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Abstract
Scholarly publication remains an indication that doctoral students have successfully
joined their field’s dialogue—that they are doing the work of scholars, which is critical to
their career progression in academia and important in other contexts, as well. Yet, how
best to support and instruct doctoral students in writing for scholarly publication
continues to be debated, particularly in relation to online students. As such, this
qualitative archival analysis of online interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students’
discussion boards from three course sections of an elective course on writing for
scholarly publication uncovered behavioral and emotional barriers that inhibited students’
progression toward scholarly publication. Its aim was to discover best practices for easing
and quickening doctoral students’ paths to scholarly publication. Findings resulted in the
creation of a grounded theory that took a comprehensive vantage point of the issue.
Further discussion offered practical means of enacting the grounded theory’s tenets,
including a process, timeline, and assessment plan for implementing these tenets.
Keywords: doctoral students, scholarly publication, online, leadership
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Introduction and Background
Doctoral students are expected to write as professionals in their field, and this
includes writing for scholarly publication, which remains a primary, requisite objective
both for students and for doctoral programs (Habibie, 2016; Jalongo, Boyer, & Ebbeck,
2014). Yet, how best to support students in this endeavor and facilitate their maturation to
published scholars remains a contested arena. One of the pivotal issues in this process is
students’ self-perceived identity. Students have a difficult time developing past the role
of student and replacing it with that of independent scholar (Aitchison, Catterall, Ross, &
Burgin, 2012). The difficulty of this role transition yields doctoral students who struggle
to publish because they do not position themselves in their writing as credible scholars
who have something significant to contribute to their academic or professional arenas
(Kamler & Thomson, 2008). In addition, they struggle to critique and join the dialogues
of established scholars in their fields (Aitchison, 2009), and these complications seem to
stall their abilities to publish.
As an additional component of this complex role transition, many students
struggle with academic writing skills, compounding their lack of confidence in their
academic writing abilities, and further hindering their abilities to publish. However,
without learning to publish or, in some curricula, without actually publishing (Aitchison
et al., 2012), students remain unable to join the very fields for which their doctoral
programs are preparing them. Publishing in academia is a well-known path to recognition
and success—not to mention a crucial path for disseminating a field’s innovative research
(e.g., Jasper, Vaismoradi, Bondas, & Turunen, 2014; Sengupta, Shukla, Ramulu,

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

2

Natarjan, & Biswas, 2014). As such, without gaining these academic writing skills and,
more importantly, donning the role of scholar, doctoral students remain stunted in the
role of student and remain unprepared to matriculate to the role of independent scholar
upon graduation.
Importantly, this phenomenon, wherein doctoral students’ behavioral barriers
inhibit their publication productivity, is currently being explored in the literature, referred
to recently by Guerin (2016) as “impostor syndrome” (p. 15) or students’ “deauthorisation” (p. 15) in their writing. However, few studies have explored these
behavioral barriers in the rapidly growing online student population or as it applies to
leadership students, specifically. As such, this qualitative study analyzed archived online
discussion boards from three separate sections of a doctoral leadership program elective
course on writing for scholarly publication at a Midwestern Jesuit university. The aim of
this study sought to discover best practices for easing and quickening doctoral students’
path to scholarly publication, as well as to determine if any findings seemed distinct to
the online and leadership student populations.
Statement of the Problem
The problem inherent in this phenomenon is that doctoral students who fail to
eschew the role of student and don the role of scholar also fail to position themselves in
their writing as a credible source worthy of joining their field’s dialogue; they hesitate to
critique established scholars’ work, and they devalue their own research contributions.
These feelings of inadequacy and anxiety inhibit doctoral students’ voices in their writing
and, indeed, throughout their research processes (Badenhorst & Guerin, 2016). Online
doctoral students are not exempt from this behavioral barrier and may experience
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increased levels of anxiety due to what Smirnova (2016) refers to as their self-regulated
learning requirement: their need to control and sometimes assess, independently, their
learning progress. However, Smirnova cautions that few students are able to perform
these skills naturally and, thus, need explicit instruction and guidance on how to regulate
their research and writing.
Complicating this is the contested arena of how best to instruct or guide online
doctoral students in this matter. Therefore, this qualitative archival analysis of online
discussion boards of three sections of an elective doctoral course focused on writing for
scholarly publication sought to examine doctoral students’ self-perceived barriers as they
dialogued about their progression toward scholarly publication. This analysis sought both
the specific behavioral barriers that students perceived as inhibiting their progress, as
well as those specific to their status as online leadership doctoral students, in order to
uncover possibilities for easing and quickening future doctoral students’ progress toward
self-identifying as independent researchers who are confident in scholarly publication.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative archival analysis was to explore the perceived
barriers to scholarly publication of online doctoral students enrolled in an online
interdisciplinary leadership program who elected to take a course on writing for scholarly
publication at a Midwestern Jesuit university.
Research Questions
Earlier studies have explored this topic from a variety of angles, including
classroom (Kamler & Thomson, 2004), curricular (Jalongo et al., 2014), extra-curricular
(Aitchison, 2009; Kamler & Thomson, 2004), and environmental (Cotterall, 2011;
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Weidman & Stein, 2003). To build on this dialogue, this study conflated these angles into
a more comprehensive exploration of the topic. It analyzed participants’ self-perceived
thoughts about their behavioral development, including the most helpful and the most
hindering aspects, throughout their path to scholarly publication.
The following research question and subquestions guided this qualitative study:
Research question #1: What do doctoral students describe when discussing their
transition from student writer to published scholarly writer?
Research subquestion #1: What (if any) notable behavioral transitions do
doctoral students perceive related to their development into published
scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #2: What informal requirements (e.g., assignments,
classes) and/or formal requirements (e.g., grades, matriculation
checkpoints, graduation requirements) do doctoral students describe as
helpful and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly
writers?
Research subquestion #3: What extra-curricular practices (e.g., writing
groups, writing centers) do doctoral students describe as helpful and/or
hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #4: What environmental programmatic aspects (e.g.,
collegiality, conference support) do doctoral students describe as helpful
and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
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Research subquestion #5: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to interdisciplinary leadership
doctoral students?
Research subquestion #6: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to online doctoral students?
Aim of the Study
The aim of this study was to discover best practices for easing and quickening
online doctoral students’ paths to scholarly publication.
Methodology Overview
This qualitative study consisted of archival analysis of three semesters of online
discussion boards from an elective course on writing for scholarly publication within a
Midwestern Jesuit university’s interdisciplinary leadership doctoral program. The
discussions in this course probed students’ thoughts regarding their progression as
scholarly writers while they simultaneously created an article for publication. This
archival analysis lent insight into the overarching behavioral and topical themes related to
online leadership doctoral students’ perceived progression as scholarly writers and
publishers.
Definition of Relevant Terms
The following terms were used within this study. An additional word was added
(and noted in the citation) to two of the below definitions to ensure the terms remained
germane to the context of the study.
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Axial coding: “Describes a category’s properties (i.e., characteristics or attributes)
and dimensions (the location of a property along a continuum or range) and explores how
the categories and subcategories relate to each other” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 260).
Behavioral barriers: (a) Overly emotional reactions to the writing process
(Badenhorst & Guerin, 2016), (b) tension to conform to disciplinary discourses
(Badenhorst & Guerin, 2016), and (c) tacitly-learned (lack of) programmatic emphasis on
the research discourse as fundamental and quotidian (Habibie, 2016).
Category: “A word or phrase describing some segment of your data that is
explicit” (Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 282).
Code: “Most often a researcher-generated word or short phrase that symbolically
assigns a summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion
of language-based or visual data” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 262).
Central/core category: “Consists of all the products of analysis condensed into a
few words that seem to explain what ‘this research is all about’” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998,
p. 146).
Critical discourse analysis: “A type of discourse analytical research that primarily
studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and inequality are enacted, reproduced,
and resisted by text and talk in the social and political context…[taking an] explicit
position…to understand, expose, and ultimately resist social inequality” (van Dijk, 2001,
p. 352).
Disciplinary discourse: “The situated nature of writing as a knowledge-making
practice shaped in unique ways to meet the unique knowledge-making needs of a
particular research culture” (Starke-Meyerring, 2011, p. 77).
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Discussion board: “An [asynchronous] online discussion group that is maintained
on such a website” (Def. 2, emphasized word added).
Emergent categories: A purposefully diverse group of categories, “synthesized at
as many levels of conceptual and hypothetical generalization as possible. The synthesis
provides readily apparent connections between data and lower and higher level
conceptual abstractions of categories and properties” (Glaser & Strauss, 2012, p. 37).
Focused coding: “Categorizes coded data based on thematic or conceptual
similarity. Searches for the most frequent or significant Initial Codes to develop the most
salient categories in the data corpus” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 264).
Grounded theory: “A qualitative research design in which the inquirer generates a
general explanation (a theory) of a process, an action, or an interaction shaped by the
views of a large number of participants” (Creswell, 2013, p. 83).
In vivo coding: “Uses words or short phrases from the participant’s own language
in the data record as codes” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 264).
Initial coding: “The first major open-ended stage of a grounded theory approach
to the data….Breaks down qualitative data into discrete parts, closely examines them, and
compares them for similarities and differences” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 265).
Online student: Despite the variability of this term (Reed, 2014), this study
referred to online students as “students who take most classes online, but who [may]
come to campus for a few” (Reed, 2014, para. 1, emphasized word added).
Process coding: “Uses gerunds (‘-ing’ words) exclusively to connote observable
and conceptual action in the data. Processes also imply actions intertwined with the
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dynamics of time, such as things that emerge, change, occur in particular sequences, or
become strategically implemented” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 266).
Scholarly Publication: Peer-reviewed journal article, book chapter, or book
written by an expert in either academia or a professional field.
Theme: “A phrase or sentence describing more subtle and tacit processes [than
categories]” (Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 282).
Theoretical coding: “Functions like an umbrella that covers and accounts for all
other codes and categories formulated thus far in grounded theory analysis. Progresses
toward discovering the central/core category that identifies the primary theme or major
conflict, obstacle, problem, issue, or concern to participants. The code is not the theory
itself, but an abstraction that models the integration of all codes and categories” (Saldaña,
2013, p. 268).
Transformational leadership: Individualized support and mentoring, appealing to
followers’ intrinsic motivations; allows and encourages a certain level of independent
risk and creativity in followers’ ideas; inspires followers through energetic optimism and
motivation; and ultimately serves as a role model for followers’ ethical development,
establishing a trusting and mutually respectful relationship (Bass, 2008).
Assumptions
Assumptions existed for this study. The researcher’s experiences as an instructor
of writing at undergraduate and graduate levels for over a decade made her privy to
students’ hesitation to join scholarly dialogues on a regular basis. Students of all levels
are happy to conduct a literature review, but once it is their turn to stake a claim in the
dialogue, they often flounder and/or hedge. Based on these experiences, writing abilities
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were also assumed as a major inhibitor to students’ scholarly publication, as well as a
seeming avoidance of holistic revision. Students must learn these key skill sets in order to
publish, but these skill sets take quite a lot of time, patience, and practice to hone into
publishable work. In other words, the researcher’s assumptions about student writers, in
general, assumed students face considerable behavioral barriers. Therefore, to assuage
these assumptions, the researcher adhered to Creswell’s (2013) advice to bracket
assumptions, deferring them “in a reflective move that cultivate[d] curiosity” (p. 83). In
other words, explicitly recognizing and reflecting on these assumptions, bracketing them,
helped to mitigate preconceptions and subsequent bias while analyzing the data.
Limitations and Delimitations
Limitations for this qualitative exploration into doctoral students’ self-perceived
behavioral barriers to scholarly publication included the unidentified level of student’s
time in the program, which can be a predictor of publication (Baker & Wilson, 1992), as
students could elect this course at any point (usually in the second or third year) in the
interdisciplinary leadership doctoral program. Also, because the online discussion boards
occurred in a Doctorate of Education (EdD) program, wherein some students may not
pursue academia as their career goal, it may have decreased the importance students
placed on publication to their career progression and leadership status. Nevertheless, the
fact that this was an elective course seemed to support that all enrolled students did have
some interest in becoming a published scholar, which may help to alleviate this
limitation.
Moreover, as can be seen in the final two research subquestions—(a) What
notable themes emerge differently and/or in tandem with the literature related to
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interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students? and (b) What notable themes emerge
differently and/or in tandem with the literature related to online doctoral students?—some
effort was made to uncover trends and distinctions related to the interdisciplinary
leadership population and the online population. This is, in particular, to investigate the
disciplinarity of this phenomenon but also to address the startlingly few studies that have
addressed online doctoral student writers, barring a few exceptions (e.g., Smirnova,
2016), including those that only refer to writing in small part (Winston & Fields, 2003) or
those that only mention the online populations briefly in their recommendations (Can &
Walker, 2014; Heath, 2002).
While the qualitative methodology of the study may have precluded or made
unimportant its generalization to the larger doctoral student population (Creswell, 2013),
arguments also exist in qualitative research for purposefully choosing participants from
varied populations (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Robinson, 2014). Specifically, the variation
sampling technique, which allows the researcher to analyze the phenomenon among
different people and settings can help to increase generalizability, but it can also help to
distinguish findings that may be distinct to one population (Robinson, 2014). In short,
investigating the population’s distinctions in this study, including the interdisciplinary
leadership discipline and the online population, was purposeful and undergirded by
established qualitative methodologies.
Delimitations for this study included the population not chosen. Interviewing
students in the same EdD program who did not take this course as a component of the
study was considered, but the researcher’s discussions about this topic in previous
courses likely biased individuals’ responses and thoughts about their publication

