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ABSTRACT 

This paper has explored the variables that determined faculty satisfaction at Kalinga State University with 
special emphasis on the interaction of compensation, recognition, and workload. The data collection was 
conducted using a structured survey questionnaire in three campuses with a total of 115 faculty members using 
a quantitative research design. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, and 
multiple regression. Data indicated that faculty members expressed moderate satisfaction levels in general, 
with compensation receiving the highest rating, and recognition and workload ratings as neutral. The 
correlation analysis revealed that the relationship between compensation and faculty satisfaction is very 
strong, workload is strongly correlated, and recognition has a weak relationship. The regression analysis also 
revealed that compensation is the best predictor of faculty satisfaction, followed by workload and recognition, 
and the model accounts to 87.8% of the variations in faculty satisfaction. The results indicate that extrinsic 
factors, especially compensation and workload, are those that mainly cause faculty satisfaction with 
recognition as a secondary factor. In view of these findings, the research suggests a work-based faculty 
satisfaction improvement model, which focuses on fair remuneration, equal distribution of workloads, and 
reinforced reward mechanisms. The research also has some empirical knowledge which can be used in the 
policies of the institution, and make the work of faculty better and healthier in the state universities and 
colleges. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The faculty members have a leading role in 
supporting the main mandate of higher education 
institutions, such as teaching, research, and social 

interaction. Their performance directly impacts 
institutional performance, the performance of 
students, and the output of research. Faculty 

satisfaction, therefore, has emerged as one of the 
crucial topics of study in Higher Education, as it has 

been linked to organizational commitment, 
productivity, and retention (Baig and 
Yadegaridehkordi, 2025; Alakoum et al., 2024). 

There is a large amount of literature that shows 
that faculty satisfaction is determined by extrinsic 

and intrinsic factors. Salary, benefits, and promotions 
are extrinsic as they are inherent in providing 
stability and decreasing discontent (Bakotić, 2016). 

Conversely, intrinsic motivation-related factors such 
as recognition, professional development, and a 

meaningful set of involvement in academic activity 
are vital in attention to motivation and long-term 
commitment (Zhang and Gandham, 2025). Research 

also illustrates that faculty members are more 
engaged, have a greater job satisfaction, and are more 
likely to remain loyal to their organizations when 

they believe that the institution supports and 
appreciates them (Li et al., 2025; Olabode Gbobaniyi 

et al., 2023). 
Workload has become one of these determinants, 

which is becoming more and more complex. The 

nature of academic work in the world has been 
exacerbated by the increased academic workload 

through publishing burdens, extension, and 
administrative work. This has been associated with 
rising stress levels and diminished job satisfaction 

among the faculty members due to this growing 
workload (Kim & Pattarawadee Maijan, 2024). In a 

similar vein, unequal allocation of workloads and 
inadequate institutional support can contribute to 
further dissatisfaction, especially in the developing 

higher education systems. 
Faculty members in State Universities and 

Colleges (SUCs) in the Philippine environment work 
in a highly-structured policy setting. The Republic 
Act No. 11466 regulates compensation and benefits, 

whereas national budget circular No. 461 and its 
amended version under the Joint Circular No. 3 s. 

govern the aspects of faculty ranking and promotion. 
2022. These models are contingent to assure equity 
and standardization, but research indicates that 

differentiation in implementation, like benefits delay, 
inconsistency in incentives, and lack of transparency 

in promotion procedures, still influences faculty 
beliefs and attitudes of fairness. 

These are especially the issues at Kalinga State 
University (KSU). With the university being a 
developing regional SUC in the Cordillera 

Administrative Region, it is endowed with the dual 
mandate of providing quality higher education and 
also doing its part in the preservation of culture and 

development of the region. The teachers are 
supposed to work in a resource-constrained 

environment, balancing between teaching, research, 
and extension, as well as administrative tasks. 
Although the institutional policies are correlated 

with the national standards, the differences between 
the perceived sufficiency of their pay, the recognition 

procedures, and the workload can contribute to 
faculty motivation and work satisfaction. 

