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INTRODUCTION

Research is a systematic scientific investigation 
conducted to discover new facts or get additional 
information needed to elucidate on a particular 
problem. Research or other synonyms such as inquiry 
or discovery is an endeavor to know, and it is one of 

the fundamental duties of the university, in addition 
to awarding degrees.[1] Research is an important part 
of the academy and is often believed to be the next 
most valued part of the academic duties after teaching. 
Research productivity is, therefore, a robust measure 
of scholastic achievement in the academia, and it is 
through research that the status of an academic is often 
determined among peers.

Academic staff productivity is traditionally measured 
by the number of peer‑reviewed articles published, 
conference presentations made, and grants obtained over 
a specific period of time.[2] Research assessment exercise 
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is often conducted by funding and donor agencies to 
determine the capacities of prospective beneficiary 
academics and their institutions, with the goal of 
realizing donor funding organization’s objectives.[3] 
Research productivity is positively associated with 
promotion and tenure, high salaries,[4‑6] and increased 
social prestige of the academic staff.[5] Scholars with 
higher status are also more likely to have published 
in journals with high impact factors than those with 
low status.

Other than the traditional methods of papers counting 
as a measure of productivity; measures such as the 
h‑index, the i10‑index, and the citations index are 
currently being used for measuring research productivity 
among academic staff in higher institutions.[7] Scholarly 
productivity and the stature of a researcher may also 
be reflected based on the impact factor of the journal 
in which the researcher has published. Recently, 
journals are also being rated or categorized into quality 
quartiles. Quartile one (Q1), two (Q2), three (Q3), and 
four (Q4) journals are those in the top 25th, 50th, 75th, 
and 100th percentiles ranking, respectively.[8] Academics 
who obtained research funding are usually required to 
publish in Q1 or Q2 journals, because these journals 
rank higher in prestige, and the audiences of such 
journals are usually top notch in their respective fields.[9]

Several predictors, determinants, or critical attributes 
of research productivity have been identified.[10‑13] 
Indicators of academic productivity have been 
identified to include innate ability, experience 
and availability of resources, and leadership of the 
researcher’s institution.[14] Having research orientation 
upon starting a career in the university, having the 
highest terminal degree, and early publication habits 
were identified as contributory factors to increased 
research productivity.[15,16] Other factors are previous 
publication activity, communication with colleagues, 
subscriptions to a large number of journals, and 
sufficient time allocation to research.[17,18] Researchers 
are also found to be more productive when they are 
employed by a university that rewards research work, 
assigns ample time for faculty to conduct research, and 
in institutions where academic leadership position is 
held by someone who uses an assertive participatory 
management approach.[19]

The criteria for promotion, productivity, and tenure 
requirements in a discipline changes over time, as 
disciplines and institutions change, grow, or mature. 
Studies on research productivity show that the 

relationship between productivity and age is not linear 
although the overall rate of publications generally 
declines with age.[3,4,20,21] Differences in productivity 
by gender have also been reported, with female 
researchers tending to be less productive than their 
male counterparts.[22,23] Other studies have reported no 
differences in productivity by gender.[4,21]

It is a general belief that if Nigeria is going to catch up 
with educational goals as enshrined in vision 20‑20‑20 
and sustainable development goals, her universities 
must improve their research capacities. Research 
productivity can be viewed as indicators of a nation’s 
capacity to solve its problem. It has been speculated 
that it is knowledge accumulation through research 
that places advanced countries at the top on the rung 
of the human development ladder. Due to the research 
capacities within their boundaries, developed countries 
are believed to be capable of exercising firm control 
over their social and human capacity formation and 
building, giving them an edge over other countries 
in economic development and living standard and 
conditions.[23] Although research institutes exist in 
Nigeria, the resources and capacities for research in this 
country are still mainly domiciled in the universities.