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

11

endeavors. In addition, while students with English as an additional language (EAL) were
discussed often within research on this topic (Gürel, 2011; Li, 2007), that portion of the
literature was omitted to keep the focus narrow and the scope manageable. While this
literature occasionally surfaced during the study, its inclusion was readily acknowledged
and explained despite the EAL population focus.
Leader’s Role and Responsibility in Relation to the Problem
Looking at the role of leadership in this study was necessary due to the
disciplinary discourse focus mentioned above; however, the role of leadership was
present on other levels, as well. As alluded to earlier, publication productivity remains a
hallmark of successful scholarship—to both the individual and the group (Sharmini,
Spronken-Smith, Golding, & Harland, 2015). To be a leader in academia, frequent
publications in the appropriate scholarly venues are necessary, and being able to tout
these publications is equally important for an academic department. Faculties with
productive publication agendas attract other high quality faculty and, subsequently,
attract high quality students, creating a prestigious, productive program that is a leader in
its discipline (Baker & Wilson, 1992). In short, increased scholarly publications set the
individual and the department apart as leaders in their fields.
Furthermore, publication productivity can also help to sustain an overall
discipline. To exemplify this concept, consider a study in the field of nursing. Johnstone
(2007) argued that the journal impact factor, which measures the quality of professional
journals, had become so pervasive in ranking the performance and quality of faculty’s
publications that nursing faculty had begun to abandon publication in nursing journals in
favor of more “elite” journals from fields outside of nursing. This created a possible
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threat to the sustainability of the nursing journals and, thus, to the research driven by the
nursing field (Johnstone, 2007). In other words, a discipline, like nursing, that cannot
sustain itself through continued publication productivity driven by its own field risks
forfeiting some of the field’s identity and the disciplinary knowledge that undergirds it as
a viable, innovative field. Thus, publication productivity can affect the leadership
aspirations of individuals, departments, and overall disciplines. If a discipline cannot
produce and publish its own quality research, it will be seen as a subordinate discipline,
rather than a leader amongst disciplines.
Moving outside of academia, a positive, productive doctoral student experience
can also prepare a student to be successful in non-academic careers (Scaffidi & Berman,
2011); notably, this helped to eschew the earlier limitation of students in the leadership
discipline working toward non-academic career arenas. Essentially, the process of
learning to write as a professional is akin to learning to think as a professional. Leaders
must be able to communicate effectively by understanding their audience, explaining the
significance of their material, illustrating how the material joins and furthers the field’s
understanding and praxis, and substantiating the outcomes with evidence and assessment
(Sofield, 2015). These skills apply equally to writing up and publishing research and to
communicating as a practitioner. While scholarly publication is required to advance as a
leader in academia—as an individual, a department, and even a discipline—it also
mirrors the communication skills that benefit leaders in non-academic fields. These
implications situated publication productivity as a categorical leadership issue.
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Significance of the Study
Doctoral students’ maturation to published scholarly writers is significant because
it is often a prerequisite for their career success. Some doctoral programs require students
to publish in order to graduate (Aitchison et al. 2012), yet more commonly, publishing is
the overall sign that students are doing the work of scholars—that they are able to
participate productively in their field. Consider the old but still relevant adage, “publish
or perish,” which smacks of publication being a requirement for a successful career in
academia following doctoral studies (Alvarez, Bonnet, & Kahn, 2014). Adding to this, on
a programmatic and disciplinary level, publication is also important. As early as the
1980s, studies were ranking publication productivity in doctoral programs as an
assessment of the programs (Jacobs, Hartgraves, & Beard, 1986) and of the discipline in
general (Fox, 1983), and these span from the social sciences to the hard sciences,
revealing the interdisciplinarity of the phenomenon. Importantly, this continues to be an
investigated issue, even examined globally (Teodorescu, 2000).
While consensus states that publication is vital to academic career progression,
doctoral students are not necessarily able to achieve this goal without explicit guidance
and/or assistance. Faculty often lament about the poor writing abilities of their doctoral
students (Aitchison et al., 2012) yet just as often insist that students learn to write the way
that they did—via implicit, tacit methods (Parry, 1998). However, this tacit approach
presents a risk to student development, student career aspiration, programmatic prestige,
and disciplinary sustainability. Therefore, a more explicit, agentic approach to developing
doctoral students as scholarly writers and publishers may serve as a boon not just to
students but also to departments, colleges, and overall disciplines.
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As such, this study sought to develop the theoretical best practice for helping
students overcome the behavioral barriers that most often inhibit their progression to
scholarly publication. The theoretical best practice, with a result of publication
productivity, stands to position online doctoral students as emerging leaders within their
fields, as well as position disciplinary programs as standouts able to attract prominent,
productive faculty and quality student applicants, making the programs themselves
leaders in their disciplines and thereby strengthening their disciplines in the process.
Summary
Overall, the phenomenon of online doctoral students writing for publication is a
significant and real-world problem rife with complications, not least of which comprise
the behavioral barriers students face as they transition to the role of independent scholar.
This study explored the problem by investigating the perceptions of online doctoral
students from an online interdisciplinary leadership program (via qualitative archival
analysis) about their development into published scholarly writers. The goal of this study
was to develop a grounded theory for quickening and easing doctoral students’ path to
scholarly publication. As a problem affecting all disciplines and related to leadership on
several levels, the interest in and utility of this data are strong.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
When reviewing the literature on this topic, most prominently, studies thus far
have found that doctoral students’ writing lacks a confident scholarly voice; doctoral
students have difficulty donning the role of independent scholar, and this is acutely
evident in how they position (or fail to position) their scholarly contributions in their
writing (Cotterall, 2011; Kamler & Thomson, 2004, 2008; Weidman & Stein, 2003).
However, to some extent, that is where the agreement stops. Troublingly, little agreement
seemed to exist in key areas, particularly regarding pedagogy and faculty’s roles as
facilitators of doctoral student writing and publication—how best to help doctoral
students overcome these barriers. For instance, faculty responses to students’ writing
ranged from extremely hands off to extremely hands on (Aitchison et al., 2012; Can &
Walker, 2014; Gürel, 2011; Li, 2007), sometimes even writing and editing papers for
students (Maher & Say, 2016).
Moreover, doctoral programs seemed unsure of whether to include scholarly
writing pedagogy explicitly in doctoral curricula; some maintained that a discipline’s
scholarly writing “norms…are inexplicit” (Parry, 1998, p. 274) and required closer
examination in order to avoid being “tacit” (Parry, 1998, p. 275) while others directly
argued for inclusion of writing practices to be embedded within the curriculum,
eschewing the usual “‘ad hoc’ approach” (Jalongo et al., 2014, p. 242). Overall, the
behavioral and pedagogical challenges that faculty and students experience remained an
as-yet hazy terrain. Thus, the following literature review sought to illustrate these
complex and uncertain barriers that doctoral students and faculty face. It briefly touched
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on the emerging trends of online doctoral writing pedagogy, offered potential complicit
issues, and pointed to the lack of—though growing—body of research in that area. It
secondarily articulated both the critical discourse analysis lens theoretically undergirding
the study and the multiple connections that this topic had to transformational
leadership—both practically and theoretically.
Literature on Doctoral Students Writing for Publication
Ironically, what seemed clearest in the literature was that writing at the doctoral
level is an ambiguous arena. Of course, the literature supported writing as an integral
component of both doctoral students’ research processes (Aitchison et al., 2012;
Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Baker & Wilson, 1992; Kamler & Thomson, 2004) and doctoral
students’ matriculation to the role of independent scholar (Aitchison et al., 2012;
Cotterall, 2011; Kamler & Thomson, 2004; Kamler & Thomson, 2008; Weidman &
Stein, 2003). However, the best means to support doctoral students during the research
process and in making the transition to independent scholar remained undetermined.
Though the research body is growing, opaque areas continue to exist. For instance, many
debated whether to actually dedicate class time to writing within the doctoral curriculum
(Aitchison et al., 2012; Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Jalongo et al., 2014). Likewise, the
appropriate roles of doctoral students’ writing facilitators fluctuated considerably from
the facilitator role being largely hands off to the facilitator role being largely hands on
(Aitchison et al., 2012; Cotterall, 2011; Gürel, 2011; Lee & Kamler, 2008; Li, 2007;
Weidman & Stein, 2003). Least researched, though, was research into online doctoral
student writing and writing facilitation, which is nonetheless a quickly growing segment
of doctoral education, particularly in the applied social sciences—and rightly so. For
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instance, a quick search of Online Graduate Education Programs in the U.S. News &
World Report (2014) revealed 216 U.S. online doctoral programs. Thus, while important
studies continue to emerge, consensus on best practices remains elusive.
Interestingly, niche discussions related to this hazy arena have also arisen, which
complement and enrich some of these more heavily contested issues. For example, the
importance of understanding a discipline’s discourse conventions and etiquette, even how
to craft an effective abstract, added ambiguity for writers (Sword, 2012), particularly
doctoral student writers (Jalongo et al., 2014; Kamler & Thomson, 2004; Parry, 1998).
Finally, though conventions and etiquette differed between academic disciplines (StarkeMeyerring, 2011; Parry, 1998), most interdisciplinary research into doctoral student
writing revealed surprisingly similar results, despite the discipline (Aitchison et al., 2012;
Can & Walker, 2014), and found interesting predictors of doctoral students publishing—
the prized end goal of doctoral student writing (Baker & Wilson, 1992; Jalongo et al.,
2014; Lee & Kamler, 2008).
Dedicating Curriculum Time to Scholarly Writing Instruction
Dedicating explicit time within a curriculum for teaching scholarly writing to
doctoral students was far from common practice. The most overt call for this actually
stemmed from a less likely journal, Early Childhood Education, in which Jalongo et al.
(2014) call for surpassing the standard ad hoc approach to doctoral students writing for
publication, saying that “most doctoral programs neglect this learning in their established
curriculum” (p. 242). Thus, when a group of established professionals in practice return
to earn a doctorate as a term of their employment, such as many of the 30 education
doctoral students from three institutions in the U.S., Australia, and Canada in Jalongo et
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al.’s (2014) focus groups, they enter unprepared for the scholarly writing demands of the
doctorate—even more so when trying to publish. Notably, their focus groups revealed
requests for explicit writing instruction in their classrooms. For instance, “Some doctoral
candidates expected nearly every major class assignment to have publication potential”
(Jalongo et al., 2014, p. 245), else students felt that the assignments were somewhat of a
wasted writing effort. In other words, if they were not writing for publication, the
expected work of a scholar, then the assignment was not preparing them for their
expected role. Jalongo et al. concluded by stating that the demands of the doctoral
students in the current climate to publish means that programs can no longer fall back on
tacit learning and expect students to innately glean the necessary knowledge.
Supporting this conclusion, Baker and Wilson (1992) concluded their study by
suggesting that more courses dedicated to research methods and statistics equated to more
student publication productivity. While not mentioning writing courses specifically,
Baker and Wilson’s findings did indicate that the research process, and writing about
these processes, benefitted from more frequent and more concerted courses dedicated to
these endeavors. On the other hand, contrary to Jalongo et al.’s (2014) findings, Maher
and Say (2016) found that both hands-on and hands-off approaches were beneficial in
their own rights, the former gave explicit guidance while the latter offered room for
autonomous growth and individual resilience.
Approaching this from a slightly different angle, Aitchison et al. (2012)
recommended doctoral students plan publication attempts while undertaking their
doctoral education. In their interdisciplinary survey of 36 students and 29 facilitators via
a variety of survey, focus group, and interview modalities, they found that doctoral
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students benefitted when they submitted writing for publication as a pedagogy in itself.
Since none of the students in their study had publication as a requirement for the degree,
they found that some facilitators encouraged student publication efforts while other
facilitators did not encourage student publication efforts. However, the students who did
receive this encouragement found the process positive to their development and crucial
for receiving professional feedback on their writing. One facilitator even mentioned that
“her students learned to write by publishing” (Aitchison et al., 2012, p. 443). The
experience itself lent her students the knowledge and authority they needed. Others
planned publication as a component of writing the dissertation, showing students how to
break a larger work into journal articles—again, eschewing the tacit approach by
directing students on best scholarly writing and publication practices.
Moving attempts outside of the curriculum itself, Aitchison and Lee (2006) set up
facilitator-led writing groups as supplementary assistance for doctoral students.
Facilitators led group discussions on a variety of topics:
the development of a language for talking about writing, both technical language
about language and writing from within linguistics, but also the language of
theory to apply to the questions of textuality, discourse and subjectivity in relation
to academic writing and self (trans)formation. (Aitchison & Lee, 2006, p. 271)
They followed each discussion by reviewing one group member’s work in great detail.
Participants claimed they received the necessary instruction, feedback, and nurturing they
needed to progress their writing, contrary to the isolation and fear they experienced
without the supplementary group assistance. Notably, several other studies promoted
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writing groups and peer reviews as a positive enterprise (Aitchison, 2009; Aitchison et
al., 2012; Lee & Kamler, 2008; Weidman & Stein, 2003).
Facilitators’ Roles
Adding to the ambiguity regarding where and how doctoral students best receive
writing instruction necessarily includes the facilitator role—sometimes faculty member,
dissertation supervisor, or dissertation committee member—yet this may be the most
debated aspect of this dialogue, particularly when examining qualitative data from faculty
and students regarding the facilitator role. Appropriately titled “‘Tough Love and Tears’:
Learning Doctoral Writing in the Sciences,” Aitchison et al. (2012) discussed the heavy
emotion that accompanied facilitator feedback, in large part due to the variance and
inconsistency of facilitator feedback. They explained that few facilitators enjoyed
working with students on their writing because so few doctoral students wrote at the
scholarly level, creating substantial barriers for the students and requiring considerable
attention and patience from the facilitators. Aitchison et al. (2012) claimed that both
parties “suffered” (p. 439) through the process of learning to write and that, due to time
constraints and the competitive nature of academia, facilitators often took a “natural
selection” (p. 439) or sink-or-swim approach with students and considered it justified as a
disciplinary norm or rite of passage.
Despite these hard feelings, both students and facilitators agreed that facilitator
feedback was the “primary strategy by which students learned to write” (Aitchison et al.,
2012, p. 441). This reinforced the role of the facilitator as necessary but complicated their
role due to the varied approach. Aitchison et al. (2012) specifically noted that many
student responses indicated that facilitators either left students to develop on their own or
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tried to completely rewrite the students’ work. These polarities are not isolated to
Aitchison et al.’s study. Though focused on international students, Cotterall (2011) found
a similar pattern in her narrative study. One student remained particularly anxious about
her writing as her facilitator continually wrote the first few sentences of each of her
papers for the student, leaving the student feeling heavily dependent upon the facilitator
and learning very few transferable skills for independent writing outside the guidance of
her facilitator. Cotterall (2011) concluded, similar to others, that more attention must be
“paid to writing as a practice” (p. 423)—not simply as an innately learned skill.
Others investigated a doctoral program’s impact on student development from an
environmental standpoint. Weidman and Stein (2003) and Baker and Wilson (1992) both
posited that a department’s environment and community play a crucial role in developing
doctoral students as productive scholarly publishers. Weidman and Stein explained that
departments with faculty who frequently modeled scholarly publication and other
scholarly activities yielded students with similar practices and, notably, increased comfort
with these activities. Essentially, departments treated their students as colleagues,
resulting in an increased socialization to disciplinary norms, including those related to
scholarly writing. Baker and Wilson (1992) supported this by stating that “the
environment established by having a productive faculty evidently contributes to graduate
publication outcomes, possibly as a result of the positive role modeling and collaboration
that comes from a mentoring relationship” (p. 212). In short, the way in which a doctoral
program’s faculty and community as a whole supported and modeled doctoral students’
writing and publication efforts seemed to make a tremendous impact on students’ comfort
and productivity.
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Online Doctoral Student Writing
Nowhere is this confusion over facilitators’ roles and best practices for students’
maturation as scholarly writers more prominent than in online doctoral student writing.
The research is sparse but growing. Winston and Fields (2003) mentioned writing briefly
in their discussion of revisions made to their interdisciplinary distance education PhD
program at Regent University. They reinforced Baker and Wilson’s (1992) call for more
research-oriented offerings built into curricula, but they explained that “making mistakes
and being corrected or redirected to do it better based on the specification of the
mentoring faculty” (p. 165) is inefficient for online students and referred to it more as a
“survival process” (p. 166). They explained, similar to Jalongo et al. (2014), that working
professionals participating in distance education have different needs; Winston and Fields
explained that distance doctoral students required a more structured contact schedule with
facilitators, since building a mentoring relationship was not as easy due to distance. They
ultimately called for explicit competencies to be established throughout the curriculum.
Can and Walker (2014) echoed this call very briefly in their conclusions, supporting early
and often feedback as especially critical for online students.
Seeming to answer the call for a pedagogy specific to online doctoral students,
Smirnova (2016) created a pedagogical framework that applies to a “self-regulated
learning” (p. 69) modality, apropos to the online context and doctoral population. She
paired research writing competencies with self-regulated learning competencies (e.g.
motivation, learning strategies, and self-reflection) in an online doctoral course. The
course was designed for EAL students at a Russian university; however, despite the EAL
population, Smirnova’s (2016) results were intriguing. For example, few students