Faculty satisfaction is not just relevant to personal 

well-being. Supported by the Self-Determination 
Theory (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Hagger and Star, 2026), 

when faculty are satisfied, they will exhibit higher 
intrinsic motivation, and this will improve the 
teaching performance, research outcomes, and 

student involvement. In a more competitive and 
quality-oriented higher education environment, it is 

the role of institutions to make sure that members of 
the faculty are well supported, appreciated, and 
rewarded. 

Regardless of the increasing literature available 
on the topic of international literature, there is a gap 

contextually and empirically in recognizing how 
compensation, recognition, and workload relate to 
the levels of satisfaction among the faculty in 

Philippine SUCs. The current research tends to focus 
on these on a case-by-case manner, without focusing 

on their interactive or interacting influences, 
especially on regional university. To fill this gap, the 
current work explores the effects of these 

determinants on KSU, with the intention of 
producing evidence-based findings that could be 

used to shape institutional policies and increase the 
satisfaction of faculty. 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURES 

International Perspectives on Faculty 
Satisfaction 

International research confirmed that faculty 
remuneration greatly defines morale and 
performance. Zhang and Gandham (2025) highlight 

that promotional structures and salary policies, to 
some extent, are determinants of dissatisfaction with 

the faculty staff, and lagging behind these hygienic 
factors causes discontent. Equally, according to 
Karorsa and Allen (2024), institutional climate, 

workload, and work systems greatly affect faculty 
satisfaction,  and  environmental  factors  are 
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important. Samuel Opolot et al. (2026) additionally 
added that the commitment of faculty is enhanced 
and turnover intentions are reduced in institutions 

where the organizational culture is positive, 
particularly where the leadership offers valuable 
support and where the organization cares about its 

employees, which is aligned with the organizational 
support theory. 

Difficulties are more acute in the developing 
countries. To promote TVET lecturers in Nigerian 
universities, Izuakor et al. argue that promotion 

requirements, especially those associated with the 
output of research, are the dominant motivators 

(2026). Simultaneously, the authors mention that 
institutional restraints, such as the lack of funding 
and the excessive workload, can suppress 

motivation in case promotion systems are not 
supported by the substantive incentives, whereas 

Nakirya et al., (2025) emphasized that when the 
faculty feels that they are fairly treated, through 
transparent promotion procedures, the manageable 

workloads, and meaningful participation in 
decision-making, their morale and performance 

rise, so the importance Recent studies indicate that 
imbalanced teaching and research roles persist as a 
major obstacle in higher education with unjust 

workload policies influencing the faculty 
satisfaction level and morale. It has been 

emphasized that to effectively assist faculty 
participation requires instant strategies (especially, 
institutional) among which are safeguarded 

research time, professional acceptance, and equal 
workload distributions (Malcom et al., 2024). Taken 

together, these studies point to a key idea that four 
aspects are the most important aspects of 
compensation, but with the understanding that 

faculty satisfaction is a complex concept, there are 
four dimensions that would be multidimensional, 

i.e., fairness, recognition, and growth opportunities. 

Faculty Satisfaction in the Philippine Context 

The framework used to control the pay of faculty 
in State Universities and Colleges (SUCs) in the 
Philippines includes the Salary Standardization Law 

and the JC3, s. To be promoted and rated in 2022. 
Nevertheless, the processes of these structures 

demonstrate the presence of gaps. Pius (2025) 
observed that pay, promotion, and institutional 
support items such as recognition are all linked to the 

level of faculty satisfaction and faculty morale, 
whereas Cruz (2010) recorded the low morale among 

the SUC faculty in Luzon due to delayed allowance 
release and lack of recognition opportunities. 
Furthermore,  Cadimas  and  Canape  (2025) 

discovered that programs like the provision of 
research incentives, lower class sizes, as well as 
rewarding research and extension activities in 

promotion processes could be effective in supporting 
faculty roles and their overall satisfaction. 

