research self-efficacy. 

Efficacious productive participants (Rowe & Farm) talked extensively about 

mentoring programs in their departments and how these mentoring programs had 

influenced their confidence to conduct research. Rowe (HEHP) talked at length about 

her mentors within the department. One of her mentors used to be the department 

chairperson and had shared a similar line of research. According to Rowe (HEHP), her 

mentor provided guidance and advice on her research which helped Rowe become a 

more confident researcher. Farm (HEHP) also described the mentoring program within 

his department and how the assistance and coaching of the senior faculty members has 

positively influenced his confidence to conduct research. Farm (HEHP) said that his 

mentors have on numerous occasions helped him analyze data and solve research 

problems.  In contrast, efficacious non productive participants complained about the lack 

of mentors in their departments. Quill (HELP) remonstrated that she did not have 
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anyone within the department to talk about her research and that there was no one within 

the department who was willing be her mentor. Molina (HELP) had a similar sentiment 

and complained about the lack of mentors and absence of a scholarly community within 

the department. Low research self-efficacy participants appeared to be neutral about the 

lack of mentorship in their departments.  

Bandura (1997) states that individuals look for models or mentors that 

demonstrate and represent competencies that they aspire. Mentors and models teach 

effective skills and strategies through their behavior and expressions of their thought 

processes (Bandura, 1997). Good models and mentors enable successful mastery 

learning outcomes by being effective assessors of skills, and structuring learning 

opportunities that match skill levels (Bandura, 1997). 

Theme 3: Social comparison. The third theme that was identified was social 

comparison and refers to the assessment of individual skills through comparisons with 

others. As graduate students and faculty members, participants reported that they looked 

to their peers to form judgments about their capabilities. These social comparisons 

resemble the sources of self-efficacy information that Bandura (1997) referred to as 

vicarious experiences. These vicarious experiences have the potential to influence self-

efficacy beliefs. 

Generally, highly efficacious participants talked about the high quality of their 

graduate schools such as Penn State University and University of Iowa or referred to the 

high quality of their graduate programs and provided examples of the success of their 

graduate peers. Throughout the interview Quill (HELP), made statements such as “tough 
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school to get in and tough to succeed”, “my graduate school peer was offered an 

endowed chair position as her first job”, “pretty extraordinary group”. Participants 

referred to the high quality of their graduate schools and peers as indicators of the high 

caliber of researchers and students that they studied or worked under. These participants 

attributed their high confidence in their research skills to their high caliber graduate 

programs, graduate school peers and faculty. In contrast both of the low self efficacy 

low productivity participants (Bella and Crow) did not refer to the caliber of either their 

graduate school or peers. 

According to Bandura (1997), in general, most tasks or activities do not have 

definite measures or indicators of capability and therefore individuals look to the 

performance of others to judge their own capabilities. Individuals primarily utilize social 

comparison to gauge their self capabilities.  This is especially true for new faculty 

members who generally do not have an absolute measure of tenure requirements. 

Therefore faculty members rely on social comparison either within the department or 

with their peers outside the department to acquire a sense of their research competence. 

All faculty members that were interviewed admitted to comparing their research 

productivity with the productivity of their colleagues within the department.  All but one 

participant (Crow) have compared their research productivity with the productivity of 

peers outside the department. Two participants Farm (HELP) and Brandy (LEHP) 

referred to documents that were published by the college or department that listed the 

research productivity of each faculty member in the department.  These participants 

(Farm & Brandy) talked about how they used the information contained in these 
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documents to appraise their research capabilities and motivate themselves to be more 

productive. One of these documents was more detailed and listed the name of the 

journals as an indicator of quality.  

Assistant professors talked extensively about the calculations they conducted to 

gauge their level of productivity in comparison to faculty members who would be going 

up for tenure with them or have had recently attained tenure. Quill (HELP) made an 

insightful comment about how the lack of specific tenure criterion leads tenure track 

assistant professor to conduct weird mental mathematics. Brandy’s (LEHP) comment 

provides a revealing glimpse of the mental calculations that tenure track assistant 

professors conduct. Brandy commented , “I think because particularly when you are an 

assistant professor then we always compare, you would always see number of 

publications done in a year, because let’s say that like in the college say the average they 

expect is like 2 or 3 publications per year. So you do compare you are doing better than 

3 or less than 3”. Associate professors were not as concerned about social comparisons 

within the department, but did admit to keeping track of the accomplishments of their 

peers outside the department especially their graduate school peers. 

There was a difference in the social comparison of efficacious participants and 

non efficacious participants. One of the low research self-efficacy, high productivity 

participants, Brandy commented that he did not benchmark a particular individual but 

rather looked at averages of productivity information. Brandy, said “Sometimes you also 

have to come with in general with everybody how you are doing if you are just average 

or above or below average”. Whereas both of the high research self-efficacy high 
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productivity participants talked specifically about how they only compare their 

productivity with people that are doing better than them. When asked with whom he 

compared his research productivity, Farm (HEHP) answered that he only compared his 

productivity with the productivity of people that were more productive than him as he 

wanted the comparisons to be aspirational and to continuously improve.  Rowe (HEHP) 

explained that she paid particular attention to colleagues’ productivity only if their 

productivity levels were similar, however once she had surpassed her colleagues’ 

productivity, she then did not continue to keep track of the colleague’s productivity. 

Bandura (1997) states that aspirational comparisons provide incentive and inspiration for 

self development.  

According to Bandura (1997), individuals who are not confident of their 

capabilities avoid comparisons with models that have similar capabilities and tend to 

compare themselves with people who are either less capable than them or much beyond 

their capabilities. This is done to preserve their fragile sense of self-beliefs. Crow 

(LELP), exemplified this as he sounded despondent when he mentioned that he did not 

like comparing his productivity with other faculty members in his department as it didn’t 

make him feel confident. He further elaborated that even though he could aspire and try 

to be as good as his colleagues he would never be as good as them as they would always 

be ahead of him. 

Theme 4: Receiving Effective and Credible feedback. The fourth theme that was 

identified was receiving effective and credible feedback which refers to reliable 

performance evaluations. Effective and credible feedback resembles Bandura’s (1997) 
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verbal persuasion which influences self-efficacy beliefs. According to Bandura, the 

manner in which verbal persuasion is communicated can increase or decrease self-

efficacy beliefs.  

Generally, efficacious participants appeared to continue to value the feedback of 

their advisors. In most cases these advisors were well known productive researchers 

themselves (Rowe, Quill & Molina). These participants attributed their high confidence 

to conduct research to the feedback they received from their advisors. Quill (HELP) who 

was very expressive about the research expertise of her advisor, believed that the 

evaluative feedback provided by her advisor had shaped her confidence to conduct 

research. Quill (HELP) recounted how her advisor had helped her refine her research 

mechanics by providing continuous evaluative and corrective feedback.  Molina (HELP) 

said that receiving affirmative feedback about her research knowledge and skills from 

her advisor helped increase her confidence in her research capabilities. 

However, participants did not value the research feedback of their chairpersons, 

but placed high value on peer feedback. Participants did not perceive the chairperson’s 

feedback as credible because chairpersons appeared to not be knowledgeable about the 

individual faculty members’ research. Brandy (LEHP) had a very insightful comment. 

He said that his chairperson did not know much about his research or his research area 

and so the chairperson’s feedback was based solely on the quantity of his publications. 

However, Brandy (LEHP) believed that if the chairperson was knowledgeable about his 

research and research area he would be able to provide more insightful advice such as 
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the selection of journals for publications submissions, and suggestions of how to further 

his research.  

 Participants reported that feedback provided by chairpersons was very general, 

ambiguous and ineffective. Molina (HELP) complained that her chairperson did not take 

specific interest in her research and that his feedback consisted of often repeated phrases 

such as “you should do more research”, which Molina (HELP) did not find helpful. This 

dissatisfaction with the unspecific general feedback from chairpersons was repeated by 

six of the participants (Rowe, Barry, Brandy, Quill, Molina, and Crow). Rowe (HEHP) 

commented that general feedback was not beneficial and did not influence her 

confidence to conduct research. Quill (HELP) was visibly frustrated and began to tear up 

when she talked about how the feedback her chairperson provided was unhelpful as it 

did not contain any advice, encouragement, strategies or behavior modification steps 

that would facilitate her research productivity.  

Tenured faculty members reported that they did not receive any quality feedback 

on their research from their chairpersons. Barry (LEHP) a tenured associate professor, 

was very dismissive about feedback provided by his chairperson. He commented that 

although the chairperson was very upbeat and positive he didn’t really provide much 

feedback, other than what was contained in his annual evaluation. These comments 

indicate that participants do not value ambiguous general feedback from their 

chairpersons. According to Bandura (1997), the framing and structure of performance 

feedback influences self-efficacy beliefs. Feedback that emphasizes ability enhances 
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self-efficacy beliefs whereas feedback that emphasizes effort is detrimental to self-

efficacy beliefs. 

There was only one example of effective research feedback from within the 

department. One of the efficacious productive participants talked extensively about how 

the feedback he received from his colleagues when presenting in departmental 

colloquiums helped increase his confidence in his research and facilitated his research 

productivity. 

The following section describes the themes shed light on the social cognitive 

factors within academic environments that influence faculty members’ research 

productivity. 

Research productivity. The five major themes that were identified as sources of 

research productivity within the academic environment include: a) personal factors, b) 

role conflict, c) graduate school experience, d) departmental environment, and e) 

collaborative research partnerships. The findings within each theme are in the context of 

graduate school experience and faculty work experience. 

Theme 1: Personal Factors. Personal factors refer to the various personal 

aspects of individuals that facilitate or inhibit participants’ research productivity. 

Internal factors include social cognitive factors such as interest, curiosity, motivation, 

creativity, skill, effort, and enjoyment. Participants were quick to point out that one must 

be interested, curious and enjoy the research process and the research area to be a 

productive researcher. Barry (LEHP) made a succinct statement that clearly 

demonstrates how interest influences research productivity. When asked what was the 
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cause of his research success, Barry had this to say: “Research is certainly exciting. 

Finding different niches that I find interesting is important.  It is got to be interesting. If I 

am not interested, I am not going to do very much research and not be very productive.”  

Productive participants highlighted the importance of good research skills such 

as writing and ability to communicate ideas effectively, hard work, time and effort as the 

factors that contribute to research success. Productive researchers also talked about 

external motivators such as recognition of good work and the attainment of promotion 

and tenure as facilitators of research productivity. On the other hand, Quill (HELP) who 

has not been very productive in the recent past mentioned lack of time management 

skills as one of the primary causes of her low productivity. 

Theme 2: Role Conflict. Role conflict refers to the various functional 

requirements of the participants either in their professional or private lives that conflict 

with the requirements of being productive researchers. These requirements include 

professional functions such as teaching, administration and service, and social and 

family obligations such as looking after children and sick family members.  

All participants referred to role conflict in some form or the other. Both 

productive and non productive participants talked about how teaching classes influenced 

their research productivity. Interestingly, participants made a distinction between 

teaching large undergraduate classes that negatively impacted their research productivity 

and teaching graduate seminar classes that positively influenced their research 

productivity. Participants complained about how preparing for and teaching large 

undergraduate classes took away time and effort that could have been spent on 
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conducting research. However, participants were quick to point out that this role conflict 

between teaching and research did not exist when teaching graduate seminar classes 

where the discussion of current research facilitated faculty members’ research 

productivity. Quill (HELP) narrated a long story about how teaching a graduate class on 

organizational theory, lead to collaborative work with a student and journal publications. 

She explained that discussion about research in graduate classes and reading students’ 

research papers has contributed to her research productivity. This sentiment was also 

endorsed by Bella (LELP), who observed that a lot of his involvement with graduate 

students revolved around research and the common interest in research facilitated his 

research productivity. Although two of the participants Farm (HEHP) and Molina 

(LELP) had administrative responsibilities, only Molina (HELP) attributed her current 

low research productivity to administrative job requirements. There was only one 

participant, Quill (HELP) who ascribed her current low productivity to service 

requirements. 

Interestingly only one of the five male participants mentioned the caring of 

family members as a factor that negatively influenced his research productivity. 