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

23

perceived an understanding of “hedging, genre ‘moves’ or text relationships” (Smirnova,
2016, p. 79) and most felt “expressing a critical contribution” (Smirnova, 2016, p. 79) to
be a major challenge, paralleling the findings of native-English speaking, face-to-face
challenges in earlier-mentioned studies. Overall, she advocated for a self-regulated
learning modality as crucial to online doctoral students writing for scholarly publication.
Conventions and Etiquette Involved in Doctoral Student Writing
Unlike Smirnova’s (2016) attempts to make disciplinary discourse conventions
explicit within the online arena, and adding to the ambiguity of the overarching dialogue,
several individuals have discussed the tacit conventions and etiquette related to doctoral
student writing. Parry (1998) has an oft-cited analysis of disciplinary discourse in
doctoral dissertations from a variety of disciplines. She illustrated the complex and
inexplicit conventions that students must learn without direct instruction. In fact, she even
commented that seasoned scholars may be oblivious to these conventions; having
themselves learned these conventions via tacit means, they remained unable to explain
them and thus unable to facilitate students’ learning of them, at least through direct
instruction.
Parry (1998) correctly moved the conversation far past the sentence-level
concerns mentioned by many studies and instead discussed structure of argument, linking
ideas, and citation and critique. These rhetorical concepts were discipline specific (Parry,
1998) and enabled doctoral students to speak within their discipline’s normative
constructs. According to Parry, demonstrating these norms in their dissertation evidenced
they had shifted to the scholar role. Intuitively, though not mentioned in the study, this
should also mean that they were more capable of publishing in their respective
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disciplines’ scholarly journals. Also unlike others, Parry (1998) argued that students do
learn these conventions, “even though neither they nor their supervisors seem able to
articulate what those rules are (see Parry 1997)” (p. 296). In other words, though an
indirect, passive approach, this method has worked thus far.
Offering a more explicit pedagogical approach to this discussion, thus further
arguing against the “consistent lack of guidance for writers” (p. 199), Kamler and
Thomson (2004) took up the notion of tacit knowledge in the abstract itself. They
performed this primarily to teach doctoral students explicitly how published scholars join
their fields’ dialogue—how published journal article abstracts positioned (or did not
position) their study’s contribution to the literature as important and distinct. For
instance, they noticed that 46 out of 51 reviewed abstracts never once mentioned the
researcher as an identified person (Kamler & Thomson, 2004, p. 202). Similar to
Smirnova (2016), they found this (a) through a sort of hedging, whereby the article itself
carries the action, such as “this article” (p. 202) or “this study” (p. 202), as well as (b)
through the passive voice, such as “is proposed” (p. 202) or “was exemplified and tested”
(p. 202). Alternatively, they also showed a rare example of the overuse of the “I” in an
abstract. Both methods they argued detracted significance from the study. Thus, a balance
is necessary, but Smirnova and Kamler and Thomson (2004) found that students fail to
understand and enact, respectively, these important rhetorical moves.
As a second part to their study, Kamler and Thomson (2004) then piloted a
workshop on writing the abstract at a national academic research in education conference.
They mention that they expected 30 participants and ended up with 120 participants,
demonstrating the great need and desire for explicit instruction on scholarly writing

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

25

conventions. Furthermore, they emphasized, like Cotterall (2011), that writing must be a
practice, not just a skill set; writers must consider the conversation that they are joining,
the alternative they are offering to the current research, and the ways in which they
represent themselves as researcher, amongst many other considerations. Importantly, they
demonstrated how individuals can turn this type of analysis into direct instruction,
making it an actual pedagogical practice that both students and facilitators clearly want—
and one that directly addresses ways to promote the behavioral identity maturation of
students to independent scholars.
Interdisciplinary Predictors of Doctoral Students Publishing
Seemingly, once this maturation occurs, students are capable of publishing.
However, research has found other predictors of doctoral student publishing. Jalongo et
al. (2014) found doctoral students’ level and experience within their program to be more
predictive of publication than the student’s geographic location (Australia vs. United
States vs. Canada). From a pedagogical angle, Lee and Kamler (2008) found that students
who viewed their work from a macro perspective, envisioning their research from
perspectives outside their institution, were more likely to publish. This method
encouraged one student in their case study to recontextualize her work at several stages
and thus develop several conference papers, which she later published as journal articles.
This macro approach involved teaching the student to consider the various audiences for
her work, as well as how she might re-work and re-write her material to acquire the most
productivity for her efforts.
Finally, though an older study and focused solely on social work doctoral
students, Baker and Wilson (1992) found several predictors. First, they noted that
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program prestige was a predictor of productivity, but they theorized that this was likely
due to the program attracting talented students and by having top faculty for role models
for the students. Also, like previously mentioned studies, they found that greater training
in research methods and in statistics yielded greater productivity, as did the number of
research courses taken. Moreover, they observed a correlation between the productivity
of the faculty and the productivity of the students. They emphasized that doctoral
students are greatly influenced by their environment and will model the actions of
professionals in their departments (see also Habibie, 2016); therefore, they recommended
programs aim for a holistic environment of productivity that supports scholars at all
levels at all times.
The Public Face of Doctoral Students
Whether or not programs include these curricular offerings or provide these
supportive environments remains somewhat ambiguous from a preliminary analysis of
their public websites. A review of five U.S. doctoral granting programs in both leadership
(n = 2, one online and one face-to-face) and writing studies (n = 3, two online with
varying on-campus residencies and one face-to-face) revealed some explicit—but also
some absent—emphases on research, writing expectations, writing for publication, and
collegial support (see Appendix A). These sometimes unclear or missing elements may
reveal an even larger expectation for students’ tacit knowledge related to writing for
scholarly publication. A brief analysis of these sites lent insight into the public faces of
these practice settings.
Research courses in the curriculum. Since Baker and Wilson (1992) mentioned
a predictor of scholarly productivity to be the number of research courses embedded
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within a curriculum, the course titles and descriptions in these programs seemed a valid
place to begin looking. Overall, findings varied. Texas Tech University’s (2015b) PhD in
Technical Communication and Rhetoric’s (can be completed online or face-to-face)
program required several research courses throughout its curriculum, seeming to total 12
credit hours, and these courses were explicitly labeled as research. Moreover, the
University of San Diego’s (n.d.) PhD in Leadership Studies (face-to-face) program
required 18 credit hours of research courses. On the other end of the spectrum, Regent
University’s (2015a) Doctor of Strategic Leadership (online) program contained zero
courses specifically labeled as research in the title or description.
Landing in between these three programs, Old Dominion University’s (n.d.a) PhD
in English online program contained one specifically designated research course;
however, further examination seemed to reveal that students began the research process
more explicitly once they began the dissertation sequence. Likewise, The Ohio State
University’s (2015) PhD in English (face-to-face) program contained two designated
research courses and revealed possibly more research training in designated “breadth”
requirements (for an additional 6 credit hours). Overall, most programs, despite being
online or face-to-face, and despite being in writing studies or leadership studies,
described designated research courses required of all students.
Writing expectations/writing for publication. Interestingly, despite the gap in
explicit research courses, Regent University (2015b) listed research and publication
expectations within their programmatic outcomes: “Doctor of Strategic Leadership
degree graduates will…Conduct and report research…[and] Write and publish on
organizational and leadership development and related topics in popular press
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publications and applied journals.” Therefore, despite the seeming lack of training in
research, research and publication remained pinnacle objectives of the program. Texas
Tech University’s (2015a) program also listed a programmatic outcome as, “Prepare
scholarship for presentation and publication,” and Old Dominion University (n.d.b) listed
submission to conferences and publications as an expectation; however, it was listed next
to Advising, Student Conduct, and Career Assistance rather than as a programmatic
outcome.
Differently, The Ohio State University (2015) did not list programmatic outcomes
or mention publication expectations. Similarly, the University of San Diego (n.d.b) did
not mention publication expectations; however, they did list “Students’ written and oral
communication will be clear, coherent, well organized, and technically correct” as one of
their programmatic outcomes. While not a clear expectation of publication, it seemed
nonetheless a clear emphasis on writing in the program.
Also of note: None of the five programs seemed to offer a designated course on
scholarly writing—either as a requirement or an elective. This, again, seemed to reinforce
the tacit expectations of programs for developing doctoral student writers, despite the
program’s discipline or modality.
Collegial support. Cotterall (2011) and Weidman and Stein (2003) both argued
that an academic department’s environment played a key role in doctoral students’
behavioral maturation. This ranged from a department’s scholarly encouragement of
students and faculty-faculty collegiality (Weidman & Stein, 2003) to the types of
resources that a department offered to students (Cotterall, 2011). In the reviewed doctoral
program websites, this type of collegial support was difficult to track down in some
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cases. It was made apparent to some degree by three programs but less so by The Ohio
State University (2015) and the University of San Diego (n.d.a), which made no
apparent/direct mention of resources or student support.
Alternatively, the support offered in the remaining three doctoral programs varied
somewhat. To begin with the most basic reference to collegiality, Regent University
(2015c) described their faculty as “distinguished scholars, skilled practitioners and
published authors,” seeming to support these skills as prized but also perhaps to attract
accomplished students (Baker & Wilson, 1992). In addition, when faculty remained
productive in this way, it lent a more productive environment for students (Weidman &
Stein, 2003). Thus, mentioning the scholarly productivity of faculty did seem to have
implications for the productivity of a program’s students.
More specifically, Texas Tech University (2015a) was explicit that they offered
travel funds to doctoral students for attending conferences and conducting research, as
did Old Dominion University (n.d.b). This, along with explicit encouragement to join
professional scholarly societies, which Old Dominion University also did on their
website, was characterized as helping to socialize students into the scholarly role, by
supporting them monetarily and treating them, to some extent, as a peer rather than a
student—literally showing them what it meant to be an independent scholar—and this
seemed to quicken their path to scholarly publication via quickening their identity
maturation (Weidman & Stein, 2003).
Analysis of these public websites, which educated potential doctoral students on
the overarching aspects and values of their respective programs, revealed quite a lot about
the importance they placed on publication. Yet, they also revealed how they did and/or
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did not help students to arrive at that objective, such as the amount of instruction students
received on research before arriving at their dissertation sequence. This quick overview
found some programs quite proficient at espousing their support services and their
philosophies on how to achieve this objective while others remained somewhat more
opaque on their support services and the overall collegial climate of the program. Worth
repeating, no reviewed website listed a course, required or elective, dedicated strictly to
scholarly writing or writing for scholarly publication. While these public websites
certainly did not encapsulate every element of a doctoral program, they nevertheless lent
evidence to the explicit versus implicit (i.e. tacit) emphasis placed on scholarly
productivity and their expectations of scholarly productivity from their students,
including how the program would assist them in accomplishing these expectations.
Literature on Critical Discourse Analysis
Due to the often ambiguous public face, debated pedagogical approach, and tacit
discourse conventions, doctoral students writing for publication remains a disputed area,
particularly in how best to support students in their publication endeavors. Underlying
these complicated issues seems to be a challenging social structure within academia that
creates behavioral barriers (defined earlier as overly emotional reactions to the writing
process, tension to conform to disciplinary discourses, and tacitly-learned [lack of]
programmatic emphasis on the research discourse as fundamental and quotidian) that
inhibit students from advancing readily to the role of independent scholar. These barriers
likewise inhibit students from positioning themselves as credible in their research
writing—thusly inhibiting their publication potential. To unpack the applicable
dimensions of this barrier-causing social structure within this study, critical discourse
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analysis undergirded investigation of students’ perceptions about their self-perceived
roles as they related to scholarly publication.
Why Critical Discourse Analysis?
Critical discourse analysis is a theoretical approach to discourse-analytical
research that has been available since approximately 1991 (Wodak, 2007). As defined
earlier, critical discourse analysis studies text and talk in socio-cultural contexts to
discover and undo social inequality (van Dijk, 2001). It posits that discourse as a social
process infers a dialectical relationship whereby discourse both shapes and is shaped by
its context (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997). In other words, discourse and language are
naturally biased means of describing or analyzing our contexts. They not only reflect the
dominant power constructs within a context (e.g., gender, race); “they [also] effectively
construct, regulate, and control knowledge, social relations and institutions” (Luke,
1997/2009). As such, there exists considerable potential for power constructs within a
context to create inequality, consciously or not, via hegemonic discourse.
This potential makes critical discourse analysis germane to the topic of online
interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students writing for scholarly publication on three
specific levels. First, critical discourse analysis is inherently interdisciplinary because it
studies complex social phenomena, which are themselves inherently interdisciplinary
(Wodak, 2007); this reflects the interdisciplinary predictors and nature of this study’s
population and problem. Second, critical discourse analysis is particularly relevant to the
context of academia wherein professors retain power in the form of access to knowledge,
information, and authority (van Dijk, 2001). Importantly, this access grants control over
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other groups, such as students, who in turn may accept or reject the power—on a
continuum ranging from hostility to legitimization of the power (van Dijk, 2001).
Finally, and stemming from these connections, van Dijk (2001) argues, “Those
groups who control most influential discourse also have more chances to control the
minds and actions of others” (p. 355). This is important in that it bolsters the aim of this
study, which is to discover best practices for easing and quickening online doctoral
students’ path to scholarly publication. If professors are a natural power construct and
thus able to manipulate the minds and actions of their students, cognizance of the
discourse within their classrooms could serve as a step toward undoing the behavioral
barriers students face. For instance, helping students recognize the specialized jargon,
tacit disciplinary rhetoric, and ambiguous, competing expectations in the discipline can
alleviate some of the discursive practices that cause graduate students to remain stunted
in the role of student or novice (Strasser, 2007) and that contribute to their behavioral
barriers. Luke (1997/2009) is clear that critical discourse analysis does not stop with
deconstructing the power relations in quotidian talk and text; it is likewise constructive,
enabling members of the academic community to critique their field’s discourse and work
toward equity in discursive resources. In short, critical discourse analysis’s dialectical
framework makes it a strong candidate for both recognizing inequality in academic
contexts and working to undo it.
Discussion Boards as Genre
Having established academia as a context prone to and one that could possibly
benefit from critical discourse analysis, it is important for this study to clarify how its
archival medium, online discussion boards, is a genre applicable to this framework. As a
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medium of talk and text, particularly in education, online discussion boards are
automatically a candidate for critical discourse analysis (Luke 1997/2009; van Dijk,
2001). Moreover, as a genre, they will contain specific conventions, some of which may
be required or prohibited of participants (van Dijk, 2001). For example, different personal
greetings may be expected of or denied to individuals of certain gender, race, or ethnicity
(Irvine, 1974). The conventions, specific to online discussion boards, undoubtedly
revolve around them being a requirement for a grade and the professors’ choice of topics
for discussion. Conventions within discussion boards also may encourage students to
self-reference as student or as novice and, thus, carry an implicit lack of authorial voice
(van Dijk, 2001).
As a genre of critical discourse analysis, online discussion boards may be new,
but they nonetheless carry the hallmarks of applicability. Furthermore, there is precedent
for critical discourse analysis in this context. Wodak (2007) provided precedent for this
analysis within an interdisciplinary context. She used this framework to avoid staying in
the ivory tower of academia and ensuring her research analyzed discourse in both macro
(an at-large field or discipline or community) and micro (a specific locale) contexts. On
the other hand, Habibie (2016) used Swales’s concept of a discourse community to
analyze the writing for scholarly publication practices of a Canadian Anglophone novice
scholar; in a discourse community, individuals elected to communicate in order to pursue
goals prior to any sociality or comradery. This seemed equally applicable to an online
discussion board. These students had to negotiate the conventions of both the discourse
community (i.e., the genre) and the disciplinary discourse community (i.e., the
established field) (Habibie, 2016).
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Finally, though again not the genre of online discussion boards, Knowles (2016)
recently engaged critical discourse analysis to examine doctoral students and facilitators’
perceptions of facilitator feedback. Ultimately, she found the “interconnected strands of
language, discourse, subjectivity, power and pedagogy” (p. 298) inherent in the academic
community, as well as in students’ transition to scholarly writers—largely because these
strands “mediat[ed] the production of [students’] texts” (p. 297). This evidenced critical
discourse analysis as a theoretical framework capable of uncovering inequality and,
subsequently, serving as a springboard for cognizance and action.
Thus, critical discourse analysis both offered a theoretical framework that was
somewhat precedential on this topic and, more importantly, established online discussion
boards as a genre and social context inherently rife with discursive power constructs. As
a discourse, it actively constructs normative, power-serving conventions, but it may also
be actively deconstructed to unpack and undo the inequality it created (and that created
it). Ultimately, critically analyzing the discourse conventions of an online discussion
board in a doctoral-level writing for scholarly publication course likewise worked both to
deconstruct the discourse that may inhibit students’ transition past the novice student role
and into the independent scholar role, as well as to reveal outlets to construct a more
equalizing discourse and community—easing and quickening students’ maturation past
the role of novice student.
Literature on Leadership as It Pertains to Scholarly Publication
The relationship of these expectations and how best to accomplish them posited a
further intriguing theoretical angle when analyzed from a leadership lens. In addition to
the student, departmental, and disciplinary leadership considerations discussed in Chapter
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1, cases have been made for exploring a more direct link between leadership qualities and
scholarly productivity. For instance, like Baker and Wilson (1992) and Weidman and
Stein (2003) in the social sciences, Fox and Mohapatra (2007) found that departmental
climate in the hard sciences was also a strong predictor of scholarly publication, yet they
also added that inquiry should continue into the leadership modalities amongst research
teams, specifically the proximity of a leader to the team, the amount of freedom and risk
a leader allotted the team, and the amount of time a leader expected team members to
contribute. These leadership considerations greatly contributed to the departmental
climate and, subsequently, to student identity and student’s behavioral maturation.
It seems prudent at this point to likewise explore this connection to leadership
from a more theoretical vantage point. Though primarily discussing management
consulting in academia and eventually focusing on German universities, Serrano-Velarde
(2010) made a strong initial foundation for her case by explaining that academic
institutions must increasingly recognize that they are rapidly becoming academic
organizations that must eschew the outdated notion of academic castes or silos and,
instead, adopt practical organizational management tenets in order to remain viable and
competitive within their marketplaces. In short, academia must begin to integrate
managerial and leadership philosophies into their overarching and quotidian policies and
practices. This same advice seemed to translate equally to doctoral-granting departments,
as Fox and Mohapatra (2007) recommended.
A popular and applicable leadership philosophy with a similar connection to
scholarly behavioral maturation is transformational leadership, a concept established by
Burns (1978) in political studies and furthered, most notably, by Bass (1985) in