Research carried out in higher education within 

the Philippines indicates that faculty satisfaction and 
morale is significantly influenced by the institutional 

policies and structure. Indicatively, the same study 
by a state university has identified a lack of clarity in 
research-related policies, insufficient staff support, 

and the absence of appreciation as factors that can 
potentially decrease faculty engagement and 

motivation (Launio et al., 2024). According to other 
studies, leadership practices and resource constraints 
are factors in the level of satisfaction and 

productivity of faculty in their job (Pius, 2025). 
Empirical research and commentaries on the well-

being of faculty attribute the workload pressures. As 
an example, a study of the workload of faculty in a 
national university in the Philippines reported that 

faculty spend numerous hours engaged in teaching 
and non-teaching (allied) activities, and that the 

number of hours spent on these activities is directly 
linked to higher levels of stress, highlighting the 
relevance of workload pressure to well-being 

(Vizcarra et al., 2024). The above results propose the 
assumption that faculty welfare is largely influenced 

by the manner in which individual institutions apply 
national policies despite standardization of the 
national policies. 

Recognition, Workload, and Promotion as 
Determinants of Satisfaction 

Recognition remains as one of the most effective 
faculty motivators. Literature shows that 
recognition of teaching and extension work 

positively impacts faculty morale and commitment 
to their institutions (Röbken et al., 2025). Likewise, 

financial and non-financial rewards that rely on 
research productivity have proven to encourage 
participation in scientific endeavors, such as 

publication and sharing (Lv, 2024; Ramada et al., 
2025). The findings lend credence to the views of 
Herzberg, who thought that recognition, other 

than remuneration, is an important motivational 
tool and a long-term source of productivity among 

the academic faculty. 
Promotion and workload are critical in 

determining the welfare and job satisfaction of 

faculty. A transparent and equitable distribution of 
workloads will give more chances to faculty 

members to be satisfied and feel treated fairly, 
although unequal distribution of advising and 
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committee roles can make them feel frustrated and 
experience a feeling of inequity (O’Meara et al., 2019). 
According to recent research, the workloads may also 

have a toll on the faculty's well-being, lessening the 
job satisfaction and making the faculty vulnerable to 

burnout, in particular, when the institutional policies 
are not clear or are not enforced consistently (Sabagh 
et al., 2018). These discoveries underscore the 

importance of having clear, equitable, and politically 
delivered policies to encourage a better, more 

sustainable academic working environment. These 
results highlight the significance of clear 
institutional-level policies and equity in workload 

and promotion in creating a supportive academic 
environment. 

Notably, they stated that professional 
development opportunities like training grants and 
supporting conferences should be included in the 

promotion policies. In the absence of these supports, 
promotion criteria can be seen to be punitive and not 

developmental. 

Emerging Trends and Post-Pandemic 
Considerations 

The COVID-19 pandemic brought a lot of issues 
that concerned the welfare of the faculty, especially 
the workload and recognition. When the institutions 
quickly changed the format of learning to online, the 

faculty members were forced to redesign the courses, 
use new technologies, and offer more academic and 

emotional support to the students. Research 
indicated that these growing digital teaching roles 
must be acknowledged in faculty morale and 

engagement (Johnson et al., 2020; UNESCO, 2020). In 
addition, institutional workload policies that 

specifically consider online instruction, online 
advising, and other distance academic activities are 
more likely to result in increased faculty satisfaction 

(Cutri et al., 2020; Watermeyer et al., 2021). These 
lessons underscore the need to acknowledge and 

adequately appreciate faculty work in online settings 
to affirm their health in these times of educational 
upheaval. 

In recent research, it is assumed that non-
monetary compensation (flexible work hours, 

professional development opportunities, meaningful 
recognition) is more appreciated in the post-
pandemic period because it is also significant to 

stimulate employee motivation and lead to their 
overall job satisfaction (Gigauri, 2020). Therefore, 

these studies imply that compensation and 
recognition systems should adapt to the dynamic 
education environment, incorporating new aspects 

of academic practice in current assessment models. 

Synthesis of the Reviewed Literature 

The sources of collected literature bring the 
discussion toward four determinants of faculty 
contentment that are considered critically important: 

sufficient and prompt compensation; significant 
benefits and rewards, the use of regular 
acknowledgment, as well as sensible workload, and 

promotion practices. International researches focus 
on the multidimensional aspect of faculty 

satisfaction, whereas Philippine researches focus on 
the discrepancies between national frameworks and 
institutional execution. 

This research fills this gap by critically evaluating 
faculty satisfaction at Kalinga State University in all 

faculties, with appropriate recommendations that are 
localized and evidence-based to enhance welfare 
policies, institutional performance, and adherence to 

CHED and AACCUP accreditation standards. 