However, all three female participants talked at length about how caring for their family 

members negatively impacted their research productivity. Rowe (HEHP) who had 

recently adopted a baby spoke about how being a mother was now more important to her 

than being a researcher. Both Quill (HELP) and Molina (HELP) said that one of the 

reasons for their current low productivity was that they were the primary caretaker of 

their sick spouses. Molina ( HELP) complained that male faculty members had spouses 
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to take care of their homes, whereas female faculty members did not have this 

advantage.  

Theme 3: Graduate School Experience. Graduate school experience refers to 

the initial research training that is experienced in graduate school and its influence on 

faculty members’ research productivity. This theme primarily consists of the effect of 

graduate advisors and the graduate research training environment on faculty members’ 

research productivity. 

Generally participants that were highly productive attributed their productivity to 

their graduate school training experience. These faculty members were also very vocal 

about attributing their current research productivity to the guidance and training they 

received from their graduate advisors. Barry (LEHP) attributed his success in research to 

a lot of guidance in writing papers, and experiential learning through writing and re-

writing papers. Rowe’s (HEHP), graduate advisor was a top researcher in her field. 

Rowe (HEHP) talked extensively about how her research productivity continues to be a 

product of the valuable research knowledge that has been passed down to her by her 

graduate advisor. According to Rowe (HEHP), the value of collaborating with other 

researchers and the skills of acquiring access to valuable data were precious lessons 

imparted to her by her graduate advisor.  

Theme 4: Faculty Work Environment. Faculty work environment refers to the 

factors within the microcosmic department culture that influences participants’ research 

productivity. This theme consists of factors such as departmental politics and research 

climate.  
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The two productive and efficacious participants, Farm and Rowe had very 

positive comments about their department environment. They both talked about the 

presence of many mentors and a scholarly community within their departments. 

According to Farm (HEHP), collegiality within the department was an important factor 

that contributed to his research productivity. Farm (HEHP) talked at length about how 

the culture within his department has been a large contributor to his research 

productivity. He explained that a research climate existed in his department because 

there were many opportunities to interact with other faculty members and discuss 

research. Faculty members often celebrated birthdays, and publication acceptances by 

playing golf, or going out for lunch or dinner together. Farm (HEHP) said research was 

the main topic of conversation in most of these outings. The department encouraged 

research productivity by having a formal mentoring program and conducting research 

colloquiums.  Senior faculty members were very willing to discuss ideas, review papers 

and help resolve research problems.  According to Farm (HEHP), these faculty members 

were not calculative about credit due for their assistance. Farm (HEHP) states that this 

culture of collegiality over the common goal of research productivity has strongly 

influenced his research productivity. 

However, Quill (HELP) and Molina (HELP) complained about a sense of 

isolation and the lack of a research culture within their departments. According to Quill 

(HELP) and Molina (HELP), the absence of a research climate within their departments 

has negatively influenced their research productivity as they do not have anyone within 

the department to brainstorm or collaborate with on their research. Further exacerbating 
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their sense of isolation, the research area for both of these participants is not shared by 

other faculty members in their departments. Quill (HELP) complained that faculty 

members were never in their offices during working hours and primarily worked from 

home. According to Quill (HELP), there was a clique of faculty members that 

collaborated on research, however these faculty members met in coffee shops or 

discussed their research over their kitchen tables. Both Quill (HELP) and Molina 

(HELP) complained about the presence of office politics and its detrimental effects on 

research productivity. 

When asked what departmental factors have influenced their research 

productivity, Barry (LEHP) and Brandy (LEHP) could not think of any significant 

departmental factors that have influenced their research productivity including feedback 

they receive from their chairpersons. Most participants said that the departmental 

administrators could positively influence research productivity by providing extra funds 

for research and reducing teaching responsibilities. 

Theme 5: Collaborative Research Partnerships. The last theme that was 

identified was collaborative research partnerships and refers to the process where two or 

more faculty members work together on a research project. Collaboration can occur at 

any phase of the research project ranging from the origins of a research idea to the final 

edits for a journal publication. 

All participants talked about opportunities for collaboration as a factor that 

influenced their research productivity. Productive participants attributed their high 

productivity to collaborative work. Rowe (HEHP) said that she has been able to work 
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with other accomplished researchers in her field and her success is a function of 

collaborative work. Farm (HEHP) explained that the collegial atmosphere in his 

department encouraged collaborative work which increased the research productivity of 

the faculty members. Farm (HEHP) recounted how his chairperson had invited him to 

contribute his expertise on volunteer work, to her research project which was based on a 

psychological construct. This collaborative work led to the publication of two journal 

articles.   

Only two of the low productivity participants (Bella and Molina) attributed their 

productivity to collaborative work. According to Bella (LELP), his research success so 

far has been due to his ability to link up with other researchers who are skilled at 

managing projects and are able to create a role for Bella (LELP) in the project. Although 

Molina (HELP) collaborated a lot with other researchers in the nation, she bemoaned the 

lack of opportunities to conduct collaborative work within the department. This 

sentiment was repeated by Quill (HELP) who complained extensively about how 

isolated she felt in her department as the other faculty members did not conduct research 

in her research area and were never present in their offices. Quill (HELP) believes that 

the lack of the opportunity to discuss research with her colleagues has negatively 

influenced her research productivity. Crow (LELP) who is a new faculty member hoped 

that his more experienced colleagues would invite him to work on their research projects 

as he believed that working with his experienced colleagues would increase his 

productivity. 
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Discussion 

The major findings in this study support and extend previous research conducted 

on faculty members’ research-self-efficacy (e.g., Bailey, 1999; Landino & Owen, 1988). 

The results of this study provide a multi-dimensional picture of faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy and research productivity.  

Research Self-Efficacy of Faculty Members 

The data collected in Phase1 was used to answer the following research question: 

What is the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs? The descriptive 

data used to answer the first research question revealed that faculty members in general 

were very confident in their ability to conduct research tasks. Faculty members were 

particularly confident in their ability to conduct general research tasks (e.g., indentify a 

research problem that can be researched scientifically, and search an electronic database 

for existing literature about a particular research topic) and were less confident about 

their ability to conduct qualitative research tasks (e.g., implementing the appropriate 

sampling procedure before collecting the data in a qualitative study, and analyzing 

qualitative data using a software program).  

According to Bandura (1977), mastery and vicarious experiences are powerful 

sources of self-efficacy information. Most research projects either qualitative or 

quantitative include general research tasks. Therefore faculty members through 

observation and practical experiences have gained confidence in conducting these tasks. 

However, for most graduate students and faculty members there is very limited exposure 

to qualitative research. The research method that is predominantly emphasized and used 
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in social and behavioral sciences is quantitative (Creswell, 2009). Faculty members in 

this study may not have had much opportunity to observe or experience qualitative 

research and therefore have not built confidence in conducting qualitative research tasks. 

Research Productivity of Faculty Members 

The descriptive data collected in Phase 1 was also used to answer the following 

research question: How productive are faculty members? The results indicate that there 

is a wide range of research productivity. Faculty members are more productive in 

presenting at conferences and less productive in publishing manuscripts in the form of 

book chapters.  There are two possible explanations for these findings. The first possible 

explanation is that the requirements for presenting research are not as stringent as the 

requirements for publishing manuscripts in the form of book chapters and the second 

explanation is that book chapters may not be valued research products in some areas of 

social and behavioral science. 

Relationship between Research Self-Efficacy and Research Productivity 

The third research question investigated the relationship between faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. Correlational analysis 

revealed small correlations between research self-efficacy and research productivity. 

The descriptive data revealed that there is correlation between research self-efficacy 

beliefs and publication of book chapters among participants that conducted both 

quantitative and qualitative research. Among quantitative researchers, there is a small 

correlation between research self-efficacy beliefs and total research productivity, and 
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among qualitative researchers there is a correlation between research self-efficacy 

beliefs and publications of research studies in peer reviewed journals. 

Past research conducted on research self-efficacy, report research self-efficacy to 

be a predictor of research productivity among graduate students (Bieschke et al., 1996; 

Kahn & Scott, 1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994) and faculty (Bailey, 1999; Landino & 

Owen, 1988; Vasil, 1992). A close reading of past research confirms our findings of 

significant but small correlations between research self-efficacy beliefs and productivity. 

Research indicates that, although significant the strength of the correlation between 

research self-efficacy beliefs and productivity is moderate among graduate students (r = 

.45, p< .001) (Phillips & Russell), and weak among faculty members (r = .14) (Landino 

& Owen). Vasil reported that productivity contributed only 7% of the variance in the 

structural equation model that was tested when controlling for the effects of experience, 

rank and college affiliation. A possible explanation for this discrepancy is that faculty 

members are more knowledgeable about research tasks and so a more sensitive self-

efficacy instrument should be used to measure faculty members’ research self-efficacy. 

Interestingly, among quantitative researcher and qualitative researchers there 

were a few negative but non significant correlations. A possible explanation for these 

negative correlations is that the publishing of certain forms of manuscripts such as 

literature reviews, and book reviews, or articles in newspapers are not perceived as 

challenging or valuable research outputs.  
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Social Cognitive Factors that Influence Research Self-Efficacy and Research 

Productivity 

The interviews conducted in the second phase of this study were designed to 

answer the fourth research question: What are the social cognitive factors within the 

academic environment that influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity? 

The major themes that were identified as sources of research self-efficacy within 

academic environments include informal and formal learning opportunities, mentoring 

and modeling, social comparison, and receiving effective and credible feedback. The 

major themes that were identified as sources of research productivity within the 

academic environment include personal factors, role conflict, graduate school 

experience, departmental environment, and collaborative research partnerships. 

Graduate school experiences and faculty members’ departmental environments and 

experiences shape faculty members' research self-efficacy beliefs and influence their 

research productivity. 

Faculty members are first introduced to research as graduate students in graduate 

school. The overall graduate school experience including mentoring by graduate 

advisors and informal learning opportunities form faculty members’ research self-

efficacy beliefs. Generally participants that were highly productive attributed their 

productivity to their graduate school training experience. These faculty members were 

also very vocal about attributing their current research productivity to the guidance and 

training they received from their graduate advisors. Gelso (1983) and Philip and Russell 
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(1994) report that research self-efficacy develops during graduate education. Bandura 

(1997) states that enactive mastery experience is the most influential source of self-

efficacy because it provides accurate information of skill assessment. Successful 

outcomes enhance self-efficacy and failures especially when skills are being developed 

weaken self- efficacy beliefs. Generally efficacious participants spoke a lot about their 

experience and relationship with their advisors.  According to Bandura (1997), 

observation is an important source of self-efficacy information especially when 

individuals are at the very beginning of skill acquisition.  The vicarious experience such 

as the observation of mentors and modeling of peers early in the research career is 

especially influential. Good models and mentors enable successful mastery learning 

outcomes by being effective assessors of skills, and structuring learning opportunities 

that match skill levels (Bandura, 1997). Productive participants highlighted the 

importance of good research skills such as writing and ability to communicate ideas 

effectively, interest, hard work, time and effort as factors that contribute to research 

success. According to Tein and Blackburn (1996), individual factors such as interest, 

ability and motivation have been reported to influence research productivity. 

Faculty members’ experiences in departments in institutions of higher education 

are influential on their research self-efficacy and research productivity. Research self-

efficacy beliefs are shaped by the feedback that faculty members receive on their 

research and the social comparisons that are conducted within the department. Faculty 

work environment, role conflict and collaborative research partnerships influence the 

research productivity of faculty members. 
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 The majority of participants did not value the research feedback of their 

chairpersons, but placed high value on peer feedback. Chairperson’s feedback was 

perceived as not credible as chairpersons were perceived to be not knowledgeable about 

the individual faculty members’ research. Bandura (1997) states that positive verbal 

persuasion encourages individuals to attempt, persist and succeed, which in turn 

promotes self-development and self-efficacy beliefs. Landino and Owen (1988) report 

that research self-efficacy is influenced by encouragement and rewards from department 

administrators. Departmental administrators such as program directors and chairpersons 

play an important role in faculty development. According to Bandura (1997), in general 

most tasks or activities do not have definite measures or indicators of capability and 

therefore individuals look to the performance of others to judge their own capabilities. 

Individuals primarily utilize social comparison to gauge their self capabilities.  This is 

especially true for new faculty members who generally do not have an absolute measure 

of tenure requirements. Therefore faculty members rely on social comparison either 

within the department or with their peers outside the department to acquire a sense of 

their research competence.  