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

36

organizational studies. In general, transformational leadership is individualized to each
follower, offering support and mentoring, appealing to their intrinsic motivations; allows
and encourages a certain level of independent risk and creativity in followers’ ideas;
inspires followers through energetic optimism and motivation; and ultimately serves as a
role model for followers’ ethical development, establishing a trusting and mutually
respectful relationship (Bass, 2008). The focus on the individual, the encouragement, the
inspiration, and especially the mutually respectful relationship supplied additional
theoretical fuel for developing individuals as they realized their own potential, and this
seemed a close match to leading doctoral students into the more realized identity of
independent scholar.
It encouraged innovative thinking, and it stressed ethical and respectful
relationships—both mandatory for donning the independent scholar role—allowing
doctoral students to value their own ideas and feel on the same level as other scholars,
rather than suppressed to the role of novice or student. Following this vein, but using a
similar transformative learning theory, Rhodes (2013) investigated the identity
maturation of EdD students in a UK leadership program transitioning from educational
practitioners to educational researchers. Rhodes (2013) found that participants needed to
be “acculturated, assimilated and actualized” (p. 14) in order to successfully transition or
“transform” (p. 14) to the new, more scholarly and rigorous role. As such, the concepts
inherent in transformational leadership that appear to facilitate this process seemed to
serve as key guides for faculty members and academic departments attempting to ease
and quicken doctoral students’ behavioral maturation to independent scholars.
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Summary
Overall, then, the literature on doctoral students writing for scholarly publication
was far reaching and multifaceted. It seemed truly interdisciplinary and closely related to
leadership, particularly leadership in academia. To develop doctoral students into
independent researchers, critical discourse analysis and a transformational leadership lens
provided the backbone due to their focus on ethics, equality, ingenuity, and mutual
support. This seemed as applicable to research team leaders as to facilitators of doctoral
theses and dissertations. How these academic leaders treated and interacted with doctoral
students, as well as how they monitored the discourse in the community, seemed to have
a decided impact on students’ behavioral maturation and, subsequently, on their scholarly
publication productivity. This consisted in how academic leaders designed courses and
curricula, as well as how they supported doctoral students collegially and monetarily. An
interesting facet of this phenomenon was also how doctoral programs present their
expectations publicly—whether they included scholarly publication as a programmatic
outcome or requirement and how they publicly espoused to assist doctoral students in
reaching those goals. The multitude of issues inherent in this phenomenon lent itself to a
grounded theory approach to understand the phenomenon and provide a theoretical
platform with which to guide academic leadership decision making as it related to
doctoral students’ development into independent scholars capable of scholarly
publication.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This qualitative study consisted of archival analysis of online discussion boards
from three sections of an online, doctoral-level, elective course on writing for scholarly
publication. The discussion boards in this course probed students’ thoughts regarding
their progression as scholarly writers while students simultaneously created an article for
publication. This archival analysis lent insight into the overarching behavioral and topical
themes related to students’ progression as scholarly writers and publishers. Of specific
interest for this study (i.e., in line with the research questions) were comments about
areas that seemed to inhibit students’ progression with their writing and/or self-referential
comments related to students’ novice (or otherwise) status. Also, building on both the
critical discourse analysis and transformational leadership frameworks, of further interest
were comments regarding disciplinary discourse conventions, relationship statuses
between students and academic leaders, and students’ self-positioning within their chosen
research fields.
Research Questions
As mentioned earlier, this study sought a more comprehensive approach to
students’ perceptions, regarding their transition from student to independent scholar or, as
Badenhorst and Guerin (2016) termed it, “newcomers” (p. 10) versus “insiders” (p. 10),
which can result in “perpetual novices” (p. 16) for many because doctoral students face
many tacit disciplinary discourse conventions that often remain inexplicit throughout
their doctoral programs. Moreover, these students struggled to find their place (i.e., stake
their claim) amongst established members of their field. However, without joining the
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dialogue, via challenging and/or following the prevailing discourse, students failed to
position themselves in their writing as credible and authoritative, what Badenhorst and
Guerin (2016) called the “de-authorisation” (p. 15) of students’ voices, which inhibited
the authorial position in their writing and, subsequently, their publication potential.
Thus, to explore this, the following research question and subquestions guided
this qualitative study:
Research question #1: What do doctoral students describe when discussing their
transition from student writer to published scholarly writer?
Research subquestion #1: What (if any) notable behavioral transitions do
doctoral students perceive related to their development into published
scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #2: What informal requirements (e.g., assignments,
classes) and/or formal requirements (e.g., grades, matriculation
checkpoints, graduation requirements) do doctoral students describe as
helpful and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly
writers?
Research subquestion #3: What extra-curricular practices (e.g., writing
groups, writing centers) do doctoral students describe as helpful and/or
hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #4: What environmental programmatic aspects (e.g.,
collegiality, conference support) do doctoral students describe as helpful
and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
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Research subquestion #5: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to interdisciplinary leadership
doctoral students?
Research subquestion #6: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to online doctoral students?
Research Design
The research design for this study was qualitative, consisting of archival analysis
of three sections of an online doctoral-level elective course on writing for scholarly
publication at a Midwestern Jesuit university. Following Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approval from the participating university, the researcher received de-identified,
archived discussion boards from course sections that took place between 2013 and 2015.
The discussion boards were hand coded, following Saldaña’s (2013) process for a
grounded theory approach to qualitative inquiry. He writes,
The process usually involves meticulous attention by applying specific types of
codes to data through a series of cumulative coding cycles that ultimately lead to
the development of a theory – a theory “grounded” or rooted in the original data
themselves. (Saldaña, 2013, p. 51)
Adhering to Saldaña’s model, in vivo, process, and initial coding were used during the
first cycle of coding followed by second-cycle coding, focused, axial, and theoretical
coding, in order to reorganize, refocus, and compare codes as data were transferred from
one large (711 pages) .pdf document (see Appendix B for sample of document) to a more
organized and focused coding spreadsheet (see Appendix C for sample of spreadsheet).
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From this spreadsheet, emergent categories and central/core categories were developed,
which ultimately led to the grounded theory (see Figure 1 for coding process).
The propriety of grounded theory to this study: While critical discourse analysis
and transformational leadership provided the theoretical lenses by which to examine
online interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students writing for publication, the primary
aim of the study was to develop a grounded theory more general to the doctoral student
population and the behavioral barriers they face that could then guide overall pedagogies
and practices toward easing and quickening doctoral students’ maturation into
independent scholars. Although certain individual practices have shown efficacy (e.g.,
facilitator-led writing groups [see Aitchison, 2009]) no one unified theory regarding
doctoral students’ developmental processes had been established.
Participants/Data Sources
The sample population in this study consisted of archived online discussion
boards from three sections of a doctoral-level, elective course on writing for scholarly
publication. Each course section contained approximately 15 students, and each course
section included seven online discussion boards, each with two to three discussion
prompts. The discussion prompts were identical for the three course sections. Students in
all sections were enrolled in an online doctoral program in interdisciplinary leadership
studies but otherwise had no minimum requirements to elect the course; as such, student
writing levels and self-perceptions of their writing levels varied greatly. Following IRB
approval from the participating university, all three sections’ de-identified (by the
university) discussion boards were received at one time.
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Note: Due to the interdisciplinary nature of the doctoral program, after receiving
the data, further de-identification occurred by replacing students’ chosen topics and areas
of study with five underscore marks, “_____,” to protect participants’ identity since most
chose unique fields different from their peers. In addition, all egregious grammatical and
spelling errors in the data were followed with “[sic.]” when transferred to the reorganized
and refocused spreadsheet and were represented as such in the findings.
The sample size of three course sections was adequate to reach saturation in this
qualitative study. As coding continued through the second cycle (i.e., while transferring
the data in a reorganized and refocused manner to the master spreadsheet), fewer coded
data items were transferred to the spreadsheet during the final discussion board because
fewer inimitable comments surfaced that were distinct compared to what had already
been transferred. Essentially, saturation became clear when the same comments began to
appear over and again in the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
Data Collection Procedures
Data collection in this study was fairly simple. Once receiving IRB approval, the
researcher received the three course sections of online discussion boards from the
participating institution de-identified. A few nicknames were missed by the institutional
de-identifier, which were then blacked out on the initial archival document. In the right
margin of the initial archival document, the following were recorded: in vivo, process,
and initial codes (Saldaña, 2013), moving through the document by all three sections’
Week 1 discussions followed by all three sections’ Week 2 discussions, and so on. A
different color pen (black, blue, and red) was used for each of the three course sections,
respectively, and a log was kept of the codes on a separate document, including a hash
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mark (in corresponding pen color) for each time the code recurred in each section (see
Appendix D for sample of coding log). This log provided an understanding of the most
frequently occurring codes, as well as a general mapping of the codes’ occurrences in the
large archival document.
Following first-cycle coding of the entire initial archival document, the codes
were reorganized and refocused into focused, axial, and theoretical codes—Saldaña’s
(2013) second-cycle coding method—transferring pertinent student comments to the
spreadsheet with each code comprising a row and each weekly discussion of each course
section comprising a column (again, see Appendix C). This resulted in 44 codes/rows and
21 discussion boards/columns, a rather large spreadsheet, but the macro view of the
spreadsheet further emphasized the most frequently occurring codes, which then
translated into the emergent categories and central/core categories and, subsequently, the
grounded theory (Saldaña, 2013).
Since this research was completed within the researcher’s dissertation process as a
matriculation checkpoint of the researcher’s doctoral program, the researcher’s
dissertation committee served as auditors of the research and data analysis processes. To
accomplish this, the researcher shared copies of her analysis notes for each coding cycle.
Ethical Considerations
Before beginning the study, IRB approval was received from the participating
university (Appendix E). Then, after receiving the de-identified discussion boards, the
initial archival document, accompanying log, and refocused spreadsheet were stored in
two places: (a) as paper copies locked in a desk drawer in the researcher’s office and (b)
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digitally on a dedicated flash drive also kept locked in the office desk drawer. The
researcher retained sole access to this locked drawer for the duration of the study.
Summary
This grounded theory methodology occurred via recursive coding cycles that
grew more organized and focused with each new pass: two cycles of coding, followed by
a refocus into categories, followed by a final refocus into the grounded theory. The
grounded theory attempted to provide unified developmental guidelines for easing and
quickening doctoral students’ path toward scholarly publication, all grounded in the data
under investigation in this study. Steps were taken to ensure anonymity of students within
the three online course sections, including receiving the data de-identified and performing
further de-identification of the data. Finally, storage of all data was handled solely by the
primary researcher and kept in a secure locale.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND THE EVIDENCE-BASED SOLUTION
Introduction
As a reminder, the purpose of this qualitative archival analysis was to explore the
perceived barriers to scholarly publication of online doctoral students enrolled in a
scholarly writing for publication course at a Midwestern Jesuit university.
Saldaña’s (2013) grounded theory coding methodology was used to analyze the
data from 21 online discussion boards—seven discussion boards in each of the three
course sections. First-cycle coding consisted of in vivo, process, and initial coding;
second-cycle coding consisted of focused, axial, and theoretical coding; and the final
refocusing and reorganization consisted of identifying emergent and central/core
categories. These categories led to the formation of the grounded theory, which
undergirded the aim of this study, which was to discover best practices for easing and
quickening online doctoral students’ path to scholarly publication. The following
research questions guided the study:
Research question #1: What do doctoral students describe when discussing their
transition from student writer to published scholarly writer?
Research subquestion #1: What (if any) notable behavioral transitions do
doctoral students perceive related to their development into published
scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #2: What informal requirements (e.g., assignments,
classes) and/or formal requirements (e.g., grades, matriculation
checkpoints, graduation requirements) do doctoral students describe as
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helpful and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly
writers?
Research subquestion #3: What extra-curricular practices (e.g., writing
groups, writing centers) do doctoral students describe as helpful and/or
hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #4: What environmental programmatic aspects (e.g.,
collegiality, conference support) do doctoral students describe as helpful
and/or hindering to their development into published scholarly writers?
Research subquestion #5: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to interdisciplinary leadership
doctoral students?
Research subquestion #6: What notable themes emerge differently and/or
in tandem with the literature related to online doctoral students?
Thus, this chapter included data analysis from each of the coding and categorizing
cycles, followed by the developed grounded theory. In line with earlier discussion, this
chapter also delineates the relevance of the findings specific to online doctoral students,
and interdisciplinary leadership students.
Findings
Saldaña (2013) was clear that grounded theory’s coding canon proceeds in a
fastidious manner, applying particular types of codes to the data through recursive cycles
that ultimately develop a theory that is “‘grounded’ or rooted in the original data
themselves” (p. 51). In short, these cycles consist of first-cycle coding, second-cycle
coding, and categorizing. In line with this method, each new cycle in this study refocused
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and reorganized the codes and, eventually, categories that then led to the exposition of the
grounded theory. This process, including applicable data, is explicated below and
encapsulates the findings.
First-Cycle Coding
The first-cycle of coding (see Appendix F for all first-cycle codes) consisted of
the following: (a) in vivo coding—“words or short phrases from the participant’s own
language in the data record as codes” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 264); (b) process coding—
“gerunds (‘-ing’ words) exclusively to connote observable and conceptual action in the
data. Processes also imply actions intertwined with the dynamics of time, such as things
that emerge, change, occur in particular sequences, or become strategically implemented”
(Saldaña, 2013, p. 266); and (c) initial coding—“the first major open-ended stage of a
grounded theory approach to the data….Breaks down qualitative data into discrete parts,
closely examines them, and compares them for similarities and differences” (Saldaña,
2013, p. 265).
In vivo coding. The following codes occurred in the students’ own language:
First, many remarked feeling overwhelmed by the literature.
“The challenge becomes overwhelming when one gets a lot of great ideas to write
about, from variety of sources, and start to lose track of s/he [sic.] wants to do, and why.”
“I feel somewhat overwhelmed as to the depth and breadth of review necessary to
complete an article for submission.”
“I hit a bit of a wall this week, though. I have found myself overwhelmed by my
literature review….In the past three years, scholarly research on _____ has exploded and
spans fields ranging from education to health care.”
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“…my Connectedness strength becomes overwhelming to me when I begin
reviewing literature. Everything seems relevant, and as a result, I spend too much time on
some parts of the paper and leave myself too little time for other parts.”
As will be discussed later, this overwhelming feeling related to the literature review was
not limited to in vivo coding; several comments alluded to this feeling with less explicit
word choices, and some of these instances seemed to stem from students’
interdisciplinary status. Likewise, due to students enrolling in the course at any stage of
their doctoral program, some students simply had not built a cache of literature on their
chosen topics, let alone an exhaustive cache. This exacerbated their feelings of anxiety
and served as a barrier to their scholarly writing productivity.
Perhaps also owing to the varying programmatic levels of students enrolled in the
course (e.g., second year versus third year), many students self-described as novice.
“Literature reviews for me are a foreign concept and I struggled through this
week's reading....do you have any advice for a novice to literature reviews?”
“I would certainly classify myself as ‘novice.’”
“This [his or her paper] was not a study, but application of theory in a novice
writer's journey to scholarly publication.”
Similarly, one individual mentioned feeling intimidated.
“I have never written an article and feel so intimidated in this process but I am
eager to learn and hope to become published one day.”