Objectives of the Study 

In this study, the authors explored the factors that 
determined the faculty satisfaction at the Kalinga 

State University, which addressed the relationship 
between the aspects of compensation, recognition, 

and workload. In particular, it was aimed to find 
answers to the following: 

1. To establish the contentment of the faculties 
concerning payment, appreciation, and workload; 

2. to determine the correlation between 
compensation, recognition, workload, and overall 
faculty satisfaction; 
3. to establish which of compensation, recognition, 

and workload contributes significantly to predicting 
faculty satisfaction; and 

4. to create an evidence-based faculty satisfaction 
improvement model to guide institutional practices 
and policies. 

METHODOLOGY 

This part provides the research design, locale, and 
population of the study, instrumentation, data 
gathering procedure, and the data analysis tools used 

in the study. 

Locale of the study 

This study was carried out in Kalinga State 
University (KSU), in particular, 3 campuses, namely, 
Bulanao, Rizal, and Dagupan. The choice of these 
campuses was based on the diversity of academic 

programs, faculty ranks, and employment statuses 
within the university. This context facilitated context-

unique conclusions of faculty contentment on 
compensation, recognition, and workload. 
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Research design 

The survey method comprised a quantitative 
research design. This method was suitable because it 
could easily measure and statistically analyze the 

satisfaction of the faculty without controlling for any 
variable. The design allowed determining the level of 
satisfaction and analyzing the correlation between 

compensation, recognition, workload, and the 
overall satisfaction with faculties. In order to balance 

out the quantitative data, the qualitative inputs on 
the well-constrained responses were limited and 
analyzed in order to support the context and give 

further in-depth insights into the results. 

Respondents of the study 

The participants of the research were 115 faculty 
members of the Kalinga State University (KSU), 

which is permanent teaching staff of the three 
campuses of the university: Bulanao, Rizal, and 
Dagupan. The sample consisted of different 

representations of the participants, those 
belonging to different colleges and academic 

fields. The respondents in terms of campus 
distribution were 77 Bulanao Campus, 33 Dagupan 
Campus, and 5 Rizal Campus. Such a distribution 

shows the ratio of the faculty members at the three 
campuses and guarantees that the data are 

representative of different institutional conditions 
at KSU. 

A stratified random sampling method was 

employed with respondents classified by academic 
rank, length of service, and status of employment. 

Faculty members with one (1) year of experience in 
teaching at KSU were only considered so that those 
who participated have been exposed to KSU policies 

and practices adequately. A sample size was 
calculated by the 5 percentage margin of error and 

the Slovin’s formula using official faculty population 
data retrieved from the Human Resource 
Management Office (HRMO). This sampling process 

increased representativeness and the validity of the 
findings of the study. 

Instrumentation 

To answer the research questions, the most 
important data collection tool was a structured 

survey questionnaire that was formulated to 
evaluate faculty satisfaction in terms of 
compensation, recognition, and workload. The 

instrument was divided into three sections (a 
demographic profile section, a faculty satisfaction 

scale that measured the degree of suspicion on 
three elements (compensation, recognition, and 
workload), and the overall faculty satisfaction, 

and open-ended questions aimed to provide extra 
insights and recommendations). Experts in 
human resource management and higher 

education were involved to ensure the content 
validity of the questionnaire. Besides, a pilot test 

was performed on the faculty members who were 
not part of the final sample, in order to verify the 
clarity of the instrument, its reliability, and 

internal consistency. 

Data Gathering Procedure 

The collection of data was initiated after gaining 
formal permission from the University President and 
Human Resource Management Office (HRMO) of 
Kalinga State University. It was then coordinated 

with the deans and program chairs of the various 
colleges to help in the distribution and retrieval of the 

survey instruments. The questionnaire was used in 
both hard copies and through the use of online 
platforms (e.g., Google Forms) to ensure the highest 

level of participation and ensure the availability of 
respondents. 