Participants reported that the work environment within each department was an 

important factor that could either facilitate or inhibit research productivity. Collaborative 

research partnership opportunities and experiences such as role conflict influence 

research productivity. According to Dundar and Lewis (1998), the quality and 

experience of faculty within a department are highly influential factors in research 

productivity. Past research indicates that the availability of supportive administrative 
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systems is an important factor that contributes to research productivity (Hanna et al., 

2005). Supportive administrators tend to provide research assistance in the form of time 

release, mentorship, research funding, research education and rewards, whereas 

administrators that are not supportive of research do not provide any kind of support or 

assistance for research activities. Landino and Owen (1988) report that the perception of  

being mentored by the department and membership in academic groups within and 

outside the department facilitates research self-efficacy.   

All participants talked about opportunities for collaboration as a factor that 

influenced their research productivity. The social and organizational features of an 

educational environment are integral to faculty productivity (Fox, 1983). Research 

productivity is positively related to collaboration within the department and outside the 

institution. Faculty members juggle several functions within their professional roles and 

are constantly trying to balance their professional and personal lives. Participants 

reported that although teaching reduced the available time and effort available for 

research, teaching graduate level classes positively influenced their research 

productivity. Female participants reported that family responsibilities and obligations 

negatively impacted their research productivity. Although the relationship between 

gender and research productivity has been widely studied, the finding have been 

inconclusive (Blackburn, 1978). This may be due to the heterogeneous familial 

obligations of female faculty members. Toutkoushian (1999) reports that marital status 

and the existence of dependants are factors that influence female faculty members’ 

research productivity. 
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Implications 

 This study has several important implications that may help higher education 

administrators develop programs that can facilitate both faculty research self-efficacy 

and research productivity. The results of this study have both theoretical and practical 

implications. The theoretical implications are that higher education environments that 

cultivate researchers either through graduate education or faculty development must 

include the types of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences and verbal persuasions 

that are likely to nourish research self-efficacy. The practical implications are that 

graduate advisors, chair persons and program directors need to be not only educated on 

the yields of efficacious beliefs but also the opportunities within the higher education 

environment that nurture research self-efficacy beliefs. 

The primary implication of this study is that graduate school experience is highly 

influential in the development and molding of future researchers. Research experience 

and exposure (Bieschke, Bishop & Garcia, 1996), length of time spent in graduate 

school ( Bieschke et al., 1996; Gelso, 1983; Kahn & Scott, 1997), and the research 

training environment ( Bieschke et al., 1995; Kahn, 2001; Philips & Russell, 1994) have 

been repeatedly found to be influential on research self- efficacy. It is apparent that the 

self beliefs about research capabilities that are formed in graduate school tend to linger 

on far into a faculty members research career. The qualitative results obtained in this 

study strongly support these findings. 

Graduate advisors play a key role in the development of research self-efficacy of 

faculty members. Graduate advisors need to be very conscious about providing mastery 
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learning opportunities that are appropriate to the skill levels of their students. Graduate 

groups or pairings should be formed with an awareness of social comparison and 

vicarious learning. The development of research self-efficacy beliefs should be nurtured 

through effective feedback and multiple opportunities to observe and engage in research.  

However, with the current popularity of distance education (Allen & Seaman, 

2006) and cuts in higher education funding there is bound to be a reduction in the 

opportunities for mastery experience and vicarious learning in graduate education. The 

current trend of hiring transient faculty members (Bettinger & Long, 2006) will also 

reduce mentoring opportunities for graduate students and place a heavy burden on the 

few remaining graduate faculty to educate and nurture the research self-efficacy of 

graduate students.  

The second implication of this study is that the departmental unit is another 

higher education environment that is influential in the development of the research self-

efficacy and research productivity of faculty members. Chairpersons need to implement 

structured and developmental interventions to enhance faculty development and research 

self-efficacy. Faculty members seem to thirst for opportunities to learn successful 

research behaviors from their peers and to receive effective feedback on their research. 

There are several simple, non expensive measures that can be implemented within the 

department. These measures include the pairing of senior productive faculty members 

with junior faculty members or more formal mentoring programs, and providing 

opportunities and the appropriate environment for faculty members to present and 

discuss their research such as conducting brown bags and colloquiums.  Furthermore, it 
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would be beneficial for chairpersons to engage in efficacy building by exploring the 

various sources of research self-efficacy within the departmental environment and by 

paying closer attention to the quality of feedback or evaluations they provide to faculty 

members. 

Limitations 

It is important o recognize several limitations of the present study. Although 

safeguards were taken to maximize reliability and validity of findings, caution should be 

exercised when making inferences about faculty members. Data collection in qualitative 

studies is highly influenced by the perceptions and attributions of the researcher 

(Greenhalgh & Taylor, 1997), it is also important to note possible researcher bias. This 

study was created and designed from a social cognitive perspective and the researcher 

looked for patterns in the results with a distinct theoretical orientation. 

Future Research 

 Future research should replicate this study with a wider sample and more focused 

qualitative analysis.  Furthermore, social desirability could have influenced this study. 

Faculty members may have been reluctant to appear unproductive. Therefore future 

studies should include a more empirical measure for productivity then self reported 

measure. 
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CHAPTER V (ARTICLE 2) 

HIGHER EDUCATION IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH SELF-EFFICACY 

Research productivity which was once valued only by research focused 

institutions is now an increasingly important requirement for faculty members in all 

types of institutions of higher education (Lucas & Murry, 2007). Small colleges and less 

prestigious institutions are competing for the limited pool of students by emulating the 

more prestigious institutions and mandating research productivity requirements (Lucas 

& Murry, 2007). According to Silverman (1999) and Lofthouse (1974), the axiom 

“publish or perish” refers to the widely accepted understanding that the path to success 

in academia is through prolific publication of research findings. Without publications, 

tenured faculty members risk stagnation in their present ranks and tenure-track faculty 

members endanger their chances of tenure and renewal of employment contracts. At 

research institutions, full time faculty members invest a large amount of time and effort 

on research-related activities. According to the National Center for Education Statistics, 

a quarter of all full time faculty members in both public and private doctoral institutions 

report that their principal work activity is research (Cataldi, Bradburn, & Fahimi,  2005). 

These faculty members also report that they spend close to thirty percent of their work-

related time on research activities.  

With an understanding of the pressures that comes with being a faculty member 

at a research institution, graduate programs throughout the county seek to assist their 

doctoral students in developing the knowledge and skills needed to be an effective and 
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productive researcher. Therefore, conducting and disseminating research are the primary 

skills that are developed in graduate schools. The norms of productive research behavior 

are instilled in graduate students throughout their doctoral education (Ito & Brothridge, 

2007). Despite developing the knowledge and skills needed to be a consumer and 

producer of research, new faculty members may not be confident in their capabilities to 

conduct and publish research (Hanna, Haug, & Kranbbenhoft, 2005).  

Faculty members’ confidence in their research capabilities has been found to be 

positively correlated with research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lentt, Ryan, & 

McPartland, 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & 

Russell, 1994; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992). This positive relationship 

suggests that beliefs about research capabilities influence research behaviors. Faculty 

members with high research self-efficacy beliefs are more productive when compared to 

faculty members who lack confidence in their research capabilities. 

The primary purpose of this article is to present several recommendations for 

higher education administrators to facilitate the development of faculty members that are 

efficacious in their ability to conduct research. First, the definitions of the constructs of 

self-efficacy and research self-efficacy will be presented. Followed by a summary of the 

findings of a mixed methods study designed to investigate the social cognitive factors 

within the higher education environment that influence faculty members’ research self-

efficacy beliefs. This article will conclude with several proposals of research self-

efficacy building interventions that can be incorporated by higher education 

administrators to facilitate faculty development. Strategically planned and structured, 
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these proposals are designed to provide graduate students and faculty members with 

opportunities to develop competence and confidence in their research skills. 

What is Self-Efficacy? 

 Perceived self-efficacy refers to “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and 

execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 

3). Self-efficacy beliefs are perceptions of confidence of ability in performing a specific 

task and vary according to task generality (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, it is possible for a 

faculty member to be highly efficacious about conducting a qualitative research study 

but not be efficacious about conducting a quantitative research study.  

The popularity of the self-efficacy construct is in part due to its ability to predict 

future behavior. Self-efficacy is a predictor of performance (Bandura, 1997). Research 

indicates that there is a significant correlation between self-efficacy and performance on 

specific tasks (Bandura, 1982; Bandura & Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 

1977). Highly efficacious individuals have higher aspirations, strong commitment to 

their goals, and are not easily discouraged by obstacles and failure (Bandura, 1997). The 

effort invested in a task is regulated by an individual’s belief of their ability to perform 

the task. Research also indicates that the persistence in continuing with the task is 

correlated to self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). 

Self-efficacy is developed through the cognitive integration of the following four 

information cues: enactive mastery, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and 

emotional arousal (Bandura, 1982). Enactive experiences are the most influential in the 

development of self-efficacy (Gist, 1987) because enactive experiences contain the most 
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authentic evidence of capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Self-efficacy 

is most influenced as an individual is first introduced to the task and begins skill 

development (Bandura, 1982; Usher & Pajares, 2008). The frequent completion of a 

specific task successfully increases self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982). Individuals gain 

confidence in their ability to complete a specific task when they are repeatedly 

successful in completing the task. On the other hand, repeated failures may decrease 

self-efficacy (Gist, 1987). For example, faculty members that have been successful in 

publishing their research may have high research self-efficacy, whereas faculty members 

that have had their manuscripts rejected multiple times may begin to doubt their 

capabilities and have low research self-efficacy.  

Vicarious experiences or modeled performances are the second most influential 

variable in the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Gist, 1987). Individuals use 

social models as benchmarks to form judgments of their own capabilities (Usher & 

Pajares, 2009). Individuals assess their capabilities by observing the performance of 

others and comparing their accomplishment with that of others (Usher & Pajares, 2009). 

There are several conditions when self-efficacy is more influenced by vicarious 

experience. These conditions include: uncertainty about capabilities, similarity between 

individual and model, modeling of coping strategies, and competent models. According 

to Bandura, self-efficacy is highly influenced by vicarious experience especially when 

individuals are uncertain about their capabilities and do not have the relevant 

experiences to form judgments. For example, modeling effective research behaviors by 

successful senior faculty members may highly influence the self-efficacy of junior 
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faculty members who have yet to form judgments of their capabilities. Models that 

exemplify coping strategies have a strong effect on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).   

The overt and covert messages that an individual receives from significant others 

such as peers, parents, spouses, teachers and administrators may influence the 

perceptions of his or her performance capabilities (Gist, 1987). Bandura (1997) referred 

to this source of self-efficacy information as verbal persuasion. Positive verbal 

persuasion encourages individuals to attempt and persist and succeed, which in turn 

promotes skill development and self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). However, there is 

also the danger of undermining self-efficacy through insincere positive feedback 

(Bandura, 1997). Individuals that are falsely praised for their skills quickly realize the 

deceit through experience and failure which may further undermine their confidence. 

Negative verbal persuasion can lower self-efficacy by inhibiting individuals and 

preventing them from even attempting a particular task. The effectiveness of verbal 

persuasion is affected by existing self beliefs, credibility of the source, and familiarity of 

the source with task demands (Bandura, 1984). Verbal persuasion is only effective if the 

individual perceives that the person providing the feedback or persuasion is 

knowledgeable and has expert knowledge of the particular task. For example, feedback 

from an administrator who does not have a research background may not impact the 

research self-efficacy of a faculty member. However, feedback from a highly published 

administrator may influence the research self-efficacy of the recipient, especially if the 

recipient holds similar beliefs about his or her capabilities.  
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The final source of self-efficacy information is emotional and physiological 

arousal. Physiological states, such as strength, stamina, aches and pains, and mood affect 

self-efficacy judgments (Bandura, 1997). According to Bandura (1997), more than the 

mere presence of these somatic states, the manner in which individuals perceive and 

interpret physical and emotional arousal is influential on their efficacy beliefs. An 

individual who is highly confident of his or her capabilities will interpret their somatic 

arousal in a positive manner such as excitement and may not attend to any aches or pains 

while performing a particular task. This interpretation facilitates the successful 

completion of the task (Bandura, 1997). However, an inefficacious individual may 

perceive the presence of a headache or stomach ache as indicators of stress or anxiety 

and cognitively assimilate the message that competence on the particular task or skill is 

lacking. These interpretations may inhibit optimal performance and further reinforce the 

low efficacy expectations. Therefore the cognitive processing of emotional and 

physiological arousal influences self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1997). 