At present, there is a paucity of data on the research 
productivity of academic staff in Nigerian universities. 
One study was found that shows academic staff in 
Nigerian federal universities have an average of five 
papers in 3 years.[3] Another cross‑sectional study on 
Nigerian academic librarians show that only 2.94% 
had  ≥20 publications altogether in their portfolio, 
8.82% had between 10 and 15 publications, 17.56% 
had between 6 and 9 publications, and 58.82% had 
between one and five publications, whereas 11.77% 
had no publications at all.[24] No study was found that 
it is focused on the research productivity of academics 
in the medical and health sciences disciplines. The aim 
of this study was to explore the research productivity 
of academic staff in the College of Medical Sciences of 
a Nigerian University.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Design and setting
This is a descriptive cross‑sectional study conducted 
at the College of Medical Sciences, University of 
Maiduguri, Nigeria. The university is a public and the 
oldest university in North‑eastern Nigeria. It attracts 
academics and students from all the 36 states of Nigeria. 
The College of Medical Sciences of the University is 
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structured into departments and offers degree programs 
in Medicine and Surgery, Dentistry, Nursing Sciences, 
Physiotherapy, Radiography, and Medical Laboratory 
Science and Anatomy.

Subject and Sampling
The participants in this study comprised all cadres of 
lecturers constituting the academic staff of the College 
of Medical Sciences, University of Maiduguri, Nigeria. 
Staff listing for all the academic staff in the College 
was obtained from the college prospectus which listed 
the staff in their order of rank. From the rank‑ordered 
list of 168 academic staffs  (8.3% females), every 
second staff was selected for sampling, for a total of 84 
eligible academic staff. Survey questionnaire was then 
distributed to the 84 academics in the Departments of 
Human Anatomy, Human Physiology, Nursing Sciences, 
Radiography, Physiotherapy, and Medical Laboratory 
Sciences constituting the Basic and Allied Health 
Sciences subgroup. Lecturers were also sampled from 
the Departments of Medical Microbiology, Clinical 
Pharmacology and Therapeutics, Chemical Pathology, 
Hematology and Immunology, Paediatrics, Obstetrics and 
Gynaecology, Medicine, Surgery, Community Medicine, 
Ear Nose and Throat, Radiology, Ophthalmology, Mental 
Health, and from Dentistry, constituting the Clinical 
Sciences subgroup.

Measures and procedure
A 31‑item researcher developed questionnaire was 
used to collect the data for the study  (Appendix). 
Section A of this questionnaire solicited information 
on sociodemographic variables such as age, gender, 
academic rank, and highest academic degree. Section B 
solicited information on variables relating to inducement 
to pursue a higher degree, the reward for research work, 
and policy of evaluation on teaching skills by students. 
All questions were rated on a dichotomous scale of “Yes” 
or “No.” Section C solicited information on scholastic 
records and institutional support for the lecturers. This 
section asked for information on the number of research 
publications  (peer‑reviewed articles and book) and 
conferences presentations in the past 3 years, and the 
teaching load and time devoted to research per week.

The face and content validity of the instrument was 
attested by two experts in questionnaire design who are 
also authors of this study (AYO and ALO), both with a 
combined experience of over 25 years in instrumentation, 
adaptation, and validation. The test–retest reliability 
of the instrument was established through a pilot 
testing among ten lecturers in physiotherapy who 

completed the questionnaire twice with an interval 
of 2 weeks between each completion. The reliability 
coefficients (Spearman correlations) of the instrument 
ranged from 0.71 to 0.88 for each of the sections, 
indicating that the instrument has moderate‑to‑good 
reproducibility. The study was conducted between June 
and July 2014, following approval on 8th May 2014 by 
the Research and Ethics Committee of the University 
of Maiduguri Teaching Hospital, Maiduguri, Nigeria 
(UMTH/REC/14/000102).