These comments indicated students’ hesitance to consider themselves as scholars,
researchers, experts and, instead, their readiness to fall back on their role as students, new
to the process of writing for publication and, to some extent, scholarly writing, in general.
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The final datum on intimidation reinforced these feelings, revealing a perceived lack of
power and/or the notion of feeling beneath another entity’s power.
Dovetailing this, the remaining in vivo codes (omitting analogies, see Appendix
E) self-described individualized barriers for their lack of progress thus far as scholarly
writers.
“During the last nine months of my life headaches have ruled my existence.”
“My preceding career experiences were in the military and technical fields of the
business world, and it was necessary to convey very plainly various statuses, completed
tasks, and remaining action items for operations, situations and events. There was also a
great deal of verbal communication opportunities that allowed me to minimize writing.”
“Part of the reason for this may be because through my elementary, high school,
and college years no one has ever taught me to write.”
“I can also fixate on my plan and stifle the writing by determining I don't have the
time at that moment to write everything I want to accomplish. This mindset can cause me
to essentially procrastinate until I have the chunk of time I feel is necessary to accomplish
everything I want to accomplish in my next writing time.”
“If I am any descriptive word that starts with ‘p’ I am a perfectionist. Likely this
vice causes more of my delay than procrastination.”
“Delay through procrastination is my avoidance tactic.”
“I often think faster than I write.”
“I can think of topics for days, but I have too many ideas that I find it difficult to
start.”
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“This, coupled with writing in law enforcement, I have been molded into being a
passive writer.”
These self-described barriers may at first seem like excuses; however, to students, these
barriers were very real and, indeed, inhibited their scholarly writing and, perhaps more
importantly, their confidence about their scholarly writing. Feelings of never learning to
write or their scholarly writing being stifled by non-scholarly writing practices seemed to
yield a mindset that was stuck, so to speak, in previous writing endeavors that had left
them unprepared for this new writing endeavor of writing for scholarly publication.
Overall, these comments indicated personally engrained feelings of individual reasons
students did not feel they were capable of easily producing scholarly writing.
Process coding. The following codes discussed direct and indirect actions in the
data, as well as temporal data related to sequencing, emergence, or implementation.
These codes were much more numerous than in vivo codes yet nonetheless echo them at
times. For instance, the following process code parallels the perception of feeling
overwhelmed by the literature, lacking knowledge of field/discipline:
“I do not know who the leaders in _____ research are but…”
“I don't yet have any scholarly conversations I follow regularly so I can't say I am
familiar with the leading scholars.”
“It [choice of journal for publication] was selected simply because it was the first
entry in a Google search of _____ journals.”
“This was a ‘duh’ moment. I don't think that I had ever thought that if I want to
publish in a particular journal, it would behoove me to read several articles in that journal
first!”
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“Because I don't follow any specific journals relating to my topic, I found the
process of selecting a journal overwhelming.”
“I too was overwhelmed with selecting a journal because I am not as involved
with as many publications as I should be professionally.”
“I spent most of the weekend working on this topic being a new one to me. So not
only didn't I know any of the journals before-hand, I also hadn't done any reading or
research on the topic.”
Similar to the literature review being overwhelming, simply choosing a journal in which
to attempt publishing seemed daunting to some students. Students being passively
involved with their discipline surfaced in comments related to their newness with
interacting in the field’s dialogue. These students noted a lack of knowledge with their
disciplines’ journals, and this seemed to indicate that not only did they not consider
themselves scholars in their disciplines; they also had not been following the scholarly
dialogues of their disciplines and, thus, remained unable to position their research or
contributions in relation to the field’s discourse—a crucial piece to scholarly publication.
Interestingly, several process codes related to students’ lacking experience with
reviewing others’ writing and with working with feedback on their own writing and
included the following process codes: lacking experience reviewing others’ writing,
lacking experience working with feedback, lacking experience reviewing own writing,
lacking experience with revision.
Some students purposefully avoided reviewing their own or others’ writing due to
various fears:
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“For years I veered away from allowing others to read my work for fear of them
finding so many holes that I could never find the time or energy to recover the
manuscript. This has been true in academic papers, my blogs and even my _____.”
“I find that I do not always critically evaluate my work. I am afraid of someone
taking my criticisms personally.”
“I have always been a people pleaser so it can be hard for me to give someone
critical feedback.”
Or, they were simply new to the idea of critical review:
“I'm conflicted because I can't just write a review that says the book is perfect,
and super important. I also can't just make up some flaws.”
“I also felt enlightened in reading the suggestions on how to read critically of
others to begin editing your own work in such a manner.”
“I enjoyed the recommendations this week to consider being a reviewer to get
more skilled in writing and read more.”
Or, they engaged with critical review, only to be left with considerable doubt about the
utility and efficacy of their efforts:
“On Tuesday, a colleague, who is pursuing a master's degree, asked me to
proofread a paper. As I was reading her paper, I remembered some of the writing
rules from Kaplan (2012), and noted them in red ink on her paper. I really marked
up her first page, and I felt badly about being so critical. I continued to edit her
paper, though, because I thought it would help. I returned her paper, and told her
about the Kaplan book. But, maybe I should not have been so critical in my
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editing. I am not a strong writer, so who am I to critically edit someone else's
paper? I think I owe my colleague an apology.”
These comments indicated students’ lack of experience with the process of critical review
that, notably, led at times to feelings as strong as fear and guilt.
The following final group of process codes was composed of students’ actual
feedback to peers in the course, which often lacked depth of thought and/or was overly
focused on copy edits. This was fairly common throughout and seemed further to indicate
students’ novelty with providing critical feedback:
“The paragraphs after your heading...was your most powerful paragraph. I wrote a
bunch of goods, and yes, and trues on the sidelines. Nice work. Finally, the rest of the
paper which discusses the research previously done does use past tense. I have forgotten
if that was the correct tense we should be using.”
“Abstract - third sentence should read transferring from a _____-year
institution… (just a type o [sic.] there) Fourth sentence needs some help. I thought
sentences was [sic.] trying to say ____ ...But perhaps that is not what you meant. That
sentence just needs some love.”
In addition to lack of experience with critical review, these final comments reinforce
students’ lack of confidence in this endeavor, with students hedging by not remembering
grammatical/syntactical guidelines, as well as offering suggestions then immediately
doubting them. In sum, this group of process codes lent evidence of students’ lack of
critical review of others’ work, but also being new to critically reviewing their own work
and to working with feedback from others.
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Stemming from this lack of confidence, but putting a more positive spin on
student development, additional process codes indicated students’ attempts to grow and
learn, including finding a voice/style, understanding style, and finding/honing a
research/writing process/routine. These codes revealed the ways in which students were
attempting to overcome their self-perceived barriers. This was particularly evident when
students attempted to find a voice or style of their own:
“…I really want to find a new voice and area of expertise in academics. I feel as
though I am on ‘the island of misfit toys’ and truly do not have one voice that I am
comfortable with. Subsequently, I am not certain what scholarly conversation I want to
join, only that I want to join one!”
“I have the belief that writers always have something to say, therefore when
sitting down to write, anyone who considers themselves a writer, words should flow out
of me like rain in a tsunami. When words do not flow out of me I become distracted.”
“I do, however, struggle with the balance between establishing credibility and
coming off too authoritarian in nature. The same challenge is present when I am trying to
determine how much is too much support citation for creditability [sic.] versus writing
too much about another authors [sic.] work.”
“There is certainly a balance between ‘regurgitation’ and one's personal opinion.
How do each of you manage presenting your ideas, based upon sound literature reviews,
research, or some other form of empirical proof, without just spouting off personal
passions? I personally am challenged by that at times.”
Students also expressed confusion over how to find their unique scholarly voice:
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“When writing a scholarly manuscripts [sic.] it is important to write with an
academic voice rather than an authentic voice.”
“…it is essential to develop our academic voice and drown out authentic voice on
our selected topic.”
“I thought that I was ‘supposed’ to be writing in one style (academic, etc.) when I
really wanted to write in another....In my case I did waste a lot of time trying to write like
someone I'm not.”
“I know that in many pieces of writing that I read, students often write in general,
non-committed language, avoiding details--to broaden applicability of writing--and so
masking a true voice. Finding that voice is harder than I think they suggest.”
“How do we write with the academic or scholarly voice while staying true to who
we are day-to-day? Perhaps I am too casual in my day-to-day?”
These students seemed to struggle with finding a voice that was “true” to their self yet
carried enough authority to convey credibility. On a positive note, this seemed to indicate
that students were conscious that they, as authors, must be the primary voice in their
scholarly writing; however, it also seemed to indicate that honing a scholarly voice was
nevertheless a self-perceived barrier to their writing for scholarly publication.
In addition to finding a voice, students also seemed to struggle with understanding
style in general. They noted clear distinctions between scholarly and other styles and
struggled with how to use style to convey meaning more clearly.
“My concern is that I will not write ‘scholarly’ enough.”
“...I have confidence issues. I feel that I am not living up to some sort of bar set
and use words such as ‘obfuscate’ instead of ‘confuse.’”
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“Typically I am so focused on the content of the written word that I do not
consciously focus on the style and details of the writing.”
“I need to make that transition from my current style and structure and move more
into that formal scholarly style, without going too far in the other direction.”
“As a conversational writer, I aspire to presenting an academically clear message
that logically and succinctly puts forth a balanced argument in an easy to follow format.”
These data revealed a recognition of the importance of style but a lack of understanding
in how to achieve their desired style. They also contrasted “scholarly” style with
“conversational” style—and even queried if they were writing “‘scholarly’ enough.”
They seemed to seek a balance of accessible academic prose while making clear that they
were still aspiring toward that goal and did not yet feel confident wielding their own style
of scholarly writing.
Adding to this growth, students were also attempting to find a writing and
research routine and recognized that their lack of routine could be a barrier to their
scholarly writing and publication. This included the process code, getting started:
“I believe that part of the ‘process’ is to simply begin the process and overcome
the doubt of our own profundity or doubt of our lack of grammatical prowess.”
It also included the difficult, ambiguous, and recursive nature of revision. Students
seemed to struggle with the idea and act of revision, as implicated in the following
student comments:
“That is why the ‘chapter one’ of a dissertation is so hard to write first. After
chapters 1-3 are done, a reasonable version of Chapter one can be produced. But even
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then it is revised after chapter five is completed. This recursive aspect of problem
definition is unavoidable as it is intrinsic to the problem solving/research process.”
“I have never really edited section by section, how has that worked out for you?
When I edit, I like to ‘power through’ the document but that has it's [sic.] limitations.”
“I do have a question, when do you know when to stop editing?”
“I try to trim away as much editing time as possible when that really shouldn't be
the case.”
“What I am finding that my real struggle is with is the revising. The reading,
revising, reading and revising is my major weakness and I realize that…this is the
absolute worst because the revisions are what take it from being a horrible piece of
writing (crap) to being something that can be proudly submitted.”
“Revising is brutal for me....It's just another step that takes time, and I am keenly
aware of the passage of time.”
Many also commented on the barrier of establishing the routine itself:
“The level of progress I've made toward re-establishing a writing habit is
extremely satisfying.”
“Reading articles and taking notes requires a system that is going to work with my
schedule (when to read, where to read, how to read, etc.)”
“However, I will have to retrain myself to abide by a writing schedule and work
to make writing a priority.”
“I wonder if we learn to balance and make time for writing as we struggle along. I
wonder if he feels like he [interviewed author] has a balance.”
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Evident from this group of process codes was the self-described barrier of establishing
and honing a research, writing, and revision routine. The act of getting started, continuing
to write on a regular basis, and incorporating regular revision practices was something
most students recognized as vital yet also recognized as difficult and sometimes
confusing.
The final process codes discussed from this data are having a topic and using an
outline. These may seem simple, pervasive concepts in writing, particularly in scholarly
writing, yet many students expressed difficulty establishing a topic, and many students
admitted to not using an outline on a regular basis, even while acknowledging its
importance in scholarly writing. To begin, students readily acknowledged the difficulty
of establishing a topic:
“For me, writing is often challenging because it is difficult to pick one single
solitary topic and not meander elsewhere.”
“I am not so much concerned with writing about any of these topics as much as I
am about finally choosing one and finally taking the plunge.”
“I found it extremely difficult to select a title for the paper I want to publish. This
stems from selecting a broad topic and struggling to narrow it down into one area of
interest and focus in which I'm knowledgeable and is relevant to my own personal
experiences.”
“…I may be putting too many eggs in one basket. I am having difficulty breaking
down my concept into one problem to write about and I am not getting to the root issue.”
“I being [sic.] to see connections everywhere, so everything seems relevant.”
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“I have gone around-and-around with myself about exactly what direction I want
to go. If you are anything like me, there are a ton of things that interest you. In my case, I
need to focus in and narrow it down.”
These students found establishing a topic difficult largely because they had so many
topics and angles from which to choose. They also seemed to note the barrier of
establishing a topic that was the “root” of the issue, denoting the importance they placed
on the significance of the topic they eventually chose. Intriguingly, students also found
ways to overcome (or avoid) the barrier of having a topic to discuss:
“Interestingly enough, the exact question eludes me. I have been reading, reading,
reading, but it's okay. The way my mind works, the exact question will come through lit
review and then the lit review will be finished.”
“I have little avoidance when it comes to writing; however, when it comes to
deciding on a topic and editing, I do dishes and laundry, clean the toilet, go grocery
shopping, and anything else I can think of.”
These methods of dealing with this barrier ranged from just powering through a literature
review in the hopes of uncovering the “exact question” to outright avoidance.
The final process code discussed here, using an outline, likewise spanned a
continuum from those who used an outline regularly and had for years to those who
ardently fought using an outline—again, even when also acknowledging that outlining
was a productive scholarly writing practice. Those who regularly outlined were adamant
about its utility:
”It is essential in my process to have a well organized plan of attack on my topic
choice.”
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“Also, I have taken to thinking on the paper and the topic for several days, or even
weeks, prior to when I actually have to begin the writing process. As a result, by the time
I sit down I have an idea of how the paper will flow and an outline in my head as to how I
want to scale it.”
“In my opinion outlines/plans establish parameters that prevents [sic.]
undisciplined thinking and writing.”
“Outlining, for me, is a step that occurs well before I start to write the text, maybe
even a day or two....I try to think about how I am going to fill out each section, what
research will fit where, and how logical my thinking feels to me.”
“I at least have to write bullet points down before I disengage from my writing.
Creating an outline of what I want to accomplish is critical for me.”
“I utilize outlines when I write and I can really associate with the fact that an
outline can give you a layout that will benefit the reader.”
These students discussed outlining as “essential” and “critical.”
On the other hand, several students remained opposed to outlining:
“Thank you for the references on literature review. They both will be useful as I
am not someone who generally uses an outline, unless it was pre-defined and required.”
“I too have a tendency to simply just want to write instead of planning.”
“I usually don't ‘plan’ a draft either.”
“I never use outlines when I write, yet, I do quite well.”
They also remained opposed to outlining even when admitting its absence detracted from
their writing:
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“I rarely ‘plan’ a draft…My ‘plan’ tends to evolve during my writing, which may
be a hindrance to the final structure.”
“Left brain thinkers eschew outlines and feel confined by them. I am a left brain
thinker. I know that I should outline…but I am constantly worried that if I stick too
closely to an outline, I will limit my perspective and miss an important detail that falls
outside of that outline.”
“I have used many valuable hours unraveling disorganized writing. In each
instance, I did not use an outline before beginning the writing process.”
It seemed in these course sections that for every student who regularly used an outline,
there was an additional student who remained opposed to using an outline. The fact that
some students recognized the limitations in their writing when not using an outline, but
continued to write without first outlining, seemed to reinforce that finding a writing
routine can be a significant barrier, particularly when it required breaking old writing