What is Research Self-Efficacy? 

During the past decade, Bandura’s (1977) Social Cognitive Theory in general 

and the construct of self-efficacy in particular have received increased attention in the 

social and behavioral sciences (Pajares, 1996). One such area of research has examined 

the research self-efficacy beliefs of graduate students, and prospective and current 

researchers (e.g. Phillips & Russell, 1994; Vasil, 1992). It is commonly accepted that 

research self-efficacy is an individual’s belief or confidence in his or her ability to 

successfully perform tasks associated with conducting research (Forester, Kahn, & 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

124 

 

Hesson-McInnis, 2004). The popularity of the self-efficacy construct within the context 

of conducting research in the social and behavioral sciences has led to the development 

and consequent publication of several instruments purported to measure research self-

efficacy beliefs.  

Despite developing the knowledge and skills needed to be a consumer and 

producer of research, new faculty members may not be confident in their capabilities to 

conduct and publish research (Hanna, Haug, & Kranbbenhoft, 2005).  Faculty members’ 

confidence in their research capabilities has been found to be positively correlated with 

research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Landino & Owen, 1988; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; 

Vasil, 1992). This positive relationship suggests that beliefs about research capabilities 

influence research behaviors. Faculty members with high research self-efficacy beliefs 

are more productive when compared to faculty members who lack confidence in their 

research capabilities. 

The construct of self-efficacy has captured the interest of faculty and 

administrators in higher education. These individuals have studied self-efficacy in the 

context of research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Bieschke et al., 1996; Schoen & 

Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992), research experience (Bieschke et al., 1996), interest in 

research (Bishop & Bieschke, 1998), time spent in graduate school (Bieschke et al., 

1996), research training environment (Phillips & Russell, 1994) and gender (Bieschke et 

al., 1996; Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988). Perhaps of interest to higher 

education administrators is the relationship between research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity and the social cognitive factors that influence this relationship 
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(Kahn & Scott, 1997; Landino & Owen, 1988; Phillips & Russell, 1994). This 

relationship is important to higher education administrators because as previously 

mentioned, faculty members at research institutions throughout the country play a key 

role in helping the institution in reaching a level of academic prestige.  

Examining the Factors that Influence Research Self-Efficacy Beliefs 

To examine the factors that influence research self-efficacy, I conducted a two 

phase, explanatory participant selection mixed methods study. This was primarily a 

qualitative study supported by quantitative data. The quantitative data served to assist in 

purposeful sampling of participants in the qualitative phase, and the qualitative data 

explored and interpreted the findings of the quantitative analysis.  

A convenience sample of a total of 233 tenure track assistant professors and 

tenured or tenure-track associate professors in the fields of social and behavioral 

sciences at a public four year research institution of higher education participated in this 

study. A demographic and background questionnaire, a research productivity 

questionnaire and a research self-efficacy inventory (RSEI) (Siwatu & Pasupathy, 2010) 

were utilized in this study. 

 A stratified criterion sampling was utilized to generate a list of participants for 

the qualitative phase of the study. A median split was used to place participants in Phase 

1 into one of the four groups based on research self- efficacy scores and research 

productivity. The following four categories of participants were created: high self-

efficacy and high productivity (HEHP), high self-efficacy and low productivity (HELP), 

low self-efficacy and high productivity (LEHP), and low self-efficacy and low 
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productivity (LELP). Two participants from each category were identified for face-to 

face interviews. Participants were primarily questioned on the social cognitive factors 

within the higher education environment that influence their research self-efficacy 

beliefs and research productivity. Qualitative data was analyzed using content analysis. 

Interview notes and transcripts of audio recordings were utilized to summarize the 

information acquired. Interviews were transcribed verbatim into word processing 

software and initially analyzed through open coding (Straus & Corbin, 1998).  

 A total of 109 surveys were completed and returned, for an overall return rate of 

46%. An online statistical software program was used to determine whether the 

completed 109 surveys would provide results that are reflective of the population (i.e., 

233) at the 95% confidence level (Creative Research Systems, 2003). Results indicated 

that the sample size of 109 returned surveys was sufficient to determine results at the 

95% confidence level with a confidence interval of 6.86. Of the 109 respondents 51.9% 

(n = 56) were male and 48.1% (n = 52) were female. With respect to faculty ranks, 

61.1% (n = 66) respondents were assistant professors, 14.8% (n = 16) were tenure track 

associate professors and 21.3% (n = 23) were tenured associate professors. The majority 

of respondents reported that they worked primarily on quantitative research (60.2 %), 

followed by those who worked both on qualitative and quantitative research (24.1%). 

Only 13% of the respondents reported working solely on qualitative research.  

This article will focus exclusively on the qualitative findings due to space 

constraints. The qualitative analysis primarily sheds light on the research question, 

“What are the social cognitive factors within academic environments that influence 
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faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs?” Four major themes each with a number 

of sub themes emerged from the multiple readings of the data.  The major themes that 

were identified as factors that influence research self-efficacy within academic 

environments include (1) informal and formal learning opportunities, (2) mentoring and 

modeling, (3) social comparison, and (4) receiving effective and credible feedback.  

Informal and formal learning opportunities refer to participants’ past experiences 

in engaging in activities that have contributed to their research knowledge and research 

self-efficacy. These experiences include conducting, writing, presenting, and publishing 

research individually or under the supervision of their graduate advisor, and applying 

and receiving research grants. Informal and formal learning opportunities resemble 

Bandura’s (1997) enactive mastery experiences that influence self-efficacy beliefs by 

providing information on capabilities. Efficacious participants attributed their 

confidence to conduct research to informal and formal learning opportunities within the 

higher education environment. In general, highly efficacious participants consistently 

attributed their confidence in their research skills to positive graduate school 

experiences. As faculty members, these participants continue to attribute their 

confidence to conduct research to informal and formal learning opportunities within the 

higher education environment. Bandura states that enactive mastery experience is the 

most influential source of self-efficacy because it provides accurate information of skill 

assessment. According to Bandura, once a strong sense of self-efficacy has been built 

based on successful mastery experiences, intermittent failures will not threaten self-

efficacy beliefs.  
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Mentoring and modeling was the second theme that was identified and includes 

the relationship that the participants had with their graduate advisors and or any other 

relationships with more experienced or knowledgeable researchers. These relationships 

enabled participants to learn through observation. Mentoring and modeling resemble 

Bandura’s (1997) vicarious experiences that influence self-efficacy beliefs through the 

communication of capabilities and social comparison. According to Bandura, 

observation is an important source of self-efficacy information especially when 

individuals are at the very beginning of skill acquisition. This is due to the fact that at 

the beginning of skill acquisition individuals do not have any past experience or 

information to form judgments about their capabilities. Therefore vicarious experiences 

such as the observation of mentors and modeling of peers early in the research career are 

especially influential. Generally, efficacious participants spoke a lot about their 

experience and relationship with their graduate advisors. Efficacious productive 

participants talked extensively about mentoring programs in their departments and how 

these mentoring programs had influenced their confidence to conduct research. In 

contrast, efficacious non productive participants complained about the lack of mentors in 

their departments. Bandura states that individuals look for models or mentors that 

demonstrate and represent competencies that they aspire. Mentors and models teach 

effective skills and strategies through their behavior and expressions of their thought 

processes (Bandura, 1997). Good models and mentors enable successful mastery 

learning outcomes by being effective assessors of skills, and structuring learning 

opportunities that match skill levels (Bandura, 1997). 
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The third theme that was identified was social comparison and refers to the 

assessment of individual skills through comparisons with others. Participants either in 

graduate school or as faculty members looked to their peers to form judgments about 

their capabilities. These social comparisons resemble the sources of self-efficacy 

information that Bandura (1997) referred to as vicarious experiences. These vicarious 

experiences have the potential to influence self-efficacy beliefs. According to Bandura, 

in general, most tasks or activities do not have definite measures or indicators of 

capability and therefore individuals look to the performance of others to judge their own 

capabilities. Individuals primarily utilize social comparison to gauge their capabilities.  

Generally, highly efficacious participants talked about the high quality of their graduate 

schools such as Penn State University and University of Iowa or referred to the high 

quality of their graduate programs and provided examples of the success of their 

graduate peers. These participants attributed their high confidence in their research skills 

to their high caliber graduate programs, graduate school peers and faculty. 

The final theme that was identified was receiving effective and credible feedback 

which refers to reliable performance evaluations. Effective and credible feedback 

resembles Bandura’s (1997) verbal persuasion which influences self-efficacy beliefs. 

According to Bandura, the manner in which verbal persuasion is communicated can 

increase or decrease self-efficacy beliefs. Generally, efficacious participants appeared to 

continue to value the feedback of their advisors. In most cases these advisors were well 

known productive researchers themselves. Participants that were productive generally 

continued to value the feedback of their advisors. However, the majority of participants 
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did not value the research feedback of their chairpersons, but placed high value on peer 

feedback. Chairperson’s feedback was perceived as not credible as chairpersons were 

perceived to be not knowledgeable about the individual faculty members’ research. 

Participants reported that feedback provided by chairpersons was very general and not 

specific or behavioral. According to Bandura (1997), the framing and structure of 

performance feedback influences self-efficacy beliefs. Feedback that emphasizes ability 

enhances self-efficacy beliefs whereas feedback that emphasizes effort is detrimental to 

self-efficacy beliefs. 

Implications for Policy and Practice 

It seems safe to conclude that there are numerous factors within the higher 

education environment that influence the research self-efficacy of faculty members. 

Knowledge of these factors can be employed to promote research self-efficacy and 

research productivity among faculty members. Keeping in mind the findings of this 

study, institutions of higher education may take several steps to promote research self-

efficacy.  

Foster Awareness of Research Self-Efficacy  

 Literature on self-efficacy indicates that self-efficacy is an important concept, as 

research indicates that it has far reaching consequences (Pajares, 1996). Faculty 

members’ confidence in their research capabilities has been found to be positively 

correlated with research productivity (Bailey, 1999; Brown, Lentt, Ryan, & McPartland, 

1996; Schoen & Winocur, 1992; Vasil, 1992). This positive relationship suggests that 

beliefs about research capabilities influence research behaviors. Faculty members with 
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high research self-efficacy beliefs are more productive when compared to faculty 

members who lack confidence in their research capabilities. Therefore it is important 

that institutions of higher education create an awareness of research self-efficacy among 

departmental administrators and faculty members. The correlation between research 

productivity and research self-efficacy needs to be emphasized to faculty members and 

departmental administrators. Most of the participants in this study were either unaware 

of this correlation or believed that confidence was not a factor in their research 

productivity. Only two participants: psychology and political science associate 

professors were aware that low confidence in performing a task successfully could 

influence persistence. According to Bandura (1997), individuals that are not efficacious 

about their capabilities do not continue to persevere when faced with obstacles and tend 

to avoid challenging activities. Knowledge of research self-efficacy and particularly the 

sources of research self-efficacy will facilitate departmental administration. This 

knowledge will assist departmental administrators in the choice of policies and programs 

that would provide the greatest benefit for scholars in the department. There is a wide 

range of departmental decisions that could influence the various sources of research self-

efficacy. These include decisions about graduate advisor to graduate student ratios, 

faculty recruitment, office placements, and work culture. The allocation of financial 

resources especially for faculty development activities such as workshops and small 

grants is another factor that could influence the various sources of research self-efficacy 

within a department.   
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Encourage Research Self-Efficacy Building as a Developmental Tool 

  Higher education administrators such as chairpersons and program directors 

need to engage in efficacy building as a component of faculty development activities. 