Data analysis 

The information derived from the survey was 
tabulated, coded, and analyzed with the aid of 
suitable statistical methods to answer the research 

objectives. Faculty satisfaction was measured using a 
5-point Likert scale, which had relative descriptive 
interpretations that varied beyond strongly disagree 

(or very low satisfaction) to strongly agree (or very 
high satisfaction). To identify the satisfaction level of 

the faculty with the compensation, recognition, and 
volume of work, descriptive statistics such as 
frequency, percentage, weighted mean, and standard 

deviation were used. Inferential statistics were used 
to compare the relationship between the variables of 

compensation, recognition, workload, and overall 
faculty satisfaction using Pearson product-moment 
correlation. In addition, the multiple regression 

analysis was performed in order to determine which 
of compensation, recognition, and workload is the 

most significant predictor of faculty satisfaction. The 
themes and insights of the qualitative responses to 
the open-ended questions were analyzed with 

thematic analysis to determine the recurring themes 
and insights, which served to corroborate the 

quantitative results and to develop an evidence-
based framework on faculty satisfaction 
improvement. 

RESULTS 

This section shows the results of the study 
concerning the degree of satisfaction of faculty, the 
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correlation between compensation, recognition, 
workload, and overall faculty satisfaction, the 
influential predictors of faculty satisfaction, and the 

summary of the significant findings obtained to 
develop a framework. 

Level of Faculty Satisfaction 

This section, it provides the percentage of faculty 
satisfaction in Kalinga State University in three areas: 
compensation, recognition, and workload. 

Table 1. Level of Faculty Satisfaction in Terms of Compensation, Recognition, and Workload 
Variable Mean Descriptive Rating Interpretation 

Compensation 3.41 Agree Moderately Satisfied 

Recognition 2.96 Neutral Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 

Workload 2.88 Neutral Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 

Overall 3.32 Agree Moderately Satisfied 
 

Faculty satisfaction at the level was measured on 
the compensation level, recognition, and workload. 
Findings indicated that faculty members are fairly 

satisfied, on the whole (M = 3.32). In the three 
domains, compensation (M = 3.41) was rated highest, 
which means that the faculty tends to find their 

salary and benefits to be satisfactory. Nonetheless, it 
rated recognition (M = 2.96) and workload (M = 2.88) 

as neutral, which implied that faculty members are 
more uncertain about the sufficiency of recognition 
systems and the equitability of workload 

distribution. These results suggest that although 
compensation is quite good, non-monetary aspects of 

faculty experience can be improved. 

Relationship Between Variables and Faculty 
Satisfaction 

This section examines the relationships between 
compensation, recognition, workload, and overall 
faculty satisfaction. 

Table 2. Correlation Between Compensation, Recognition, 
Workload, and Overall Faculty Satisfaction 

Variables r-value Interpretation 
Compensation 0.98 Very Strong Positive 

Recognition 0.24 Weak Positive 

Workload 0.71 Strong Positive 

The correlation analysis revealed that there is a 
very strong positive relationship between 
compensation and overall faculty satisfaction (r = 

0.98), which means that compensation increase is 
strongly correlated with the increase in the level of 
satisfaction. Another factor which showed strong 

positive correlation (r = 0.71) between workload 
and well-being of the faculty members is that 

manageable and reasonable workloads were very 
important to the faculty welfare. Contrastingly, 
recognition had poor positive relationship (r = 

0.24) meaning that current recognition practices 
might not play a significant role in determination 

of satisfaction. On the whole, the findings indicate 
that compensation and workload are more 
important issues that can determine faculty 

satisfaction. 

Predictors of Faculty Satisfaction 

The important predictors of faculty satisfaction 
are determined in this section through a multiple 
regression analysis. Although correlation analysis 

shows associations, regression analysis shows the 
degree to which each factor affects faculty 
satisfaction when all the factors are taken into 

account. 

Table 3. Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Faculty Satisfaction 
Predictor Beta Coefficient p-value Interpretation 

Compensation 0.450 <0.001 Significant Predictor 

Workload 0.219 <0.001 Significant Predictor 

Recognition 0.102 0.001 Weak but Significant 
 

Table 4. Model Summary 
R R² Interpretation 

0.937 0.878 87.8% of variance explained by the predictors 

The results of a multiple regression analysis 
indicated that the synergistic interactions of 

compensation, recognition, workload have a 
significant predictive value on faculty satisfaction, 
with the model explaining 87.8% of this variance (R 2 

= 0.878). Compensation appeared to be the best 
predictor (β=0.450, p < 0.001), which suggests it had 
a dominant effect on satisfaction. Workload (β= 

0.219, p = 0.001) is also an important factor, and thus 
the balanced distribution of work force is important. 