habits.
Initial coding. Initial codes, which are the final group of first-cycle coding
according to Saldaña (2013), were the most inclusive and wide-ranging group of the three
first-cycle coding groups. It contained everything from tough to get started to writer’s
block to various types of fear. In addition, it contained codes in line with the literature,
such as doubt their voice/contribution, student role vs. scholar role, and discourse
conventions, as well as codes germane to the population of the course sections, such as
adult learners and online learners. An interesting final initial code that will be discussed
is the importance of class on scholarly writing. While originally a cumbersome group of
coding, these selected initial codes (eventually to be called focused codes in second-cycle
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coding) revealed much in the way of students’ perceptions of their selves as developing
scholarly writers and independent researchers.
Similar to the difficulty students experienced with finding a topic, they likewise
found the basic act of writing tough to get started:
“…it is somewhat difficult for me to plan the draft and it seems that it takes me
hours to get started.”
“I think my dislike for writing comes mainly out of lack of confidence in my
writing, as well as the inability to get things started. I often struggle to get a paper or a
topic rolling forward.”
“…it seems difficult to just get the ball rolling.”
“I find I need some time pressure to really get motivated and inspired to write...”
These data suggested that one of the barriers these doctoral students faced was simply
starting, perhaps due to “lack of confidence”; moreover, the repeated metaphor of getting
a paper or a “ball rolling” inferred that students were seeking or needing some type of
external push in order to begin the process, with the final datum noting this external push
came in the form of deadlines.
Once started, many students explicitly noted the barrier of writer’s block. While a
pervasive code throughout all three course sections, some of the more detailed comments
on this code follow, revealing its possible underlying causes:
“On more than one occasion, I have diagnosed myself as having writer's block. I
stare at the paper, sometimes beginning with a sentence or two, and then I stop. Where do
I begin? How does this relate to my previous concept? Will this tie into my conclusion?”
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“I have never used this technique [free writing] and feel it will help me, especially
right now since I am struggling with writer's block.”
“I find that my writer's block is caused by the pressure of a deadline in
conjunction with my lack of progress. Are you where you expected to be this week in
completing your work?”
“Personally, I experience writing [sic.] block when I have to write boring stuff
such as a job application cover letter, or any subject that I don't know well enough.”
These discussions of writer’s block no doubt served as barriers for these students, yet
they also seemed to belie what may have been the actual barrier(s) undergirding their
writer’s block. For instance, the first datum suggested that the student is not sure how
their ideas fit together, perhaps revealing a lack of outlining as discussed previously. The
remaining data suggested that the real issue was time management and lack of focus,
purpose, and/or knowledge. Thus, while students referred to this cadre of issues as
writer’s block, there seemed to be no one definition or barrier defined as “writer’s block”;
rather, the code seemed to indicate and often repeat an array of underlying barriers to
students’ development as scholarly writers.
Alternatively, students were very forthcoming when speaking about their fears
associated with scholarly writing. Initial codes included several fears, but fear of
grammar and fear of rejection were by far the most common. These data revealed deepseated emotions that inhibited students’ self-perceptions as scholarly writers. This
inhibition seemed to begin with the rather objective fear of grammar:
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“I have always had a weakness in grammar so I stay cognizant of it while writing
yet do not focus on it when I edit. I guess this would be due to some type of fear of not
getting it right anyways so I just overlook the issue.”
“I, too, have concerns about grammar and I tend to focus on that more than the
content.”
“I notice so many people comment on the labor of writing and anxieties about
grammar and mechanics (I have those fears too).”
“I guess we are all similar in the sense that we say we are not good at grammar
but it is all relative to what we are comparing it to and the audience who are receiving our
writing.”
“Spelling and grammar errors can impede my ‘flow.’”
“Proper grammar in writing and speaking is extremely important...even after 20
years I fear it.”
Students seemed to recognize this fear of grammar as a hindrance to focusing on
“content” or on the “flow” of the paper, and some simply ignored the fear or chalked
grammar up to an “audience” preference. As a largely objective, learnable skill, this fear
of grammar was intriguing. Again, though, it seemed to reinforce the deep-seated
emotions and feelings about writing that inhibited these students—rather than work to
become more proficient at grammar, they had developed work-arounds, avoidance
tactics, and ways to placate their fear.
More expected, regarding students’ initial attempts at submitting manuscripts for
publication, was students’ expressed fear of rejection:
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“I know that I put unnecessary pressure on myself and would feel like a failure if
my publication got rejected…”
“Until recently, I had not experienced the sting of outright rejection for a
scholarly manuscript. This pained me more deeply than I imagined because of the amount
of time I spent on the document. Ashamedly, I must admit that I have avoided re-working
the text; despite the realization that I need to re-revise the work quickly while the content
is still fresh.”
“I still feel like I am taking batting practice with the _____ (or whatever baseball
team nearest to you with whom you would want to take batting practice), and swinging
and missing really terrifies me.”
“...but I am also fearful that the process of rejection may dissuade me from seeing
the process all the way through...I have avoided the process due to the fear of rejection...”
“The second concern stems from the fear of being rejected. My confidence in my
writing would definitely be shaken if my article was rejected.”
“Additionally, I do worry about spending all of this time for nothing; just to be
rejected in the end.”
“I share your concern regarding rejection. What if we spend this time attempting
to publish our work and it is rejected? We are all very busy and have little time to
contribute to fruitless activities.”
Words like “fear,” “failure,” “sting,” “pained me more deeply,” and “terrifies”
demonstrated the emotional depth of this fear of rejection, which could serve as a barrier
to students’ progress. Consider that, as mentioned previously, many studies suggested
writing for publication as an effective learning act within itself; thus, students who avoid
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publication attempts due to a fear of rejection may be inadvertently doing themselves a
disservice in their maturation as scholarly writers. This was compounded by the final two
comments, neither of which saw a publication attempt as a learning moment in itself;
rather, they saw an unsuccessful first attempt as null—“nothing”—or as “fruitless
activities.” This misunderstanding itself may be a barrier.
This complicated fear of rejection often dovetailed with one of the most
prominent initial codes, which was pervasive in all three course sections: doubt their
voice/contribution. This, as well as the following two initial codes, student role vs.
scholar role and discourse conventions, occurred with great frequency and proved
intriguing. To start, students doubted their voice and contribution often; a minimal select
list follows:
“This leads into an ongoing fear, or concern, that my writing abilities are not up
to par with expectations of doctoral students and published scholars.”
“I know I have a roadblock in my personal writing/publishing journey because I
have a tendency to doubt the knowledge that I have to offer.”
“…I don't always have anything to say that anyone wants to hear about, let alone
read.”
“Judgment is one of my fears; judgment by me and by others, but especially by
me. When I am writing for something specific that will be assessed I often doubt my
depth and profundity. I doubt my ability to express my often scattered thoughts on
paper.”
“I do however have a fear that my peers are not going to find the thoughts and
information I have to be useful. I do not want to write to just write.”
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“My fears about writing are that no one will read or find value in what I have to
say.”
“Sometimes I feel uncertain that I will write something that will contribute. There
are millions of journal entries.... what will I have to say that has not already be [sic.]
said?”
“I don't have fears about writing save that it might end up being horrendously
boring or not worthy of note.”
Comments such as these occurred pervasively in Weeks 1, 4, 7 and less often, though
always present, in Weeks 2, 3, 5, and 6. The above data were pulled from only one week
of two course sections. In other words, it was one of the most consistently crowded rows
on the spreadsheet (Appendix C). These data not only mentioned the repeated theme of
fear and doubt throughout, they included a literal barrier metaphor, “roadblock.” They
also spoke to a desire for a status that they did not perceive as having yet. These students
wanted to “contribute,” be “up to par with expectations,” and write something profound
and “worthy of note.” The desire was apparent, but the perceived barrier was present, as
well. One further datum of note was the comment, “I do not want to write to just write.”
This comment is important because it reiterates the earlier “fruitless activities” phrase,
indicating important aspects of the scholarly writing maturation process were perceived
as unimportant, demonstrating further misunderstanding.
Parallel to students seeing their writing as “not worthy” was students perceiving
themselves in a student role, not in itself noteworthy, but when explicitly in contrast to a
scholar role it seemed to reveal a barrier. Students not perceiving themselves as a scholar
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served as a behavioral barrier, encompassing fear and doubt, and at times just not
considering the scholar role a possibility. Select student role vs. scholar role data follow:
“I think that response [feeling inadequate to published scholars] is natural, a
reticence derived from the uncertainty of how well your work is received by those whom
you aspire to write among. There is a difference between writing to the [peer student]
audience (which I enjoy immensely, both as an experience of writing and as an
opportunity to learn) and putting my work out into the larger world of academia.”
“If we are to be scholarly writers, then do we assume our audience is holding
terminal degrees or working toward that goal?”
These students self-described as student, but they did so in contrast to an external
“academia” or a role that they would one day don. The following students noted their
self-perceived inadequacies in further intriguing ways:
“I was also a bit taken aback with the idea of coming right out and telling your
audience what you are adding to the field with what you are presenting. It seemed a bit
presumptuous to me to act as though my ideas are novel to the field.”
“I completely understand the dichotomy we fall into of knowing what we need to
do in order to move forward, yet we are still developing those skills so we cannot move
forward just yet.”
“I am finding it difficult to shake the anxiety that comes from wading into waters
in which I have little experience. There is a difference between being confidently
composing a competent manuscript and actually trying to wield theoretical frameworks
like it is something you do all the time.”
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As can be seen, additional barrier metaphors surfaced in this data. The comment, “we
cannot move forward just yet” indicated a type of invisible barrier, stunting them in the
student role. Likewise, the comment about “wading into waters” indicated a boundary to
cross, from land into something less sure-footed. Also interesting, the final datum
analogized the scholar role as some theoretically-dexterous genius—an idealized, distant,
only imagined role.
Nevertheless, some students had already passed, or were in the process of passing,
this barrier:
“We are no longer becoming scholars; we are scholars. The sooner we accept that,
the sooner we can share our analyses with others, as ‘truth.’”
“Some of this goes to my background, I know, but I guess I have also always
thought of scholarly experts as people who have published many things and given many
presentations on a subject. I never considered the fact that this meant they had to publish
and/or present for the first time at some point.”
“Active scholars write many statements, about many things (Huff, 1999) and I
think this reflects the notion that there is a different mindset that comes along with the
published author or novice writer lifestyle. I think I am still adapting to this mind shift.”
“One concept that resonated me this week, from the assigned reading, was that of
using your outline to highlight what you are adding to the literature….however, I find it
challenging being a developing scholar.”
These students seemed to recognize the need to don the role of scholar, even when they
perceived themselves as still developing toward that role. The distinction between student
and scholar is still present, but the conscious, purposeful working toward the role of
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scholar is likewise present. This demonstrated the relevance of this code but also its
range, a continuum of sorts, from self-perceptions of being stunted in a student role to
being developed/developing into a scholar role.
A sign that students are developing into a more scholarly role was also their
familiarity and comfort with their disciplines’ discourse conventions (Badenhorst &
Guerin, 2016; Parry, 1997). Though a less pervasive code, overall, students seemed to
understand that including disciplinary discourse conventions in their writing was an
important step in their scholarly writing repertoire:
“…diagnosing and analyzing what thee [sic.] authors intend and how they reach
their audience is key to entering the ‘craft’ of being a scholarly writer in these various
and diverse communities of inquiry, each with somewhat its own mores and folkways.”
“Yet in addition, there are customs and habits and unstated rules and our faculty
here are trying to ‘form’ us to these habits and helping us to see the diversity of
expectations in different publications as well as the similarities.”
“…I would like to better develop my writing skills for the interdisciplinary field. I
am published in the _____ field, primarily in _____, but that is a different way of writing,
from what I have seen in leadership journals.”
Though not referring to these explicitly as discourse conventions, the mention of
“mores,” “folkways,” “customs,” “habits,” and “unstated rules” seemed to suggest that
these students were aware of the need to acquire the unique, long-standing, yet implicit
writing conventions of their disciplines. In addition, the students’ word choices lent
credence to the tacit means by which students learn discipline-specific writing
conventions—a type of folklore passed along informally.
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Not surprisingly, some students also found this learning process to be
uncomfortable and a barrier to their writing, at least at times. Consider the following
student comments:
“Despite my innate ability to write freely and openly, throughout the continuation
of my educational experiences, writing has begun to feel somewhat stifling and
suffocating. Where ideas used to flow freely, they have now become inhibited by my
perceptions pertaining to the prescriptive nature of professional scholarly writing.”
“[The reading] suggests to have a deep understanding about the field to which you
are contributing. That doesn't just mean content but it also means paying attention to the
author's writing style, how headings and sub-headings are structured, etc. I found this
information helpful because I began to feel overwhelmed myself.”
These students recognized the need to learn their discipline’s discourse conventions, but
they also demonstrated emotional reactions of feeling “suffocated” and “overwhelmed”
by the task. Of note, the latter datum appreciated the external, explicit advice they
received on this issue, which helped to quell their initial overwhelmed reaction.
This idea of explicit guidance was also present when students expressed the
importance of scholarly writing class. Worth mentioning, students’ comments indicated a
desire for this class and its importance, despite Habibie’s (2016) findings, which included
qualitative data of a student adamant that a scholarly writing class “divorced” scholarly
writing from the regular goings-on of the department, arguing writing should be
prominent throughout every aspect of a program, essentially eschewing a transactional
approach in favor of a holistic approach. Alternatively, students in this study were
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appreciative and complimented their scholarly writing course. They began with simply
being grateful for a refresher on or a complement to their writing practices:
“In this week's readings it was most helpful to just do a simple review of
writing…”
“I have found that taking this class while working on my proposal is very
beneficial. I am down to editing before sending to my committee and the comments from
the writing center resonate more alongside the reading we are doing. I feel like I am
getting double benefit from the course.”
Moreover, the explicit instruction and discussion in the elective course helped to undo
students’ “misunderstandings” about the scholarly writing process and helped them to
overcome some of their personal barriers:
“I definitely did not understand the importance of a literature review until this
class. I am very glad that I decided to take this class as an elective as I can readily see my
misunderstandings or shortcomings.”
“Only in this course has clarity about what I want and can add to the body
literature [sic.] become clear. The clarity attained is to such an extent that I can now put it
to pen in a way that is validated by my heart. This is a major accomplishment.”
“This class has convinced me to try to publish.”
“I know that this course has helped me quite a bit and forced me to take a more
critical look at my writing, which is never a bad thing.”
“I found this class fantastic! I have long been aware of blocks I had to writing and
overly emotional reactions to critiques of my writing as criticisms of me as a person. In
this class I experienced a community of friends helping each other….experiencing it here
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as a mid to late carrier [sic.] professional and with doctoral students helped me get the
message that the critiques were for my betterment, and our betterment as scholars.”
“I needed this process and the journey of writing for publication more than I could
have imagined.”
These students found great value in the scholarly writing course despite the variety of
reasons for which they found the value. While it assisted some in “clarity” of purpose and
confidence in their scholarly contributions, it assisted others in overcoming emotional
barriers associated with critique—both self-critique and critique from others.
Some of these comments also spoke to the nature of adult learners, an additional
initial code, though less prevalent than others, nevertheless germane to the focus of this
research. As self-described in the second-to-last datum, these students often alluded to
their extensive career experience and how scholarly writing had not fit into their regular
lives thus far. Adult learners, a strongly growing percentage of college students, bring
both assets and challenges when returning to higher education (Ross-Gordon, 2011). The
challenges in this setting included the following:
“As adult learners we have a high need for self-efficacy and we may resist change
for all the reasons discussed…”
“My avoidance tactics are family obligations, work, and anything else I can find
that would take me away from the key board.”
“My challenges this week have been mainly in dealing with work and home issue
[sic.]….so all of that has been quite the distraction from my writing schedule.”