Knowledge of research self-efficacy differences may help chairpersons to identify 

individual faculty members or groups deserving of special attention. Faculty members’ 

research self-efficacy information can also help administrators prioritize and determine 

where limited funds can be most effective. For example, not all new faculty require 

equal developmental assistance, efficacious faculty members may not require as much 

assistance or oversight as faculty members that are not efficacious about conducting 

research tasks. Bandura (1997) states that enactive experiences and vicarious learning 

are important sources of self-efficacy information especially when individuals are at the 

very beginning of skill acquisition. Therefore it is important for departmental 

administrators to recognize and support new faculty members that may not be 

efficacious about their research skills. In the past departmental administrators have had 

to wait two to three years for productivity results to make judgments of research skills  

and productivity of new faculty members. However, with research self-efficacy 

measures, administrators will be able to provide specific developmental tools that match 

the needs of new faculty members as they begin their careers.  

 Likewise it is clear that individual faculty members can benefit from research 

self-efficacy knowledge. Individual faculty members can take action to improve skills in 

particular research tasks when there is comprehension or awareness of low efficacious 

beliefs in conducting these specific tasks. Often faculty members react to rejections from 
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journal editors by either trying to ‘fix’ the manuscript by incorporating the editorial 

suggestions or by shelving the manuscript and procrastinating on the project. Rarely do 

faculty members review the entire research process and try to identify the specific tasks 

that were most challenging for them. Faculty members may be subconsciously aware of 

specific research tasks that they particularly dislike or try to avoid. The strength of an 

individual’s self-efficacy beliefs is reported to influence goal setting behavior (Bandura 

& Schunk, 1981), persistence (Gist, 1987), and motivation (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). 

Completing a research self-efficacy measure may enable faculty members to pinpoint 

and acknowledge the specific research tasks that they are not confident of conducting. 

Develop Efficacious Researchers in Graduate School 

  Enactive experiences are the most influential in the development of self-efficacy 

(Gist, 1987) because enactive experiences contain the most authentic evidence of 

capabilities (Bandura, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Self-efficacy is most influenced as 

an individual is first introduced to the task and begins skill development (Bandura, 1982; 

Usher & Pajares, 2008). The frequent completion of a specific task successfully 

increases self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982). Individuals gain confidence in their ability to 

complete a specific task when they are repeatedly successful in completing the task. On 

the other hand, repeated failures may decrease self-efficacy (Gist, 1987). Administrators 

and faculty members can enhance graduate research education by providing multiple 

opportunities for enactive learning and vicarious experiences. In this study productive 

faculty members repeatedly attributed their research productivity to their graduate 

school experiences. Gelso (1983) and Philip and Russell (1994) report that research self-
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efficacy develops during graduate education. Furthermore, research experience has been 

reported to be a predictor of research self-efficacy (Bieschke, Bishop & Garcia, 1996).  

Therefore it is important that graduate training programs incorporate early active 

involvement in applied and practical research training (Bieschke et al., 1996; Gelso, 

1983; Phillip & Russell, 1994).  

 Graduate or doctoral programs need to ensure that all graduate students have 

opportunities to participate or at the very minimum observe the research process. In this 

era of funding cuts in higher education, there may not be adequate financial resources to 

fund graduate or research assistants. Therefore research classes where graduate students 

work with faculty members on the faculty members’ research projects should be 

included in the graduate or doctoral curriculum.  This will provide students an 

opportunity to conduct research tasks that match their skill levels, observe the process of 

research and make connections between the theoretical research knowledge and the 

corresponding practical implications.  These graduate classes should be incorporated 

from the very first semester and should be composed of students with varying skill 

levels.  This will provide new students with the opportunity to model the behavior of 

faculty members and students that have been in the program longer. Online versions of 

these research classes can be adopted for distance education students. 

Cultivate Research Friendly Departmental Environments   

 Research indicates that environmental factors such as department culture and 

degree of collegiality influence research productivity (Dundar & Lewis, 1999; Fox, 

1983). Hanna, Haug and Krabbenhoft (2005) report that supportive administrative 
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systems facilitate research productivity. According to Hanna et al., supportive 

administrators tend to provide research assistance in the form of time release, 

mentorship, research funding, research education and rewards. Although many 

participants, in this study talked about how colloquiums and brown bags would 

positively influence their research self-efficacy, only one participant, who was both 

highly productive and efficacious reported having colloquiums and brown bags in his 

area of study. Fox (1983) reports that collaborations within the department and a 

creative and exciting departmental climate are positively related to faculty productivity. 

It is important that the department culture promotes research through activities that 

enhance research self-efficacy. These activities include small grant competitions and 

symposiums or brown bags where faculty members are able to present or discuss their 

research project and research experience in a non-threatening or judgmental arena. Grant 

competitions for junior faculty members will encourage research self-efficacy through 

enactive learning experiences. Symposiums and brown bags have the potential to 

facilitate research self-efficacy through enactive learning experiences and verbal 

persuasion for faculty that present their research, and vicarious learning for faculty 

members and graduate students that attend these events.   

Foster a Sense of Community within the Department 

 Landino and Owen (1988) report that membership in academic groups within 

and outside the department facilitates research self-efficacy. The research friendly 

environment can be further cultivated by encouraging all faculty members to be present 

in the department for specific time periods during the work week. Two of the low 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

136 

 

productivity participants in this study, complained about how isolated they felt as 

researchers. They talked about how their colleagues were seldom in their offices and 

were rarely available for any kind of research assistance. One participant talked at length 

about how senior faculty members belonged to certain cliques that were difficult to 

break into. This participant also stated that most of the research discussions did not 

occur within the department but were conducted in coffee shops or over kitchen tables. 

In contrast one of the high efficacy high productivity participants attributed his 

productivity to a strong sense of research culture within his department. According to 

this participant, faculty members often went out for lunch together and celebrated the 

acceptance of manuscripts with dinner gatherings. The topic of conversations at these 

gatherings was usually centered on research.  

 According to Bandura (1997), vicarious experiences such as the observation and 

modeling of successful and effective coping strategies is influential on efficacy beliefs. 

The observation of effective coping strategies is especially influential on efficacy beliefs 

when individuals have had a mix of successes and failures and are dubious about their 

capabilities. Faculty members often experience a mixed bag of triumphs and failures 

with their first few encounters of research publication. Bandura, further states that high 

efficacy beliefs can be further enhanced by models who exhibit more effective manners 

of completing a task successfully. Therefore, discussions on research and effective 

research strategies benefit both efficacious and inefficacious faculty members. 
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Establish Mentor-Mentee Relationship Among Researchers 

  Bandura (1997) states that individuals look for models or mentors that 

demonstrate and represent competencies that they aspire. Mentors and models teach 

effective skills and strategies through their behavior and expressions of their thought 

processes (Bandura, 1997). In this current study, participants attributed their successes in 

research to their various mentors. Graduate advisors appeared to play an important role 

in productive and efficacious participant’s research productivity. Both of the productive 

and efficacious participants talked at length about their mentors within the department. 

Participants that did not have mentors within the department complained of being 

isolated and not having any one to teach them the ropes. Departmental administrators 

need to implement effective mentorship programs as vital components of faculty 

development. The pairing of new faculty members with more experienced senior faculty 

members, preferably with similar research interests could be beneficial. According to 

Bandura, observation is an important source of self-efficacy information especially 

when individuals are at the very beginning of skill acquisition.  Vicarious experiences 

such as the observation and modeling of mentors early in the research career are 

especially influential. Good models and mentors enable successful mastery learning 

outcomes by being effective assessors of skills, and structuring learning opportunities 

that match skill levels (Bandura, 1997). 

Enhance Research Self-Efficacy Development through Effective Social Comparison 

 It is important that departmental administrators provide accurate information on 

tenure requirements to tenure track assistant professors.  In this current study, assistant 



                                    Texas Tech University, Rubini Pasupathy, December 2010 

 

138 

 

professors talked extensively about the calculations they conducted to gauge their level 

of productivity in comparison to faculty members who would be going up for tenure 

with them or have had recently attained tenure. These faculty members did not appear to 

have a good understanding of tenure requirements, specifically in terms of research 

productivity. Faculty members tend to compare their accomplishments with the 

accomplishments of others within the department to gauge how well they are doing.  

 According to Bandura (1997), in general, most tasks or activities do not have 

definite measures or indicators of capability and therefore individuals look to the 

performance of others to judge their own capabilities. Individuals primarily utilize social 

comparison to gauge their self capabilities. This is especially true for new faculty 

members who generally do not have an absolute measure of tenure requirements. 

However, faculty members, especially new faculty members may not be conducting 

these social comparisons in a manner that enhances research self-efficacy.  Therefore it 

is important that departmental administrators provide some guidance on social 

comparison. Departmental administrators can facilitate effective social comparison by 

providing detailed information of the productivity of the department to all faculty 

members. These departmental productivity documents should include information such 

as number of publications, number of authors per publication, type of publications, 

number of years in service, teaching load, and other relevant information might 

contribute to a clearer picture of actual productivity.  

  In this study, all faculty members that were interviewed admitted to comparing 

their research productivity with the productivity of their colleagues within the 
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department. Faculty members appeared to rely on social comparison within the 

department to acquire a sense of their research competence. Further, there was a 

difference in the social comparison of efficacious participants and non efficacious 

participants. Inefficacious participants did not benchmark particular individuals but 

rather looked at averages of productivity within the department. Whereas both of the 

high efficacy high productivity participants talked specifically about how they only 

compare their productivity with people that are doing better than them. Bandura (1997) 

states that aspirational comparisons provide incentive and inspiration for self 

development. According to Bandura (1997), individuals who are not confident of their 

capabilities avoid comparisons with models that have similar capabilities and tend to 

compare themselves with people who are either less capable than them or much beyond 

their capabilities. This is done to preserve their fragile sense of self-beliefs. The 

proposed departmental productivity document could be used as a tool to guide assistant 

professors during annual evaluations. Departmental administrators could provide some 

guidance on which assistant professors should be used as benchmarks or to compare 

productivity.  

Provide Effective and Credible Feedback  

 The majority of participants did not value the research feedback of their 

chairpersons. Chairperson’s feedback was perceived as not credible as chairpersons were 

perceived to be not knowledgeable about the individual faculty members’ research area 

or even the research conducted in a particular program. Therefore it is important that 

departmental administrators such as chairpersons have some general knowledge of the 
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research that is conducted within programs in a department. Chairpersons need to have 

some idea of the quality of the various journals within programs or areas of study, this 

includes being able to distinguish between top and lower tier journals. Further, to 

increase credibility of feedback chairpersons should keep up to date with the research of 

faculty members. 

 Participants reported that feedback provided by chairpersons was very general 

and not specific or behavioral. Participants reported that chairpersons did not contribute 

anything new in their feedback other than to advise faculty members to continue to 

conduct research. Low productivity participants appeared to be frustrated with feedback 

that lacked effective strategies or specific behavioral recommendations that could 

improve research productivity. Further, these participants complained about the negative 

tone of the feedback that contributed to a further reduction in their confidence to conduct 

research. Chairpersons appear to be unaware of the negative effects of badly framed 

feedback. It is important that chairpersons are educated on how to provide effective 

developmental feedback. Bandura (1997) states that negative verbal persuasion can 

lower self-efficacy by inhibiting individuals and preventing them from even attempting 

a particular task. Whereas positive verbal persuasion encourages individuals to attempt 

and persist and succeed, which in turn promotes self-development and efficacy beliefs. 

According to Bandura (1997), the framing and structure of performance feedback 

influences self-efficacy beliefs. Feedback that emphasizes ability enhances self-efficacy 

beliefs whereas feedback that emphasizes effort is detrimental to efficacy beliefs. 
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Conclusion 

The above recommendations should be relatively easy to put into practice. 

However, it will be challenging to reshape the attitudes and behavior of faculty members 

and administrators. According to Baldwin and Blackburn (1981), effective faculty 

development is dependent on the institutions willingness to experiment, invest resources, 

accept criticism and risk failure. It is important that administrators are willing to provide 

the necessary support to implement the changes recommended. The growing research 

documenting the influential nature of research self-efficacy beliefs on research 

productivity reinforces the need for the development of graduate students and faculty 

members that are not only knowledgeable but also confident in their ability to execute 

research tasks. Bandura (1997) points out that knowledge about a particular skill does 

not necessarily translate into successful execution of the skill in challenging situations. 