The questionnaire was self‑administered and delivered 
in person by one of the investigators (DE) or through 
contacts in each of the departments. Follow‑up visit to 
each department to collect completed questionnaires 
was done every week until the deadline of 4  weeks 
set for the completion of the study. A  reminder was 
sent out 2  weeks after the return deadline did not 
yield any further response. It took about 15–20 min to 
complete the questionnaire. All participants provided 
written informed consents before participating in 
the study. Three staffs who were randomly selected 
form the listing in the Department of Physiotherapy 
were not given the survey questionnaires for the main 
study, because they have participated in the test–retest 
reliability determination of the survey instrument. The 
first response of these staff for the reliability assessment 
was used for the main study.

Data analysis
The collected questionnaires were coded and analyzed 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Science 
(SPSS), version 18.0 for windows (SPSS Inc., Chicago, 
Illinois, USA). Descriptive statistics such as percentages, 
mean, median, and standard deviation were used 
to summarize the data. The independent t‑test and 
one‑way ANOVA were used to explore differences in 
research productivity by sociodemographic variables, 
including gender, rank, and faculty. The level of 
statistical significance was set at P < 0.05.

RESULTS

A total of 84 questionnaires were distributed, of which 
51 respondents returned the questionnaire within 
6 weeks giving a response rate of 61.0% (51 of 84). All 
returned questionnaires were usable. More male (n = 40, 
78.4%) than female (n = 11, 21.6%) academics were 
participated in the study. Majority (52.9%, n = 27) of 
the participants were in the Clinical Sciences subgroup, 
while 47.1%  (n  =  24) were in the Basic and Allied 
Health Sciences subgroup. Simple majority indicated 
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the PhD (n = 15, 29.4%) as their highest educational 
qualification, while 8  (15.7%) indicated bachelor’s 
degree as their highest qualification [Table 1]. Nineteen 
participants were Heads of Department, and 12 (23.5%) 
had postgraduate medical qualifications other than a 
terminal academic degree or doctor of philosophy.

The mean age of the participants was 43.8 ± 9.11 years 
and ranged between 29 and 63 years. The mean years 
of working experience were 10.5 ± 8.17 years (range: 
1–32 years). The mean time spent on research work 
per week was 5.7 ± 4.70 h, while the mean numbers 
of articles published by the lecturers in the past 3 years 
were 6.6 ± 6.77. Thirteen (25.2%) out of 51 respondents 
did not report any published papers in the past 3 years, 
and 23  (45.1%) had six or more papers in the past 
3  years. The number of conferences attended with 
presentation per year was 4.5 ± 3.95 [Table 2].

On the basis of average academic research productivity 
at six papers in 3 years, majority (54.9%, n = 28) of the 
academic staff published <6 papers in the past 3 years 
and may be argued to have low productivity rate. 
Lecturers in the Clinical Sciences subgroup appear to be 
more productive by publishing more papers in 3 years 
than their counterparts in the Basic Sciences and Allied 
Health (P < 0.05). Although lecturers in the Clinical 
Sciences subgroup who had higher rank (senior lecturers 
and above) tend to report more papers published in the 
past 3 years than their colleagues who are in the junior 
ranks (6.55 ± 2.8 vs. 3.23 ± 4.0; P < 0.05), no such 
difference was found among lecturers in the Basic 
and Allied Health Sciences subgroup. In addition, age 
tends to influence the number of papers published by 
lecturers in the Clinical Sciences subgroup.

Majority (87.5%, n = 42) of the respondents answered 
“Yes” when asked whether they were induced by the 
institution to pursue higher degrees or specializations, 
while 12.5%  (n = 6) said no  [Table 3]. Furthermore, 
majority (65.9%, n = 29) of the respondents answered 
“No” when asked whether their department or the 
institution reward their research work in any way, while 
15 (34.1%) respondents answered “Yes.” Few (38.0%, 
n = 19) respondents answered “Yes” when asked if they 
are holding any administrative responsibilities, while 
majority (62.0%, n = 31) answered “No.” Furthermore, 
majority (94.0%, n = 47) answered “Yes” when asked 
whether they support students’ feedbacks as a means of 
evaluating their teaching skills while only three (6.0%) 
answered “No.”