In the meantime, recognition (is statistically 
significant β = 0.102, p = 0.001), but its impact is 
somewhat smaller. These results indicate that all 

three factors are crucial, but institutional initiatives 
must emphasize on compensations and workload 

management. 

Basis for Framework Development 

The  section  will  provide  a  summary  of  the 
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important results of the research and will form the 
foundation on which I will base my evidence- 

based faculty satisfaction improvement 
framework. 

Table 5. Summary of Key Findings for Framework Development 
Factor Level of Satisfaction Relationship Strength Predictive Power Priority Level 

Compensation Moderate Very Strong High High 

Recognition Neutral Weak Low Moderate 

Workload Neutral Strong Moderate High 
 

The summary of findings provides a reasonable 
foundation towards the creating a framework of 
faculty satisfaction improvement. Compensation 

had always been at the top in the level of 
satisfaction, strength of correlation and predictive 
power hence an institutional intervention 

recommendation is of the first priority. Although 
rated neutral in terms of satisfaction, workload 

indicated positive correlations and high predictive 
power, which means that workload policies should 
be better. The recognition, although statistically 

significant, had lesser impact meaning that 
existing recognition systems need to be redesigned 

and made stronger. Taken as a whole, these results 
underline that economical and structural aspects 
are the primary factors in motivating faculty 

satisfaction with recognition playing a supportive 
role. 

DISCUSSION 

This research investigated the factors that affect 
the faculty satisfaction in Kalinga State University in 

the context of compensation, recognition and 
workload. The results support the conclusion that the 

satisfaction of the faculties is a multidimensional 
concept that is influenced by extrinsic and intrinsic 
variables, which in turn are supported by the existing 

research about the higher education activities and 
standard motivational concepts. 

Level of Faculty Satisfaction 

The research results reveal that the overall 
satisfaction of the faculty members at Kalinga State 
University is moderate, and compensation scored 
quite higher than recognition and workload, which 

were rated as moderate- to neutral. This trend 
indicates the root of multidimensionality of faculty 

satisfaction highlighting in literature. In line with 
Zhang and Gandham (2025), hygienic (e.g., salary 
and working conditions) and motivational (e.g., 

recognition and professional fulfillment) factors 
influence higher education satisfaction. The current 

results indicate that hygiene factors like 
compensation are well taken care of to avoid 
dissatisfaction, the motivational factors are not well 

developed. 

The comparatively positive attitude towards 
compensation is similar to the Philippine-based 
research which suggests that standardized pay 

systems within national policies generates a minimal 
level of security to the faculty members (Pius, 2025). 
Nevertheless, the neutral establishments of 

recognition and workload indicate the systemic 
internal lapses. According to Launio et al. (2024), 

poor policies, institutional support, and recognition 
mechanisms can be seen as reducing the level of 
faculty engagement. Analogously, Vizcarra et al. 

(2024) also highlighted that the high demands of 
workloads especially in teaching and other related 

activities can also lead to stress and lack of 
satisfaction. 

These results indicate that although financial 

provisions might be able to sustain minimum 
satisfaction, it is ineffective in meeting the deeper 

organizational and professional needs. Faculty 
satisfaction, hence, cannot be entirely portrayed in 
terms of compensation only but also takes into 

consideration how institutions reward 
contributions and in how academic tasks are 

handled. 

Compensation, Recognition, Workload as a 
relationship and Faculty Satisfaction 

The findings showed that the relationship 
between compensation and faculty satisfaction is 
very high with workload having a strong 

relationship with compensation with a weak 
relationship of recognition. This chain of influence 

justifies international and local literatures that focus 
on the group dominance of economic and structural 
influences on the job satisfaction. 