Faculty members that are knowledgeable about research are not necessarily the most 

successful or productive researchers. According to Bandura, self-efficacy believes 

trigger cognitive, motivational and affective processes that govern and convert 

knowledge and abilities into proficient action. In other words, self-efficacy beliefs go 

beyond just knowing what to do, but what an individual believes they can do with the 

knowledge and skill under various circumstances. Higher education administrators, such 

as the deans, chairpersons and program directors that are responsible for the recruitment, 

development and retention of faculty members are encouraged to incorporate the 

recommendations presented in this paper, to ensure that faculty members translate 

research knowledge and skill into research productivity.  
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CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the findings of this study, describe the 

implications of this study, and suggest future research. This chapter is organized into 

four sections: (1) discussion of the results, (2) limitations of the study, (3) 

recommendations for future research, and (4) implications. The primary results of this 

study indicate that research self-efficacy potentially plays an important role in faculty 

development through experiences in graduate school and faculty members’ departmental 

environments and experiences. This study has several important implications that may 

help higher education administrators develop programs that can facilitate both faculty 

research self-efficacy and research productivity.  

Discussion 

This study breaks new ground in the investigations of research self-efficacy. 

While other researchers have concentrated primarily on a quantitative perspective of 

inquiry, none have investigated the concept of research self-efficacy from a qualitative 

perspective. The results of this study provide a multi dimensional picture of faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy and research productivity.  

Nature of Faculty Members’ Research Self-Efficacy Beliefs   

The data collected in phase1 were used to answer the following research 

question: What is the nature of faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs? The 

descriptive data used to answer the first research question revealed that faculty members 
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in general were very confident in their ability to conduct research tasks. Faculty 

members were particularly confident in their ability to conduct general research tasks 

(e.g., indentify a research problem that can be researched scientifically, and search an 

electronic database for existing literature about a particular research topic) and were less 

confident about their ability to conduct qualitative research tasks (e.g., implementing the 

appropriate sampling procedure before collecting the data in a qualitative study, and 

analyzing qualitative data using a software program).  

The finding that faculty members were confident in their ability to conduct 

general research tasks but were not very confident about their ability to conduct 

qualitative research tasks is in congruence with Bandura’s (1997) assertions about self-

efficacy.  Bandura states that mastery and vicarious experiences are powerful and 

influential sources of self-efficacy information. Most research projects either qualitative 

or quantitative include general research tasks. Therefore faculty members through 

observation and practical experiences have gained confidence in conducting these tasks. 

However, for most graduate students and faculty members there may be very limited 

exposure to qualitative research due to several reasons. The research method that is 

predominantly emphasized and used in social and behavioral sciences is quantitative 

(Creswell, 2009). Qualitative research has historically been perceived as non scientific 

by neopositivist and it is more difficult to receive federal funding for qualitative research 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Most research funding is targeted towards research projects 

that use traditional scientific methods. Research funding received is an important factor 

in promotion and tenure considerations and influences the type of research that is 
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conducted in institutions of higher education. Faculty members in this study may not 

have had much opportunity to observe or experience qualitative research and therefore 

have not built confidence in conducting qualitative research tasks. Therefore it is 

imperative that graduate students are exposed to more qualitative research and provided 

with better education on qualitative research methods. 

Research Productivity of Faculty Members 

The descriptive data collected in Phase 1 were also used to answer the following 

research question: How productive are faculty members? The results indicate that there 

is a wide range of research productivity. Faculty members are more productive in 

presenting at conferences and less productive in publishing manuscripts in the form of 

book chapters. Although publications are considered the most valid measure of research 

productivity, there are certain areas of study that highly value conference presentations 

and publication of book chapters (Murray & Hattie, 1997). Further, the quality of 

conference presentations is difficult to judge. According to Murray and Hattie, although 

there are many prestigious conferences that are selective, review presentation proposals, 

and have acceptance rates that are similar to refereed journals, there are also less 

prestigious conferences that accept all presentation proposals to attract sufficient number 

of participants.  Therefore there are two possible explanations for these findings. The 

first explanation is that the requirements for conference presentations are not as stringent 

as the requirements for publishing manuscripts in the form of book chapters. The second 

explanation is that book chapters may not be valued research products in some areas of 

social and behavioral science.  
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Relationship between Faculty Members’ research Self-Efficacy Beliefs and 

Research Productivity 

 The third research question investigated the relationship between faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. Correlational analysis 

revealed small correlations between research self-efficacy and research productivity.  

The descriptive data indicate that there is correlation between research self-efficacy 

beliefs and publication of book chapters among participants that conducted both 

quantitative and qualitative research. Among quantitative researchers, there is a small 

positive correlation between research self-efficacy beliefs and total research 

productivity, and among qualitative researchers there is a positive correlation between 

research self-efficacy beliefs and publications of research studies in peer reviewed 

journals. 

Past research suggest that research self-efficacy is a predictor of research 

productivity among graduate students (Bieschke et al., 1996; Kahn & Scott, 1997; 

Phillips & Russell, 1994) and faculty (Bailey, 1999; Landino & Owen, 1988; Vasil, 

1992). A close reading of past research confirms our findings of significant but small 

correlations between research self-efficacy beliefs and productivity. Research indicates 

that the strength of the correlation between research self-efficacy beliefs and 

productivity is moderate among graduate students (r = .45, p< .001) (Phillips & Russell), 

and weak among faculty members (r = .14) (Landino & Owen). Vasil reported that 

productivity contributed only 7% of the variance in the structural equation model that 

was tested when controlling for the effects of experience, rank and college affiliation. A 
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possible explanation for the difference in the strength of correlation between faculty 

research self-efficacy and research productivity, and student research self-efficacy and 

research productivity is that faculty members are more knowledgeable about research 

tasks and so a more sensitive self-efficacy instrument should be used to measure faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy. 

Interestingly, among quantitative researchers and qualitative researchers there 

were a few negative but non significant correlations between research productivity and 

research self-efficacy. A possible explanation for these negative correlations is that the 

publishing of certain forms of manuscripts such as literature reviews, and book reviews, 

or articles in newspapers are not perceived as challenging or valuable research outputs.    

Social Cognitive Factors within Academic Environments that Influence Faculty 

Members’ Research Self-Efficacy Beliefs and Research Productivity  

The interviews conducted in the second phase of this study were designed to 

answer the fourth research question: What are the social cognitive factors within the 

academic environment that influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

research productivity? The major themes that were identified as sources of research self-

efficacy within academic environments include informal and formal learning 

opportunities, mentoring and modeling, social comparison, and receiving effective and 

credible feedback.  

 Informal and formal learning opportunities. In general, highly productive 

participants and efficacious participants consistently attributed their confidence in their 

research skills to positive graduate school experiences. Bandura (1997) states that 
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enactive mastery experience is the most influential source of self-efficacy because it 

provides accurate information of skill assessment. Furthermore, research experience has 

been reported to be a predictor of research self-efficacy (Bieschke, Bishop & Garcia, 

1996). Gelso (1983) and Philip and Russell (1994) report that research self-efficacy 

develops during graduate education. Successful outcomes do not necessarily enhance 

self-efficacy beliefs. Self-efficacy beliefs are influenced by how an individual 

cognitively processes successful and unsuccessful experiences. According to Bandura, 

once a strong sense of self-efficacy has been built based on successful mastery 

experiences, intermittent failures will not threaten self-efficacy beliefs. Bandura states 

that individuals with strong self-efficacy beliefs tend to attribute poor outcomes to 

situational factors, insufficient effort, or poor strategies and therefore do not let these 

poor outcomes to influence their strong self-beliefs. Bandura states that self-efficacy 

beliefs both influence and are influenced by experience.  Self-efficacy beliefs are lasting 

because individuals use existing self-schemata to process new efficacy information and 

attend to information that corresponds with one’s self-beliefs and discard or minimize 

inconsistent information (Bandura). Therefore inefficacious individuals attribute their 

successes to high effort whereas efficacious individuals are more likely to view their 

successes as confirmation of their capabilities.  

This attribution of success to high effort was demonstrated by both of the high 

productivity-low research self-efficacy participants. These participants ascribed their 

high productivity to hard work. According to Bandura (1997), low sense of self-efficacy 

is difficult to replace and requires specific credible feedback to overcome the existing 
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inefficacious beliefs. This was exhibited by a participant who was productive and had 

received a departmental grant but was still inefficacious about conducting research tasks. 

On the other hand, productive and efficacious participants demonstrated the resiliency of 

efficacious beliefs by attributing their successes primarily to intrinsic factors such as 

curiosity, enjoying doing research, past research successes such as publishing and 

collaborating with colleagues within the department, and personal motivation. Research 

failures were attributed to external factors such as large classes and lack of research 

participants. Vasil (1992) reports that the attribution of success to ability significantly 

increases research self-efficacy. 

 Mentoring and modeling. According to Cameron and Blackburn (1981), 

mentors play an important role in the development of researchers, both in graduate 

school and during the socialization of faculty members in their entry into the workforce. 

Generally efficacious participants spoke a lot about their experience and relationship 

with their graduate advisors. In most cases these advisors were well known productive 

researchers themselves and therefore were knowledgeable and experienced models. In 

contrast the low efficacious low productivity participants were not very enthusiastic 

about their relationship with their advisors.  

 According to Bandura (1997), observation is an important source of self-efficacy 

information especially when individuals are at the very beginning of skill acquisition. 

This is due to the fact that at the beginning of skill acquisition individuals do not have 

any past experience or information to form judgments about their capabilities. Therefore 

vicarious experiences such as the observation of mentors and modeling of peers early in 
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the research career are especially influential. Good models and mentors enable 

successful mastery learning outcomes by being effective assessors of skills, and 

structuring learning opportunities that match skill levels (Bandura). Working with and 

being mentored by knowledgeable researchers, enables the acquisition of a clear 

understanding of the complex process of problem finding, designing and conducting a 

study, authoring an article, and navigating the article through the refereeing process. 

Tschannen-Moran, Firestone, Hoy and Johnson (2000) explain that a good 

understanding of the entire research process facilitates early successes in research and 

publishing thereby, enhancing research self-efficacy.  

Landino and Owen (1988) report that the perception of being mentored by the 

department facilitates research self-efficacy. Efficacious productive participants talked 

extensively about mentoring programs in their departments and how these mentoring 

programs had influenced their productivity. Whereas efficacious non productive 

participants complained about the lack of mentors in their departments.  Bandura (1997) 

states that individuals look for models or mentors that demonstrate and represent 

competencies that they aspire. Mentors and models teach effective skills and strategies 

through their behavior and expressions of their thought processes (Bandura). 

 Social comparison. Generally, highly efficacious participants in the current 

study talked about the high quality of their graduate schools. Participants referred to the 

high quality of their graduate schools and peers as indicators of the high caliber of 

researchers and students that they studied or worked under. In contrast both of the low 
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self-efficacy low productivity participants did not refer to the caliber of either their 

graduate school or peers. 

According to Bandura (1997), in general, most tasks or activities do not have 

definite measures or indicators of capability and therefore individuals look to the 

performance of others to judge their own capabilities. Individuals primarily utilize social 

comparison to gauge their self capabilities.  This is especially true for new faculty 

members who generally do not have an absolute measure of tenure requirements. 

Therefore faculty members rely on social comparison either within the department or 

with their peers outside the department to acquire a sense of their research competence. 

All faculty members that were interviewed admitted to comparing their research 

productivity with the productivity of their colleagues within the department.  There was 

a difference in the social comparison of efficacious participants and non efficacious 

participants. Bandura (1997) states that aspirational comparisons provide incentive and 

inspiration for self development.  According to Bandura (1997), individuals who are not 

confident of their capabilities avoid comparisons with models that have similar 

capabilities and tend to compare themselves with people who are either less capable than 

them or much beyond their capabilities. This may be done to preserve their fragile sense 

of self-beliefs.  

 Receiving effective and credible feedback. According to Bandura (1997), 

performance feedback is an example of verbal persuasion. Generally, efficacious 

participants appeared to continue to value the evaluative feedback of their advisors. In 

most cases these advisors were well known productive researchers themselves.   
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However, the majority of participants did not value the research feedback of their 

chairpersons. Chairperson’s feedback was perceived as not credible as chairpersons were 

perceived to be not knowledgeable about the individual faculty members’ research. 

Participants reported that feedback provided by chairpersons was very general and not 

specific or behavioral. Tenured faculty members also reported a lack of effective 

performance feedback from chairpersons.  