Academic activities
Majority (60.8%, n = 31) of the respondents answered 
“Yes” when asked whether teaching load is a hindrance 
to carrying out research activity, while 39.2% (n = 20) 
answered no [Table 4]. Overwhelming number of the 
academic staff  (92.2%, n  =  47) answered yes when 
asked whether they will reconsider their academic 
carrier in their current department when given 
the opportunity to change department, while only 
four  (7.8%) answered “No.” Furthermore, a greater 

Table 1: Participants’ sociodemographic characteristics
Variables n (%)
Gender

Male 40 (78.4)
Faculty

Medicine 27 (52.9)
Basic Sciences/Allied Health 24 (47.1)

Rank
Professor/assistant professor 9 (17.7)
Senior lecturer 9 (17.6)

Highest qualification
PhD 15 (29.4)
MSc 11 (21.6)
BSc 8 (15.7)
Postgraduate medical qualification 12 (23.5)
Others 5 (9.8)

Admin responsibility
HOD 19 (38.0)
None 31 (62.0)

Table 2: Frequency distribution of participants other 
sociodemographic variables (n=51)
Variables Mean±SD Median Mode
Age (years) 43.8±9.11 43.00 41
Working experience 
(years)

10.5±8.17 8.00 6

Research hours per 
week

5.7±4.70 4.00 4

Journal published (n) 6.6±6.77 4.00 0
Conference attended 
(n)

4.5±3.95 4.00 3

Books/chapters 
published (n)

0.20±0.75 0.00 0

Research grants 
obtained (Naira)

474,538.92±231,293.88 0.00 0

The values of the research grants obtained is in Nigerian currency (Naira). SD: 
Standard deviation

Table 3: Institutional supports received, student 
evaluation, and administrative position held (n=51)
Items Yes, n (%) No, n (%)
Are lecturers induced to pursue higher 
qualification?

42 (87.5) 6 (12.5)

Lecturer’s support of student evaluating 
them

47 (94.0) 3 (6.0)

Do the institution reward research work 
in any way

15 (34.1) 29 (65.9)

Lecturers holding administrative 
responsibilities

19 (38.0) 31 (62.0)
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number of the respondents (76.5%, n = 39) answered 
yes when asked whether time constraint is a factor in 
carrying out research, while 23.5% (n = 12) answered 
“No.” Overwhelming number  (96.1%, n = 49) of the 
respondents answered yes when asked whether they 
were aware of the expectations of scholastic activities 
for promotions, while 3.9% (n = 2) answered No.

DISCUSSION

It is a general belief that in today’s world of growing 
knowledge‑based economy, the quality of goods and 
services that is produced in any nation depends on 
its capacity to conduct research and come out with 
innovations. Research and innovation are traditionally 
championed by the universities and research centers 
where citizens with the requisite aptitude are trained. 
The quality of the products turned out in these 
institutions depends in turn on the research skills and 
productivity of the trainers domiciled in the institutions. 
For over three decades now, Nigeria has been faced with 
brain drain phenomenon; and for over two decades, 
in addition, it has also been faced with the problem of 
medical tourism. Research productivity can be viewed 
to be an indication of a nation’s capacity to solve its 
problem. In the absence of this capacity, a nation 
may have to rely on foreign countries for solutions to 
problems within its boundaries.

On the basis of academic research productivity 
whose threshold is set at six papers in 3 years, and a 
simple majority (54.9%) of the academics having <6 
publications, and a quarter not even having any 
publications to their credit; academics in this study 
may not be considered to be highly productive as 
a group. This finding is consistent with those of a 
previous Nigerian study,[3] which shows that academics 
have an average of five research papers (4.99 ± 2.30) 
published in 3  years. In the present study, age does 
notseem to have an influence on the number of research 
papers published although the average number of paper 

reported is higher with age; a finding that is inconsistent 
with a previous report in several studies,[4,25‑27] but in 
agreement with a previous finding from a study[28] 
conducted over a decade ago.