The great correlation between compensation and 
satisfaction follows similar outcomes proposed by 

Bakotić (2016) and more recent works that state that 
the aspects of financial security and fair 
compensation systems are crucial in facilitating 

organizational commitment and limiting turnover 
intention. In less developed settings, like Philippine 

SUCs, which tend to be resource-starved, it is 
plausible that compensation, which directly 
responds to the economic needs of faculty members, 

is even more salient. 
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Another factor that appeared to be critical was 
workload as has been concluded by Malcom et al. 
(2024) and Sabagh et al. (2018) who discovered that 

inequitable or excessive workloads have a 
detrimental effect on faculty morale and well-being. 
The close bond within this study implies that the 

faculty members are very sensitive to the assignment 
of responsibilities specially to teaching, research and 

administrative work that shares the limited time and 
resources. This favors the statement that workload is 
not only a quantitative problem but forms a question 

of equity and transparency as highlighted by 
Nakirya et al. (2025). 

Contrarily, the weak correlation between 
recognition and satisfaction indicates that the current 
recognition systems are not consistently visible and 

perceived to have little or no value. Although 
recognition is always named in literature as one of 

the main motivational qualities that individuals are 
intrinsically driven by (Röbken et al., 2025; Lv, 2024), 
the ability to succeed depends on the actions of the 

institution. The results suggest that recognition 
practices in the university might not be 

institutionalized and in line with faculty expectations 
yet, thus restricting their effects on the general 
satisfaction. 

Generally, the findings suggest tangible and 
structural (compensation and workload) causes have 

greater impact than symbolic rewards especially in a 
situation where the foundation needs are being 
satisfied. 

Predictors of Faculty Satisfaction 

The regression analysis further supported the 
hypothesis that compensation is the most influential 

predictor of faculty joy and the next factor is the 
workload and recognition. The great ability to 

explain (R 2 =0.878) indicates the joint significance of 
the variables in forming the faculty experiences. 

The predominance of the compensation as a 

predictor reaffirms the conclusions of the 
international and Philippine studies which reiterate 

that perceived fairness and sufficiency of pay is core 
to job satisfaction (Zhang and Gandham, 2025; Pius, 
2025). Fair pay in accordance with the organizational 

support theory (Olabode Gbobaniyi et al., 2023) 
addresses institutional value and support, thus 
increasing faculty commitment and motivation. 

The strong predictive influence of workload 
indicates the dual nature of workload as a motivating 

and stressing factor. Manageable workloads can 
positively impact productivity and engagement, 
whereas the overwhelming number of demands may 

result in burnout and discontent as noted by 

Alakoum et al. (2024). This study implies that the 
issue of workload management is still a vocal field 
where the institution needs to intervene, especially to 

promote an equitable allocation and coordination 
with the faculty roles. 

Though recognition had a lesser predictive effect, 

its statistical significance shows that it has a 
significant effect on satisfaction. This is in line with 

the theory of Herzberg and associated researches 
which place recognition as a supplementary 
motivator that complements satisfaction in the case 

of achieving the basic conditions. Recognition should 
therefore not be ignored but should be reinforced to 

have the maximum effect. 

Application to Framework Development. 

The results offer great practical evidence of 
designing a unified faculty satisfaction model 
reflecting a combination of compensation, workload 

and recognition. In line with the examined literature, 
both extrinsic and intrinsic aspects of faculty work 
have to be covered by effective institutional 

strategies. 
The emphasis on compensation and workload is 

indicative of larger trends in higher education, 

wherein institutions are moving toward fairer 
policies, transparency in workloads, and financial 

sustainability (Malcom et al., 2024; Cadimas and 
Canape, 2025). Simultaneously, the comparatively 
lower strength of recognition helps to demonstrate 

the necessity to reformulate recognition systems to 
make them transparent, consistent, and meaningful. 

Moreover, the results are consistent with the post-
pandemic insights that state the significance of non-
financial incentives, professional growth prospects, 

and flexibility in work (Gigauri, 2020). The 
institutions need to thus update their policies in 

accordance with the changing nature of academic 
work, especially in balancing the traditional work 

and the new demands. 
Altogether, the research finds a systemic and 

combined understanding of faculty satisfaction, in 
which the payment should provide job security, job 

descriptions should uphold fairness and well-being, 
and rewards should create motivation and 

professionalism. The institutions that do not balance 
these aspects are likely to lose faculty commitment, 
lower productivity, and turnover. 