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

74

“This struggle [importance of scholarly writing to a career] resonates with me
because as much as I know that scholarly writing is essential to my career goals,
retraining my lazy behavioral and cognitive habits seem daunting at my age.”
“That being said, there are times when we do have to legitimately decide between
one good or important process and another due to our extremely busy schedules as
working adults, in school, with families.”
“And I need to get my family to understand that this class is for real and it is
important to me!...I think I will set my alarm an hour earlier and try to get my writing
time in before the grandchildren hit the front door.”
These comments alluded to the multiple roles that adult learners must juggle, including
professional commitments, parenting, and grandparenting, yet they also included
comments about the difficulties of undoing entrenched “behavioral and cognitive habits”
that were ill-suited to scholarly writing.
Though rarer, a few mentioned the assets that adult learners brought to scholarly
writing:
“When I was teaching community college, most of my students were older. My
oldest student was 92. Often, these students brought with them a worry that they were
‘too old’ to understand ‘new school.’ Ironically, my younger students would often share
with me that they ‘weren't as experienced’ as their older classmates, so they felt that they
were at a disadvantage!”
“I teach middle school students during the day, work with teachers in the
afternoon, and participate in academic discussions such as this one in the evening, so I
have grown accustomed to shifting gears, so to speak, in my writing.”
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“I waited until my youngest left for college to start school as I could not see how
traveling for work and taking her around the midwest for soccer would leave any time.”
These assets included real-world experience, which can assist adult learners in making
sense of abstract theoretical concepts (Ross-Gordon, 2011), the flexibility to adapt to a
variety of professional audiences, and even the benefits of an empty nest. These assets
paired with the challenges revealed the complicated personae that affected these adult
learners’ scholarly writing.
Finally, and surprisingly infrequent, were comments related to students’ selfperceptions as online learners. One student was adamant that being an online learner is
the trend of the future and that it needed to be different than a traditional face-to-face
education:
“In the 21st century, we don't go to the university, it comes to us and our
relationship with it and each other--as students--is different.”
However, they did not expound on this thought while others did. Consider the following
student comment:
“In terms of challenging me to think in new ways about writing, our faculty in the
_____ generally and ____ specifically have been great. I regularly see these
faculty give me detailed feedback in ‘Crocdock’ [sic.] and - in addition - give me
voice - video feedback. The Voice-Video medium allows me to hear the tone in
their voices, and the video shows facial expressions. This helps me ‘decode’ their
meaning and ‘feel’ the more affective dimensions of their communication....This
more ‘whole’ communication supports students and gives me the ability to better
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internalize and act on needs for improvement by minimizing some of the
emotional overreactions we (at least me!) can have to critiques of writing.”
This datum was favorable to the online learning environment but expressed the
importance of more than just written feedback and seeking a more “whole
communication.” This student wanted to “feel” the tone of their faculty’s feedback,
which, once accomplished, decreased their “emotional overreactions” that occurred when
receiving solely-written feedback. Remaining comments under this code spoke to the
need for more personal interaction, as well, but did so from a more technological angle,
such as using Google Docs for collaboration, and offering technological support tips,
such as Dragon dictation, Smarthinking, and using two computer monitors.
Overall, these initial codes were numerous and far-ranging both as a group and as
individual codes. They spoke to the complexity of doctoral students’ writing for scholarly
publication, including emotional barriers, behavioral barriers, and at least one, if not two,
sociodemographic barriers (i.e., age and online status). They built on and complemented
the in vivo and process coding but required further streamlining in order to provide focus
and clarity for development of the grounded theory.
Second-Cycle Coding
Again in line with Saldaña’s (2013) grounded theory framework, the second cycle
of coding (see Appendix G for full list of second-cycle codes) consisted of the following:
•

focused coding—“categorizes coded data based on thematic or conceptual
similarity. Searches for the most frequent or significant Initial Codes to develop
the most salient categories in the data corpus” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 264);
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axial coding—“describes a category’s properties (i.e., characteristics or attributes)
and dimensions (the location of a property along a continuum or range) and
explores how the categories and subcategories relate to each other” (Saldaña,
2013, p. 260); and

•

theoretical coding—“functions like an umbrella that covers and accounts for all
other codes and categories formulated thus far in grounded theory
analysis…discovering the central/core category that identifies the primary theme
or major conflict, obstacle, problem, issue, or concern to participants” (Saldaña,
2013, p. 268).
Focused coding. As can be seen with the definition of focused coding, the most