Bandura (1997), states that positive verbal persuasion encourages individuals to 

attempt, persist and succeed, which in turn promotes self-development and self-efficacy 

beliefs, whereas negative verbal persuasion can lower self-efficacy by inhibiting 

individuals and preventing them from even attempting a particular task. Chairpersons 

appear to be unaware of the consequences of the framing of performance feedback. 

According to Bandura, the framing and structure of performance feedback influences 

self-efficacy beliefs. Feedback that emphasizes ability enhances self-efficacy beliefs 

whereas feedback that emphasizes effort is detrimental to self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 

1997). 

The major themes that were identified as sources of research productivity within 

the academic environment include personal factors, role conflict, graduate school 

experience, departmental environment, and collaborative research partnerships. 

Personal factors. Productive participants highlighted the importance of good 

research skills such as writing and ability to communicate ideas effectively, interest, 

hard work, time and effort as the factors that contribute to research success. These 

findings coincide with the results of past research conducted on research productivity. 
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According to Tein and Blackburn (1996), individual factors such as interest, ability and 

motivation have been reported to influence research productivity. This finding highlights 

the importance of graduate education in the cultivation of productive researchers as 

research skills and abilities are formed and nurtured in graduate school. Ito and 

Brotheridge (2007) report that time invested in research related activities predicts 

research productivity.  This once again highlights the importance of graduate education 

in the forming of productive researchers. 

Role conflict. All participants talked about the functional demands either in their 

professional or private lives that conflicted with the requirements of being productive 

researchers. Although participants talked about how teaching classes influenced their 

research productivity, they made a distinction between teaching large undergraduate 

classes that negatively impacted their research productivity and teaching graduate 

seminar classes that positively influenced their research productivity. Existing research 

indicates that time management strategies including limiting class preparation time is a 

predictor of research productivity (Ito & Brotheridge, 2007). However, time invested in 

graduate seminar classes appears to enhance faculty members’ research productivity. 

Female participants reported that family responsibilities and obligations 

negatively impacted their research productivity. Although the relationship between 

gender and research productivity has been widely studied, the finding have been 

inconclusive (Blackburn, 1978). This may be due to the heterogeneous familial 

obligations of female faculty members. Toutkoushian (1999) reports that marital status 
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and the existence of dependants are factors that influence female faculty members’ 

research productivity. 

Graduate school experience. Generally participants that were highly productive 

attributed their research productivity to their graduate school training experience. These 

faculty members were also very vocal about attributing their current research 

productivity to the guidance and training they received from their graduate advisors. The 

socialization into a scholarly lifestyle occurs in graduate school. Graduate school 

experience, training at a prestigious research-oriented university, and being a research 

assistant to an experienced researcher are all reported to be positively related to research 

productivity (Tschannen-Moran et.al, 2000). Furthermore, Fox (1983) states that early 

research productivity tends to predict long term productivity due to the advantages of 

productivity accrued. 

Faculty work environment. Participants reported that the work environment 

within each department was an important factor that could either facilitate or inhibit 

research productivity. According to Fox (1983), the social and organizational features of 

an educational environment are integral to faculty productivity. Research indicates that 

the availability of supportive administrative systems is an important factor that 

contributes to research productivity (Hanna et al., 2005). Supportive administrators tend 

to provide research assistance in the form of time release, mentorship, research funding, 

research education and rewards, whereas administrators that are not supportive of 

research do not provide any kind of support or assistance for research activities. The 

quality and experience of faculty within a department are highly influential factors in 
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research productivity (Dundar & Lewis, 1998). Hunter and Kuh (1987) report that the 

presence of mentors positively influences research productivity.   

Collaborative research partnerships. All participants talked about opportunities 

for research collaboration as an important factor that influenced their research 

productivity. This finding is in congruence with past research. According to Fox (1983), 

research productivity is positively related to research collaboration. Tschannen-Moran et 

al. (2000) report that one of the major differences between productive researchers and 

their peers, is that productive researchers collaborate with other researchers more often 

than their peers. Clearly, departmental administrators can influence research productivity 

by facilitating research collaborations among faculty members. 

Limitations 

This study has several limitations. The survey method of data collection in the 

quantitative phase of this study allows for potential threats to external validity. The 

statistical analysis that was conducted was correlational and therefore it would be 

inaccurate to infer a causal relationship between research self-efficacy and research 

productivity. The research self-efficacy and productivity data was based on self-

reporting and it is assumed that participants responded honestly. Data collection in 

qualitative studies is highly influenced by the perceptions and attributions of the 

researcher (Greenhalgh & Taylor, 1997), it is important to note possible researcher bias. 

Finally, this study was created and designed from a social cognitive perspective and the 

researcher looked for patterns in the results with a distinct theoretical orientation.  
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Recommendations for Future Research 

Given that this study was conducted in only one institution, it would be 

informative if future studies on research self-efficacy were conducted with a larger more 

diverse sample of faculty members from the varying tiers of institutions of higher 

education as there is a possibility that research self-efficacy beliefs could vary according 

to these factors. Further investigation of research self-efficacy should include a more 

empirical measure for productivity then the self reported measure that was utilized in 

this study. Studies on research productivity have utilized a wide variety of measures 

(Duffy et al., 2008; Ito & Brotheridge, 2007). Productivity measures that include 

information about the quality of the research product could provide more information on 

the predictive nature of research self-efficacy. 

 A more focused qualitative investigation of the sources of research self-efficacy 

within a single department would be enlightening. The research experiences and 

perceptions of faculty members that share a micro higher education environment could 

shed more light on the role of departmental environment and administration on research 

self-efficacy development. In addition, this study could also be replicated to assess the 

research self-efficacy of graduate students. It would be interesting to investigate research 

self-efficacy beliefs of students as they are initially formed. 

Implications 

This study has several important implications that may help higher education 

administrators develop programs that can facilitate both faculty research self-efficacy 

and research productivity. The results of this study have both theoretical and practical 
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implications. The theoretical implications are that higher education environments that 

cultivate researchers either through graduate education or faculty development must 

include the types of mastery experiences, vicarious experiences and verbal persuasions 

that are likely to nourish research self-efficacy. The practical implications are that 

graduate advisors, chair persons and program directors need to be not only educated on 

the yields of efficacious beliefs but also the opportunities within the higher education 

environment that nurture self-efficacy beliefs. 

The primary implication of this study is that graduate school experience is highly 

influential in the development and molding of future researchers. Research experience 

and exposure (Bieschke, Bishop & Garcia, 1996), length of time spent in graduate 

school ( Bieschke et al., 1996 Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Gelso, 1983; Kahn & Scott, 

1997; Phillips & Russell, 1994), and the research training environment ( Bieschke et al., 

1995; Bishop & Bieschke, 1998; Brown et al., 1996; Kahn, 2001; Kahn & Scott, 1997; 

Philips & Russell, 1994) have been repeatedly found to be influential on research self- 

efficacy. It is apparent that the self beliefs about research capabilities that are formed in 

graduate school tend to linger on far into a faculty members research career. The 

qualitative results obtained in this study strongly support these findings. 

Graduate advisors play a key role in the development of productive faculty 

members with strong research self-efficacy beliefs. Graduate advisors need to be very 

conscious about providing mastery learning opportunities that are appropriate to the skill 

levels of their students. Graduate groups or pairings should be formed with an awareness 

of social comparison and vicarious learning. The development of research self-efficacy 
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beliefs should be nurtured through effective feedback and multiple opportunities to 

observe and engage in both qualitative and quantitative research.  

However, with the current popularity of distance education ( Allen & Seaman, 

2006) and cuts in higher education funding there is bound to be a reduction in the 

opportunities for mastery experience and vicarious learning in graduate education. The 

current trend of hiring transient faculty members (Bettinger & Long, 2006) will also 

reduce mentoring opportunities for graduate students and place a heavy burden on the 

few remaining graduate faculty to educate and nurture the research self-efficacy of 

graduate students.  

The second implication of this study is that the departmental unit is another 

higher education environment that is influential in the development of productive faculty 

members with strong research self-efficacy beliefs. Chairpersons need to implement 

structured and developmental interventions to enhance faculty development and research 

self-efficacy. Faculty members seem to thirst for opportunities to learn successful 

research behaviors from their peers and to receive effective feedback on their research. 

There are several simple, non expensive measures that can be implemented within the 

department. These measures include the pairing of senior productive faculty members 

with junior faculty members or more formal mentoring programs, and providing 

opportunities and the appropriate environment for faculty members to present and 

discuss their research such as conducting brown bags and colloquiums.  Furthermore, it 

would be beneficial for chairpersons to engage in research self-efficacy building by 

exploring the various sources of research self-efficacy within the departmental 
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environment and by paying closer attention to the quality of feedback or evaluations 

they provide to faculty members. 

Conclusions 

 This study offers a perspective on faculty members’ research self-efficacy that, 

to date has not been studied comprehensively and takes a meaningful step towards 

understanding this multifaceted construct. In this study, an investigation was conducted 

on faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity. The 

findings indicate that there is a wide range of research productivity among faculty 

members, in general faculty members are very confident in their ability to conduct 

research tasks and there is  small correlation between research self –efficacy and  

research productivity. Further, qualitative analysis reveal that, within the higher 

education environment there are several social cognitive factors that influence faculty 

members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and research productivity.  The social cognitive 

factors that influence faculty members’ research self-efficacy include informal and 

formal learning opportunities, mentoring and modeling, social comparison, and 

receiving effective and credible feedback. Five social cognitive factors within the higher 

education environment that influence faculty members’ research productivity were 

identified, including  personal factors,  role conflict, graduate school experience, 

departmental environment and collaborative research partnerships. In summary, this 

study reveals that graduate school experiences and faculty members’ departmental 

environments and experiences shape faculty members’ research self-efficacy beliefs and 

influence their research productivity. 
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Sequential Explanatory with Participant Selection 

Procedures    Products 

Convenience sampling of faculty   Sample (n = 280) 
members at research institution  Demographic    

     data and item  
     scores 

 

 Descriptive statistics   Means, standard 
 Correlation analysis   deviations, and
      bi-variate 
      correlations
        

 

 Identify and describe four groups  Typology of
 in terms of measured variables  groups based on
       RSE and  RP
      scores 
       
  

 
 Purposeful sample of each group with Sample (n = 8) 
 additional consideration for 
 rank and length 
 of service 
 

 Semi-structured interviews  Interview texts 

 

 Content analysis   Codes and 
 Thematic analysis   Categories 

      
       

 Describe themes with sample quotes Theme and 
      category 
      descriptions
   

 

 

 Report QUAN and qual results  Quantitative and 
 Qualitative explanation of  qualitative
 quantitative findings   description
    

 

quan 
Data 

collection 

quan
Data analysis 

quan 
Results 

Select 
participants  

based on quan  
results 

QUAL 
Data collection 

QUAL 
Data analysis 

QUAL 
Results 

Interpretation 
Of quan–QUAL 

results 
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List of Departments 

College of Arts and Sciences 

 Communication Studies 

 Economics and Geography 

 Health Exercise and Sports Science 

 Political science 

Psychology 

Sociology, Anthropology and Social Work 

Jerry S. Rawls College of Business  

 Management 

Marketing 

College of Education  

 Department of Curriculum and Instruction 

Department of Education Psychology and Leadership 

College of Human Sciences 

 Family and Consumer Science 

 Human Development and Family Studies 

 Nutrition, Hospitality and Retailing 

College of Mass Communications 

 Advertising 

 Electronic Media and Communications 
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 Journalism 

 Public Relations 

 

College of Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources  

 Agriculture and Applied Economics 

Agricultural Education and Communication 
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College of Education 
Texas Tech University • Lubbock, TX, 79409-1071 

 
3rd March 2010 
Dear  

My name is Kamau Oginga Siwatu, and I am an Assistant Professor of 
Educational Psychology at Texas Tech University. My student, Rubini Pasupathy, a 
doctoral candidate in Higher Education is currently working on her dissertation. We 
would like to take this opportunity to invite you to be a participant in her dissertation 
study. We would be honored if you decided to participate. Following are some pertinent 
information about this study.  

 
• What is this project about? The project is called “Faculty Members’ Research 

Productivity and Beliefs about Research.” The researchers hope to identify and explore 
key aspects of faculty members’ perception of their research experiences and the factors 
that influence their research beliefs and behavior.  