Synthesis 

In conclusion, these discussions confirm that 
extrinsic factors, especially compensation and 

workload, is a significant contributor to faculty 
satisfaction in Kalinga State University, whereas 
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intrinsic factors, especially recognition, contribute to 
the same in a supportive but not a dominant way. 
These results align with the international and 

Philippine literature that points out the necessity of 
data-focused, contextual institutional policies 
responding to the complex and changing nature of 

faculty work. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This paper analyzed the factors contributing to 
faculty satisfaction in Kalinga State University, in 
terms of compensation, recognition, and workload. 

On the findings, a number of conclusions are drawn. 
To begin with, the satisfaction among the 

members of the faculty is moderate overall, as the 

domain of compensation was the most satisfactory, 
whereas the neutral level was found in the domains 
of recognition and workload. This shows that even 

though the financial terms of the employment are 
more or less tolerable, there are specific issues related 

to  the  recognition  of  faculty  work  and  the 
distribution of tasks. 

Second, it confirmed that faculty satisfaction is 

strongly linked with compensation, recognition, and 
workload although with varying degrees of strength. 

The study showed very strong relationships between 
compensation and workload, as well as recognition 
and general satisfaction, and only weak relationships 

between recognition and workload. What it means is 
that tangible and structural factors are more 
immediate in terms of their impact on the faculty 

perceptions, in contrast to the symbolic or intrinsic 
rewards. 

Third, the regression analysis reiterated the fact 
that compensation is the best predictor of faculty 
satisfaction, followed by workload and recognition. 

The explanatory power of the model is high, which 
shows that these three variables have a strong 

explanatory power of faculty satisfaction in the 
institution. This highlights the importance of 
equitable compensation policies and equal 

distribution of workloads in influencing faculty 
experiences. 

Lastly, the results offered a strong empirical 
foundation of evidence-based faculty satisfaction 
improvement model. The findings point to the fact 

that the issue of faculty satisfaction improvement 
should be handled in a well-rounded manner, 

considering not just financial, but also structural 
and motivational aspects. Priority areas such as 
compensation and workload come into view, and 

recognition can be seen as a complementary factor 
that boosts satisfaction when basic needs are 

fulfilled. 

All in all, there are two main conclusions of the 
study: extrinsic factors (especially pay and workload) 
primarily motivate the faculty to be satisfied at 

Kalinga State University, and intrinsic factors (such 
as recognition) are supportive but not decisive. 

ECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Compensation Enhancement. The university can also 

audit and redefine its remuneration mechanism in 
order to make sure that the salaries, benefits, and 
motivational structures are acceptable, competitive, 
and complementary to the faculty qualifications and 
tasks. These involve making payments on time, 
giving extra credits for research and extension work, 
and regularly comparing remuneration packages to 
other institutions of comparable size in order to 
ensure equity and motivation of the faculty. 

2. Policy Reform and Workload Management. The 

institution can develop visibility and equal workload 
policies whereby teaching, research, and 
administrative positions are fairly assigned to the 
members of the faculty. The assignment of workload 
has to be matched with payment, and a proper 
support  system  can  be  established  to  avoid 
overweight and encourage work-life balance. 

3. Strengthening Recognition Systems. To improve its 

recognition programs, the university can identify 
clear and consistent standards through which it 
recognizes the efforts of the faculty. Rewards can be 
both monetary and non-monetary, including awards, 
promotions, and recognition by the community, to 
make faculty feel that they are appreciated and 
encouraged. 

4. Adoption of a Satisfaction Framework of Faculty. The 

institution can employ and execute an extensive 
faculty contentment model that incorporates 
approaches regarding compensation, work, and 
recognition. Constant checking in the form of surveys 
and feedback systems could be implemented to help 
make continuous improvement and make sure that 
all faculty requirements are properly met. 

5. Policy and Administrative Support. University 

administration can reinforce transparency and 
fairness in addition to faculty welfare by enhancing 
communication, motivating faculty to intervene in 
decision-making, and integrating the enforcement of 
institutional policies in all units. 

6. Future Research Directions. Future research can 

address more variables that influence faculty 
satisfaction, including leadership, organizational 
culture, and professional development, and can also 
adopt comparative or longitudinal research that can 
bring a more in-depth insight into faculty experience 
over time. 
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