The present study shows that overall, in this cohort 
of academic staff, rank did not influence research 
productivity, a finding that is inconsistent with those in 
other studies[6,29] that found better productivity among 
academics in higher ranks. This study also found no 
gender influence, in contrast with the report by Carr 
et al.[30] which shows a higher productivity rate among 
men. Lecturers in the Clinical Sciences subgroup appear 
to be more productive by publishing more papers in 
3 years than their counterparts in the Basic Sciences and 
Allied Health although lecturers in the Clinical Sciences 
subgroup reported more years of working experience 
and tend to hold a higher rank. Overall, this study 
shows wide variability in the research productivity 
among academics in this College, consistent with the 
findings among academics in Croatia.[31] This variability 
perhaps is a reflection of the importance of individual 
characteristics of academic staff in research productivity 
as noted by Bland et al.(2005).

To many of the academics, the teaching load is a 
hindrance to carrying out research activity although 
they would still remain in their department and would 
not change to other department if given the chance. 
Furthermore, although time constraint was a factor in 
carrying out research for many, the academics were still 
aware of the research expectations for promotion. The 
low academic research output recorded by the majority 
of the cohort of academics in the present study can 
be attributed to lack of devoted time for carrying out 
research. It may also be attributed to the perception that 
teaching load is not conducive for research as reported 
by the majority of the academics. One surprising finding 
is that majority of the academics responded “No” when 
asked whether their departments and institution reward 
research work, despite admitting that they were aware of 
the expectations of scholastic activities for promotions.

How a promotion and advancement that is based on 
research publication, believed to be the current practice 
in Nigerian universities, is not perceived as a reward 
for research productivity despite monetary benefits 
that go with the advancement in rank, is unclear. This 
response shows this cohort of academics was expecting 
other rewards for research productivity than promotion. 
In some quarters, research grants attract pay for the 
estimated after hours or weekend hours spent on the 

Table 4: Academic activities of respondents (n=51)
Variables Yes, n (%) Yes, n (%)
Consideration of second academic 
carrier in current department

47 (92.2) 4 (7.8)

Is teaching load a constraint in carrying 
out research?

20 (39.2) 31 (60.8)

Should scholarship activity be 
considered for promotion?

49 (96.1) 2 (3.9)

Are departments in collaboration with 
other Universities abroad? 

19 (48.7) 20 (51.3)

Is time constraints a factor for carrying 
out research?

39 (76.5) 12 (23.5)
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research.[32] In others, a percentage of the grant that 
accrues to the institution is paid to the researcher as 
a reward, over and above their salary.[32] Perhaps, the 
cohorts of staff expect to be rewarded for research 
productivity through monetary rewards in addition to 
promotion.

One limitation of this study is the cross‑sectional design 
nature of the study, which limits the determination of 
causal relationships. Second, this is a single‑center 
study and therefore, limits institutional variability 
needed for determining the institutional characteristics 
that impact productivity. Third, the use of self‑report 
assessment tools could produce measurement bias, recall 
problems, and inaccurate estimates of reported numbers 
of research publications and conferences attended. 
Finally, the present study measures productivity in 
terms of numbers or quantities of activities only. 
Important quality measures of academic productivity 
such as h‑index and the rating of the journals in which 
the academics published were not used for assessment. 
However, this preliminary study provides some insights 
into the productivity of academics in one institution in 
Nigeria and can serve as a precursor to a future larger 
study on academic productivity in many centers in 
Nigeria.

CONCLUSION

The research productivity of many academics at the 
Medical College of the University of Maiduguri, Nigeria, 
may be considered as relatively low. Academics in the 
Clinical Sciences had higher research productivity 
than their counterparts in the Basic Medical and Allied 
Health Sciences, and most academics considered 
time constraint as a barrier to research productivity. 
This preliminary study provides some insights to the 
productivity of academics in one institution in Nigeria 
and can, therefore, serve as a precursor to future larger 
studies on academic productivity to involve many 
centers in Nigeria.
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