• What will you ask me to do and how much time will it take? We will ask you to 
complete a questionnaire which will take 15 minutes of your time.  Later in the 
semester, you will also have the option of participating in a short, 30-minute interview. 

• Will the questions make me uncomfortable? The IRB has reviewed the questions and 
they think you can answer them comfortably. However, you can stop answering the 
questions and leave any time you wish. 

• Are you going to protect my privacy? Of course! The questionnaires will not contain 
your name or any personal information. Participants that are interviewed will be 
provided with fictitious names. The data and audio tapes will be stored in a locked 
cabinet in the investigators office and will only be seen by the investigator during and 
after the study. The audio tapes will be erased as soon as they are transcribed. 

• Can I quit during the study? Yes, you can quit at any time. You will not lose anything 
if you stop. Participation is your choice. 

• If I have questions, who can I ask? Please contact Dr. Siwatu or Rubini at the numbers 
provided below.  You may also direct your questions to the TTU Institutional Review 
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research Services, Texas Tech 
University, Lubbock, Texas 79409. Tel: (806)742-3884.   

 
We would like to thank you in advance for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 

Kamau Oginga Siwatu, Ph.D.   Rubini Pasupathy, M.B.A. 
Office telephone: (806) 742-1998 ext 431 Office telephone: (806) 743 3219 
Email: kamau.siwatu@ttu.edu  Email:     

Rubini.pasupathy@ttuhsc.edu 
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Interview Protocol 

Name of Interviewer: 

Date of Interview: 

Start Time/ End Time: 

Pre –interview Comments 

I would like to thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to explore 

your views on research self-efficacy. As was mentioned in the recruitment letter, the 

purpose of this study is to explore social cognitive factors that influence your confidence 

to conduct research and research productivity. I hope that with your help I will be able to 

begin a dialogue that provides new ideas on how social cognitive factors within 

educational environments influence research self-efficacy and research productivity. For 

the purpose of this project I have defined research productivity as publications in 

journals and research grants and awards. This interview should not last longer than 45 

minutes. Do you have any questions before we get started? 

 

Interview Questions 

What social cognitive factors do faculty members attribute to research 

productivity? 

 I will begin by first asking you a few questions about your research productivity. 

 

1.  How would you characterize your level of research productivity? (would you 

consider yourself to be a productive researcher) 

2. What do you believe has been the cause of your research productivity/non 

productivity? 

2.1 Describe these variables/experiences 
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2.2 So, you believe that internal/external factors have been most influential on 

your research productivity. 

2.3 If external factors have been most influential on your research productivity, 

then are these factors within/external to the department? 

3. As a faculty member you probably receive annual faculty evaluations from your 

chairperson. Do you receive any other messages /feedback about your research 

productivity from departmental administrators? 

3.1 If yes, from whom? 

3.2 Describe these messages? 

3.3 How do you interpret these messages? 

3.4 Do you pay equal attention to all the feedback you receive? 

3.5 If no, how do you decide what feedback to pay more attention to? 

3.6 How do you respond to this feedback? 

3.7 Does the feedback from departmental administrators influence your 

confidence to conduct research? If yes, how? 

4  Do you compare your research productivity in relation to the performance of others 

external to your department (such as peers in your doctoral program)? 

4.1 Why do you compare your research capabilities to these people? 

4.2 Describe these people that your compare yourself to? 

5  Think about the times that you have been successful in research. What do you 

usually attribute your research successes to (ability, hard work or luck)? 
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6  Now think about the times the times that you have encountered obstacles or 

setbacks in research. What do you attribute these research failures to (luck or 

ability)? 

What social cognitive factors do faculty members attribute to the strength of their 

research self-efficacy beliefs? 

We will now move on to questions regarding your confidence to conduct research tasks. 

7 Do you believe that your confidence in your ability to conduct research has played a 

role in your research productivity? 

8 Since you completed the survey has there been any change in your confidence in 

conducting research? 

8.1 If yes- 1.1How would you currently characterize your confidence in 

conducting research tasks? Why? 

9 What experiences have you had that were influential in shaping your confidence to 

conduct research? 

9.1 Do you have any positive or negative examples of these experiences? 

9.2  Which event was most influential? Why? 

9.3  Were these experiences challenging? 

9.4  How did these experiences influence your confidence to conduct research 

tasks? 

10   We are going to go into the past a little and talk about your experience in graduate 

school.   

10.1  What kind of relationship did you have with your major professor? 
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10.2  Do you still keep in touch with your major professor? 

10.3  Does he/she continue to provide feedback on your research capabilities? 

10.4  Do you think your relationship with your major professor influenced your 

confidence to conduct research?  

10.5  If yes, how did your relationship with your major professor influence your 

confidence to conduct research? 

10.6  Do you still keep in touch with your graduate school peers? 

10.7  Have you ever compared your capabilities with the accomplishments of 

your graduate school peers? 

10.8  Do you think this has influenced your confidence to conduct research? 

10.9  Do you think that your experience in graduate school influenced your c 

confidence to conduct research? If yes, how? 

11 Coming back to the present environment. Reflect back on your experience at TTU, 

what departmental factors have influenced your confidence in conducting research? 

11.1 Do you have any positive or negative examples of these experiences? 

11.2 Which was the most influential event? Why? 

11.3 Were these experiences challenging? 

11.4 How did these experiences influence your confidence to conduct research 

tasks? 

12 Do you compare your research productivity in relation to the performance of others 

within your department/school? 

12.1 Why do you compare your research capabilities to these people? 
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12.2 Describe these people that your compare yourself to? 

12.3  Have you observed these people experience setbacks? 

12.4  How did they cope? 

12.5 Have you found yourself imitating similar coping strategies? 

12.6  How have these comparisons influenced your confidence to conduct 

research? 

13  Earlier you answered that factors (internal/external) to the department have been 

most influential on your research productivity.  How about your confidence to 

conduct research?  Do you believe that factors (internal/external) to the 

department/school have been most influential on your research confidence? 

13.1 Why do you believe that the factors (within/outside) the department were 

most influential? 

14  What do you believe can be done within the department to increase your confidence 

to conduct research?  

15 We are at the end of our discussion, do you have any concluding thoughts regarding 

the issues discussed in this interview? 

16 Would you have any objections to setting up another short meeting for any follow up 

questions or clarifications I may have? 
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Appraisal Inventory 
 
Directions: After reading each statement, please rate how confident you are in your 
ability to successfully accomplish each of the research-related tasks listed below. Please 
rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 (no confidence at all) to 
100 (completely confident). Remember that you may use ANY number between 0 and 
100 (e.g., 55, 69, 23, 5, 98).  

 

General Research Methods 
 
How confident are you that you can: 
 1. Identify a research problem that can be researched scientifically. 
 2. Search an electronic database for existing literature about a particular research topic. 
 3. Write a literature review about a particular research topic. 
 4. Write research questions for a study that you are designing. 
 5. Select an appropriate research design that will answer specific research questions. 
 6. Write a Human Subjects Proposal to obtain permission from the  
 Institutional Review Board (IRB) to conduct my study. 
 7. Collect data using techniques that are suitable in answering research questions. 
 8. Analyze data to provide answers to existing research questions. 
 9. Draw conclusions on the basis of the findings of a research study. 
 10.Write a research report documenting the findings of a research study. 
 
Qualitative Research Methods 
 
How confident are you that you can: 

 1. Select an appropriate qualitative research design to use in a study. 

 
2. Implement the appropriate sampling procedure before collecting data in a qualitative 

study. 
 3. Implement the appropriate sampling procedure after  
 data collection has begun in a qualitative study. 

 
4. Collect data using techniques that are suitable in answering research questions within a 

qualitative study. 
  
 5. Conduct the appropriate qualitative analyses to answer specific research questions. 

0 10          20 30           40 50 60           70 80           90 100 

 No 
Confidence 

At All 

 Moderately 
Confident 

  Completely 
Confident 
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 6. Analyze qualitative data using a software program (e.g., NVivo, NUD*IST). 
 7. Implement strategies to enhance the trustworthiness of a qualitative study. 
 8. Write a research report documenting the findings of a qualitative study. 

 

 
 
Quantitative Research Methods 
 
How confident are you that you can: 

 9. Select the appropriate sampling procedure to use in a quantitative study. 
 10. Create a data file using a statistical software program (e.g., SPSS). 
 11. Conduct the appropriate statistical analyses to answer specific research questions. 
 12. Use different statistical methods of data analysis (e.g., t-test, ANCOVA, 

correlation)  appropriate for hypothesis testing. 
  
 13. Interpret a printout containing the results of a statistical analysis. 
 14. Use a statistical software program (e.g., SPSS) to describe quantitative variables  
 (e.g., calculating the average age of participants). 
 15. Conduct a statistical analysis (e.g., correlation, ANOVA, linear regression) using a 
 statistical software program (e.g., SPSS). 
 16. Perform an analysis to establish an instrument’s reliability. 
 17. Conduct a reliability analysis using a statistical software program (e.g., SPSS). 
 18. Write a research report documenting the results of a quantitative study. 

 
19. Collect quantitative data using techniques that are suitable in answering 

research questions. 

 
20. Implement strategies to enhance the accuracy of the conclusions that are draw from 

the findings of a quantitative study. 
  

 
21. Locate resources that will help me to interpret a printout containing the results of a 

statistical analysis. 
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Directions: For the following questions please refer to your current curriculum vitae 
(CV). List the number of times these activities have occurred. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Research Products 
During 

Graduate 
School 

Pre 
Tenure 

Post 
Tenure 

1. Research-based grants received 
 

2. Presented your research at a conference 
 

3. Manuscripts accepted for publication in the 
form of a literature review in a peer 
reviewed journal 

 

4. Manuscripts accepted for publication in the 
form of a research study in a peer reviewed 
journal 

 

5. Manuscripts accepted for publication in the 
form of book chapters  

6. Manuscripts accepted for publication in the 
form of critiques; responses and comments; 
abstracts; book reviews; chapters; articles in 
newspapers/newsletters; and other 
publications 
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1. What is your gender? 
 

  □ Female 
  □ Male 

2. What is your current faculty position? 

□ Tenure track assistant professor 

□ Non- tenure track assistant professor 

□ Tenure track associate professor 

□ Tenured associate professor 

□ Non-tenure track associate professor 

□ Full professor 

□ Other, please specify ____________ 

3. As a researcher which type of research method do you typically use? 

 Qualitative research 

 Quantitative research 

 Both, qualitative and quantitative research 

4. How many years have you been a faculty member? __________________ 
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Directions: For the following questions please refer to your current curriculum vitae 
(CV). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 Type of Institution 

Length 
of 

Service 
(in 

years) 

Academic 
Rank 

at End of 
Service 

Primary Job 
Function 

Institution 

1 

 Community College
 Teaching Institution 
 Research Institution 

  Asst. 
Professor 

 Assoc. 
Professor 
Professor

 Teaching
 Research 
 Administration 

Institution 

2 

 

 Community College
 Teaching Institution 
 Research Institution 

 

 Asst. 
Professor 

 Assoc. 
Professor 
Professor

 Teaching
 Research 
 Administration 

Institution 

3 

 Community College
 Teaching Institution 
 Research Institution 

 

 Asst. 
Professor 

 Assoc. 
Professor 
Professor

 Teaching
 Research 
 Administration 

Institution 

4 

 Community College
 Teaching Institution 
 Research Institution 

 

 Asst. 
Professor 

 Assoc. 
Professor 
Professor

 Teaching
 Research 
 Administration 
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Participation in Second Phase of the Study 
 
If selected, would you like to participate in the second phase of the study which entails a 
face-to-face interview with the researcher? The interview will be audio taped with your 
permission. The purpose of this phase of the study is to allow the researcher an 
opportunity to further explore faculty members’ beliefs about conducting research. This 
second phase of the study will take place four to six weeks after the initial data 
collection. If you agree to participate in this face-to-face interview, please fill out the 
form below.  To keep your survey responses anonymous, please return this sheet 
separately from your survey packet.   
 
 
 Name:   

_____________________________________________________ 

 Email:  _____________________________________________________ 

  
 
 
Directions: Separate this form from the survey packet. Fold the form so that the 

campus address on side two is visible. Staple and place in campus mail. 
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