frequent or significant initial codes were previously selected and discussed in the
immediate past section. These codes focused on the most frequent and significant codes
pulled from the large quantity of initial codes originally found (Appendix F). To review,
these nine focused codes—delineated and discussed in the immediate past section—
consisted of tough to get started, writer’s block, fear, doubt voice/contribution, student
role vs. scholar role, discourse conventions, importance of scholarly writing class, adult
learners, and online learners (see Figure 2 for breakdown of second-cycle coding).
Axial coding. Axial coding, on the other hand, plucks the specific characteristics,
attributes, locations, and relationships of the codes that make up a category, particularly
the emergent categories (Saldaña, 2013). When synthesizing the first-cycle coding for
these qualities, the axial coding eventually consisted of the following four codes:
continua, attributes of learning, self-described barriers, and being new to critique, each
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of which will be discussed to explain how they refocused and synthesized the first-cycle
coding.
Continua. Several codes seemed to exist on a continuum, some of which were
mentioned earlier in this discussion. One of the most prominent continua dealt with
students’ self-described role as student and/or scholar. As discussed earlier, the location
of this code spanned a continuum from those who referred to themselves as student and
explicitly not scholar to those who already considered themselves both student and
scholar, with several in between mentioning various degrees of self-development into a
scholar role. Donning the role of scholar (or not) can affect students’ abilities to write and
publish in various ways. The following comment highlighted a few of these:
“One concept that resonated me this week, from the assigned reading, was that of
using your outline to highlight what you are adding to the literature….however, I
find it challenging being a developing scholar. Much of my graduate coursework
has focused on supporting my writing with authorities in the field, so I have felt
compelled to spend a great deal of time on the review of literature or practice to
establish credibility. Because of this perspective, I have never sopped [sic.] to
think what am I adding to the literature?”
This student specifically referred to himself or herself as “a developing scholar”;
furthermore, he or she is beginning to recognize that thus far their writing has comprised
little more than review of “authorities in the field.” Without an explicit pedagogical
requirement, this student had yet to stake a claim or join a scholarly dialogue in any novel
way, at least not consciously. Notably, they had not even considered it, had not
recognized it as a scholarly writing requirement. This absent claim or failure to join the
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dialogue, conscious or not, will likely inhibit a scholarly publication attempt since the
writing will not add anything novel to the dialogue.
An additional continuum that affected students’ scholarly publication efforts was
the self-perceived importance of outlining. This ranged from those who outlined
regularly, to those who did not outline despite recognizing its value, to those who
adamantly never outlined prior to writing. This can have serious implications for
scholarly writing. Consider the following datum:
“I found it extremely difficult to select a title for the paper I want to publish. This
stems from selecting a broad topic and struggling to narrow it down into one area
of interest and focus in which I'm knowledgeable and is relevant to my own
personal experiences.”
Implied in this comment is a lack of outlining. If an individual begins to map the course
of a paper (i.e., outline)—what they will and will not say, what they will and will not
include—the difficulty with “focus” tends to sort itself out because they have a specific
map to follow. On the contrary, without an outline, a student will often see too many
directions, which can result in a “struggle” to focus and, subsequently, a difficulty getting
started and even crafting a title. Thus, this continuum is troubling as it can impede
students’ abilities to get started and maintain focus in their writing.
A final continuum stemming from the first-cycle coding is the code,
understanding style. This code spanned a continuum from students who felt having a
personal writing style was unavailable to them as a doctoral student to those who selfperceived as already possessing a strong personal writing style. Beginning with the
former: “Point of fact...most English teachers' criticisms of student papers are a reflection
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of how closely the writer's style matched what the teacher would have written on a paper
or test answer.” This student seemed to feel unable to write with his or her own style and
had, instead, felt he or she had been taught to write in his or her “English teachers’”
styles. This perceived lack of voice is troubling as it can stunt individuals in a student
role, not allowing them to find their own style and voice. If a student perceived it
impossible to write in any style save the professor’s to be successful, then they may not
actively seek their own style; in essence, they remained unable to surpass the style of a
student role.
Looking at this in another way, the dependence on others’ styles could be
beneficial when learning disciplinary discourse conventions; reproducing the style of
established scholars in a discipline could be an effective way for a student to begin
donning a scholarly voice. One student spoke to this specifically: “By reading other
author's works, we can discover styles of writing guides and personal styles, which can
help use [sic.] refine our own techniques.” The student wished to mine the style of “other
authors”; however, there remained a bit of confusion in their desire to either “discover” a
new style or “refine” an existing style. Either way, it spoke to the notion of a developing
understanding of a personal writing style that intuitively mined others’ work for
assistance.
Other students were more explicit about recognizing and owning their own style
and wanting to make it more “scholarly”: “I need to make that transition from my current
style and structure and move more into that formal scholarly style, without going too far
in the other direction.” Unlike the student who felt bound to the professor’s style, or the
student searching the literature for various styles, this student claimed a personal writing
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style but wished to make it more of a “formal scholarly style.” Also unlike the previous
students, this student seemed determined not to lose too much of their personal style or
voice while learning or adapting to a new style. While not demonstrating a firm
command on their “scholarly” style, they nonetheless owned a style and wanted to retain
control of it, demonstrating the continuum of students understanding and owning (or not)
a personal writing style.
Overall, these continua demonstrated the breadth of locations that doctoral
students can occupy at any one time on any one topic related to scholarly writing for
publication. They also seemed to support the importance of a scholarly writing for
publication class, helping students to become conscious of their need to stake a claim
and, essentially, don a scholarly role; outline to ensure focus, particularly when new to
writing for scholarly publication; and secure a personal writing style acclimated to their
discipline’s discourse conventions without forgoing ownership of and comfort with their
personal scholarly writing style.
Attributes of learning. The second axial code comprised the attributes of learning
specific to this study: online learners, adult learners, and explicit or implicit pedagogical
approaches. Students’ comments related to their self-perceptions as online learners were,
as mentioned, rare. Nonetheless, when offered, the prior comments stressed the need for
“affective” and multimodal communication, which may indicate two things. First, if
students are accustomed to online learning and comfortable as online learners, they may
feel less of a need to discuss that aspect of their education. For example, though one
student readily acknowledged that online education was necessarily “different,” he or she
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considered it a normal aspect of the “21st Century.” In short, the lack of discussion on this
topic may have indicated it was not a student-perceived barrier to scholarly writing.
An additional, more detailed datum indicated a student’s comfort with
technology. He or she sought and appreciated feedback on writing through a number of
modalities, mentioning specifically “voice” and “video” feedback, which provided them
with a more “whole” perception of feedback on their writing. Importantly, this student
also perceived that the multimodal feedback “minimiz[ed] some of the emotional
overreactions” that had previously accompanied “critiques of [his or her] writing.”
Therefore, the combination of affective communication and the student’s comfort with
technology seemed to undo the emotional barriers that can inhibit students’ maturation as
scholarly writers, yielding online learning as a rather mild (if at all) barrier, under these
course sections’ circumstances, anyways.
Unlike self-perceptions as online learners, implicit self-perceptions as adult
learners were somewhat more pervasive and seemed to fall into two primary themes:
learned behaviors and time management. To the latter, students often mentioned family
and work obligations that remained strong, competing pressures on their schedule,
despite their likely status as full-time students, as one student described, “our extremely
busy schedules as working adults, in school, with families.” They referred to this as a
“distraction” and intimated that their family did not “understand that this class is for real
and it is important to me.” However, just as pressing a challenge seemed to come in the
form of quotidian behaviors that students were actively working to undo. For instance,
one noted the “avoidance tactics” that were keeping them “away from the key board”;
another noted the pressure of trying to “retrain [his or her] lazy behavioral and cognitive
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habits” after making a conscious effort to integrate scholarly writing into his or her
“career goals.” Overall, the self-perceived barriers related to being an adult learner
swayed more toward the habits and schedules of these students, which often had not yet
acclimated to include writing and research as a primary portion of their life. In other
words, they seemed to be still struggling to adjust their lives to accommodate this new
endeavor of scholarly writing for publication.
The final learning attributes synthesized from the data were explicit or implicit
pedagogical approaches, specifically melding the implicit disciplinary discourse
conventions and the explicit importance of scholarly writing class from first-cycle
coding. Contrasting the data from these codes lent a more complete glimpse into
students’ views related to writing pedagogy at the doctoral level. While data indicated
that students were aware of the need to incorporate discourse conventions, they found the
implicit learning method to be “stifling” and “suffocating,” as well as noting the oft-used
“overwhelmed” when describing this part of the learning process. This latter student
found a decrease in their feeling of overwhelmed when they received explicit guidance
on how to read for discourse conventions.
The positive attitude toward explicit guidance and instruction was repeated often
as students reflected on the importance of their scholarly writing course to their
progression as scholarly writers. Comments indicated the course opened their eyes to the
“misunderstandings” and “shortcomings” they had regarding their writing. One noted that
the course granted them “clarity” about how they could contribute to their discipline’s
dialogue. Another noted his or her appreciation for the “community of friends helping
each other,” which had helped to decrease the student’s “blocks” and “overly emotional
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reactions to critiques…as criticisms of me as a person.” Still another stated that it “forced
[him or her] to take a more critical look at [his or her] writing.” These data
overwhelmingly trended toward explicit pedagogy as preferable to implicit pedagogy,
particularly when it came to overcoming the students’ self-perceived barriers.
Self-described barriers. While certain barriers can be implied from the data,
notably, students also described explicit barriers they faced. This consisted of the term
barriers being used, as well as metaphorical references to barriers, such as “roadblock,”
“wading into waters,” and needing an outside stimulus to “get the ball rolling.” For
instance, the word “struggle” appeared in the data 12 times. Use of this word ranged from
the struggle to get “the introduction started and then written” to “the struggle with finding
the academic or scholarly voice” to “having to constantly reference and cite everything
that I do” to the “struggle to summarize what the referenced author said, because when
pressed to do so, I’m just sure that I can’t say it as well without quoting the author.”
These struggles seemed to uncover the issues that can halt student writers’ progress—
including everything from getting started, to finding an authentic voice, to trusting their
voice, to performing a literature review. These struggles, in tandem with the other explicit
self-described barriers, also seemed at times to illustrate a lack of confidence in many key
writing stages.
Being new to critique. This lack of confidence may stem from the final axial
code. Drawn largely from the process codes during first-cycle coding, being new to
critique emerged as further attributes that students in the course sections demonstrated.
This axial code encompassed perceptions of being new to self-critique, new to peer
critique, new to receiving critique from others, and new to critiquing established
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professionals. This lack of experience surfaced in emotional reactions and even
avoidance. One student mentioned he or she had “for years…veered away from allowing
others to read [his or her] work for fear” of the criticisms. Another feared reviewing
others’ writing, “afraid of someone taking my criticisms personally.” Similarly, a student
expressed his or her difficulty giving feedback because they were a “people pleaser.” Yet
another felt “conflicted” because he or she could not find anything to critique in a book
they were reviewing. A final emotional reaction was a student who felt “enlightened” by
the advice they received to reflect critically on their own writing in the way they do
others’ writing, seemingly a new concept for him or her.
These emotional responses were not isolated to one aspect of critical feedback.
Instead, they were related to receiving feedback, as well as to providing feedback—on
both peer and professional levels—and to self-evaluation. This even ranged into guilt at
times with one student, following a peer review, asking, “so who am I to critically edit
someone else’s paper? I think I owe my colleague an apology.” These comments
reflected students’ lack of experience in critical review, a piece of the writing process that
is crucial at the scholarly level with peer-reviewed publications. Lack of experience with
critical review seemed to serve as a barrier to students’ writing and publication efforts,
particularly when providing and receiving critical feedback remained attached to writers’
emotions and when students remained unable to evaluate their own writing critically.
Theoretical coding. Theoretical coding takes things the final step toward creating
categories by identifying the primary issues or themes concerning the participants.
Saldaña (2013) referred to it as an umbrella, encapsulating all other codes and categories
into central/core categories that get to the heart of the problem. Thusly encapsulated,
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theoretical coding revealed both behavioral barriers and emotional barriers as significant
barriers to online doctoral students writing for scholarly publication.
Behavioral barriers. Getting to the heart of the problem included examining the
behavioral barriers that students faced. First, the self-perception of being new to the arena
of scholarly publication surfaced in a number of ways. Three individuals referred to
themselves explicitly as “novice,” indicating a self-perceived classification as less
developed than other writers. This in itself can be a barrier if it accompanies a perception
of novice as equal to “as yet unable.” One student commented that “there is a different
mindset that comes along with the published author or novice writer lifestyle.” This
comment not only contrasted the published “author” with the novice “writer,” only
identifying as author once published; it also contrasted the “mindset” associated with
each, as if published authors had developed, behaviorally, past a certain maturation point.
Perhaps stemming from this same perception, additional behavioral barriers
surfaced in the most pervasive focused code: doubt voice/contribution. Students
commonly felt that their research and writing was not of a level that would be of
interest/use to established scholars in their fields. As mentioned earlier, these doubts
appeared in each week, despite the course section and despite the week’s guiding
discussion questions. In short, it seemed an omnipresent perception among a considerable
portion of the students. Additional data for this theoretical code follow:
“I found myself wondering if my abstract was providing a summary that would be
considered a contribution to literature. I am not sure it does.”
“I feel that I have been spinning my wheels over the past few weeks searching for
a ‘worthy’ topic.”
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“My reference to innovation was regarding finding something new and relevant to
say about a subject. At times, I question my ability to do so.”
“I have a feeling that there is limited purpose in what I am doing, which makes it
difficult to sit down and write on any topic.”
These comments lent hesitancy to these students’ progress in scholarly writing. The first
was contemplating if a contribution existed in his or her writing, the second was
“spinning [his or her] wheels” trying to hone in on a “‘worthy’ topic,” and the third was
questioning his or her ability to posit “something new and relevant.” These all bespoke a
doubtful and uncertain perception about their abilities to join a scholarly dialogue in a
meaningful way. This seemed to be a barrier to students’ behavioral development.
Importantly, the final comment even makes the connection explicitly that doubting one’s
contribution is a literal barrier, stopping them from “sit[ting] down [to] write.”
The final behavioral barrier consisted of longstanding habits regarding writing
and research processes and time management, synthesizing a number of first-cycle codes.
One interesting learned habit mentioned previously was students’ failure to immerse
themselves in the literature of their field and/or topic. As can be seen in earlier data,
several students admitted to not following any specific journals; one even commented
that they had never considered it:
“This was a ‘duh’ moment. I don't think that I had ever thought that if I want to
publish in a particular journal, it would behoove me to read several articles in that journal
first!”
While this spoke to a lack of knowledge, it nonetheless also spoke to a general behavioral
barrier wherein students wanted to participate in a scholarly dialogue but had made little
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effort thus far to do so, even passively (e.g., staying current with the field’s scholarly
dialogue without actually staking a claim of their own). Donning a new role means
learning new behaviors, and failing to acquire this particular behavior is a significant
barrier to any scholarly writer’s publication efforts.
Other longstanding habits shared earlier related to self-described individualized
barriers, such as never being “taught” to write, being a “perfectionist,” “think[ing] faster
than I write,” and “being a passive writer [due to career writing].” These are longstanding
behaviors that seemed to hinder students’ development as scholarly writers. They fell
back on these behaviors—some with positive notions of overcoming them but some who
seemed unable, for varied reasons, to shed these behavioral barriers. The latter persisted
in keeping their perceptions focused on why they could not become a published scholarly
writer, rather than how they might overcome them, so they could, in fact, become
published scholarly writers.
Emotional barriers. Possibly undergirding most of these behavioral barriers were
students’ emotional barriers, which were frequent and pervasive in the data. For instance,
students mentioned some type of fear related to their research and writing processes 12
times, which did not include additional instances of “terrified,” “failure,” “sting,” and
“pained” that also accompanied this theoretical code. Overcoming fears, such as the fear
of rejection discussed earlier, presents a real challenge for individuals as it can inhibit
individuals from publication attempts, which, as mentioned earlier, has been seen as an
important learning event in itself.
Notable other fears mentioned by students were fear of grammar—also discussed
earlier—fear of judgement from both self and others (both peer and professional), fear of,
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as one student stated, “not knowing enough on the subject about which [I am] supposed
to be the expert,” and even fear that spoke to more nuanced concerns:
“The real fear is that if I enter one conversation now, I will be excluded from
other conversations later.”
“I must admit that the finality of ink versus the expression of thought verbally has
been enough to stoke my insecurities and keep me from pursing [sic.] publication.”
These two nuanced self-perceived fears indicated a possible misunderstanding about
discourse conventions. The first seemed an ironic avoidance tactic that used the fear of
being shut out of a dialogue to thus far shut himself or herself out of a dialogue. The
second datum demonstrated a concern with the “finality” of publication. This student
seemed worried that once they published, they would want to somehow retract what they
had written, and they explicitly stated that this fear had kept them from attempting
publication—a self-perceived barrier. In short, students’ fears related to scholarly writing
for publication were not only numerous but also wide-ranging.
These fears dovetailed with the second emotional barrier, which was an overly
emotional perception of and/or attachment to their writing:
“In addition, you said it for all of us when you said you wanted to write
something ‘Big.’”
“At this point I am trying to find the time to write meaningful words for a worthy
journal article.”
“I have not embarked on the serious pursuit of publishing for fear of people hating
my writing or for fear of it starting a controversy.”
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These data belie a great deal of emotion attached to students’ scholarly writing
endeavors. They desired a large amount of profundity in their work—something “big”
and “meaningful” and “worthy”—but they remained only a “want,” something in the
future. The second datum admitted that this desire was a barrier because they needed to
“find the time,” perhaps indicating that writing something meaningful and worthy of
scholarly publication was in some way different than the writing they had done
previously and would require further attention and dedication. The third datum, however,
revealed intriguing emotions. He or she referred to scholarly writing for publication as a
“serious pursuit” and was concerned their writing might provoke “hate” or “controversy.”
In other words, the emotional attachment to their writing placed (perhaps too) great
importance on its message, or rather on the outcome of its message. The pressure of this
potential outcome, in turn, created an emotional barrier as the writer then feared
publication attempts.
This also surfaced often with fear of rejection:
“I know that I put unnecessary pressure on myself and would feel like a failure if
my publication got rejected…”
“Until recently, I had not experienced the sting of outright rejection for a
scholarly manuscript. This pained me more deeply than I imagined because of the amount
of time I spent on the document.”
These data were discussed earlier, but they were raised here, as well, to illuminate the
emotion laden in these comments. Word choices, such as “pressure” and “failure,” and
phrases, such as “pained me more deeply than I imagined,” connoted an emotional
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investment in writing that no doubt served as barriers to a publication attempt in the first
datum and to further publication attempts in the second datum.
These emotional barriers also included feeling overwhelmed by the literature and
overwhelmed by other aspects of scholarly writing. The word overwhelmed appeared 10
times in the data, again not including closely related words and phrases, such as
references to the writing process as “sprawling,” “quite daunting,” “freaking me out,” or
“I collected way to [sic.] much material, and then needed to figure out what to do with it
all.” In line with the definition of being overwhelmed, the barrier associated with these
data may give students the perception of being buried, deluged, and even drowned.
Consider the following comment from earlier:
“Because I don't follow any specific journals relating to my topic, I found the
process of selecting a journal overwhelming.”
Due to this student’s lack of following his or her field’s dialogue, even the mere practice
of choosing a journal left him or her feeling lost and burdened—a barrier to his or her
progression toward publication. As can be seen, these emotional barriers were often
paired with explicit self-perceived barriers to publishing, lending credence to their
importance when considering doctoral students writing for scholarly publication.
Categories
To clarify and sum up, the categories stemming from the second-cycle coding
revealed emergent categories, a purposefully diverse group of categories, “synthesized at
as many levels of conceptual and hypothetical generalization as possible…provid[ing]
readily apparent connections between data and lower and higher level conceptual
abstractions of categories and properties” (Glaser & Strauss, 2012, p. 37), and
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central/core categories, “all the products of analysis condensed into a few words that
seem to explain what ‘this research is all about’” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 146).
Emergent categories. According to Saldaña (2013), emergent categories stem
from second-cycle axial coding. Thus, the emergent categories that stemmed from the
axial codes consisted of the following: continua, attributes of learning, self-described
barriers, and being new to critique. As a whole, the emergent categories highlighted the
breadth of the barriers students faced, as well as the individual nature of the barriers.
Students seemed to be situated on a number of continua, ranging from their selfperceptions as students and/or scholars, to their self-perceptions regarding the importance
of outlining, to their self-perceptions about developing a personal writing style.
Further demonstrating the breadth of these barriers were the attributes of learning
that surfaced in the data. While students did not discuss their status as online students
often, the comments they did share intimated a comfort with online learning, considering
it a normal aspect of 21st-century learning. On the other hand, they discussed their status
as adult learners often as a barrier, referring to their attempts to undo learned habits and
reschedule their lives to fit the increased time demands that accompanied a regular
writing and research agenda. These ranged from career pressures to family pressures and,
more often, some combination therein. They also perceived a preference for explicit
pedagogical approaches, such as a dedicated course to writing for scholarly publication.
Notably, this preference for explicit writing pedagogy seemed to undo, or at least lessen,
several of the self-perceived barriers that students had brought with them into the course.
These self-perceived barriers became explicit at several points in the data,
granting it a category unto itself. Students spoke of the barriers they faced with getting
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started, finding an authentic voice, and performing a scholarly literature review, among
others. These explicit self-perceived barriers often seemed to stem from a general lack of
confidence, which may simply be a byproduct of lack of experience, which was in line
with the final category, being new to critique. Again, this category demonstrated the
breadth of student barriers as students were sometimes new to self-critique, new to peer
critique, new to critiquing established authors, new to receiving critique from peers, new
to receiving critique from professionals, and often, of course, some combination therein.
Each of these codes presented a type of barrier for the students who often maintained an
overly emotional response to both providing and receiving feedback on scholarly writing.
Central/core categories. Dovetailing this emotional response, the central/core
categories that, according to Saldaña (2013), stem from second-cycle theoretical coding,
consisted of the behavioral barriers and emotional barriers that students faced. If one
group of categories must summarize what the research is all about, then the behavioral
barriers and emotional barriers that surfaced in the data were no doubt the most
pervasive, encompassing most of the codes and, thus, may have been the greatest barriers
that students perceived to their scholarly publication efforts. Unlike the emergent
categories that showed the diversity and breadth of barriers, these central/core categories
highlighted the commonalities of student barriers to writing for scholarly publication—
the depth—the barriers that most students in the three course sections seemed to share.
While these two categories synthesized many of the codes and even overlap each
other in some instances, some distinct characteristics of each led to a bifurcation of the
two categories. Behavioral barriers consisted of students self-perceiving as “novice” and
self-perceiving their scholarly writing as lacking a scholarly voice and lacking a “worthy”
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topic, which served as a barrier to their publication attempts. Their comments indicated
they felt as yet unable to participate in, or at least contribute to, their discipline’s
scholarly dialogue. Students also faced behavioral barriers when attempting to undo long
standing habits related to their writing and research processes, such as failing to immerse
in the field’s literature. They classified as behavioral barriers because they connoted
literal behaviors that students enacted to self-fashion (or not) as scholarly writers.
Alternatively, emotional barriers comprised the emotions that students discussed
with the most pervasive one being fear. Students often noted their fear, which, similar to
the above-mentioned continua but far more in depth, ranged through a variety of fears but
nonetheless indicated the severity of this barrier. Emotionally, students remained not only
hesitant but also “terrified” of various aspects of the scholarly writing process. In the
same way, students held an overly emotional perception of and/or attachment to their
writing. This included the perception that their writing needed to be profound, and it
included the worry about the consequences of scholarly publication. In short, the
student’s emotional investments in their writing seemed to serve as a barrier that ran
rather deeply in some cases, as well as spanning from pre- to post-publication.
The final emotional barrier discussed was the idea of being overwhelmed. This,
again pervasive, code seemed to be one of the most burdensome for students. Comments
related to feeling overwhelmed occurred often and largely related to compiling the
literature review and navigating (or perhaps mountaineering) through their disciplines’
dialogues in order to find their niche or just to get some kind of manageable grasp on the
overarching topic. Students often indicated feeling lost or even “freak[ed] … out” by this
stage of the writing and research process. In sum, these emotional barriers paired with the

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

95

behavioral barriers comprised the most common barriers that students self-perceived,
making them the central/core categories—the heart of the issue (again see Figure 2 for
breakdown of all second-cycle coding).
Grounded Theory
In line with this study’s methodology, a grounded theory emerged from these
coding and categorizing cycles, defined as “a general explanation (a theory) of a process,
an action, or an interaction shaped by the views of a large number of participants”
(Creswell, 2013, p. 83). In this case, it was a theory of a process, rather than an action or
interaction, grounded in the data. The theory of the process for supporting online doctoral
students writing for scholarly publication included the following: Providing explicit
guidance, pedagogy, and opportunity, regarding (a) early and often submersion in a
field’s literature, (b) providing and receiving critical feedback, (c) creating a community
of support, (d) establishing a quotidian writing and research agenda, (e) and developing a
personally authentic scholarly identity and voice will assist online doctoral students in
overcoming the behavioral and emotional barriers that leave them stunted in the role of
student, enabling them to matriculate to the role of independent scholar and, thus, be
more capable of scholarly publication (see Figure 3 for grounded theory flowchart).
Summary
Overall data analysis from this study occurred in three stages, following Saldaña’s
(2013) grounded theory framework—first-cycle coding, second-cycle coding, and
categories—with each previous cycle informing the subsequent cycle further organizing
and synthesizing the previous in order to streamline the data into a grounded theory. The
first-cycle codes were abundant and diverse and indicated the varied profuseness of
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doctoral students’ perceptions related to their scholarly writing for publication efforts.
The second-cycle codes reinforced this but also attempted to synthesize these numerous
codes into the most frequent and most significant codes in order to begin categorizing
them and demonstrating the relationships between them. Ultimately, this revealed the
issues that most inhibited online doctoral students writing for scholarly publication. This
second-cycle coding then became the categories, which consisted of continua, attributes
of learning, self-described barriers, being new to critique, behavioral barriers, and
emotional barriers. Thus, data were analyzed through a detailed and rigorous coding
process that worked with the data cyclically to eventually create an emergent theory on
the phenomenon that was grounded in the data. These steps were crucial for informing
the proposed solution to this phenomenon in a transparent manner.
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FIVE: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
This study developed a theory grounded in qualitative data from archived
discussion boards of three course sections of an online doctoral interdisciplinary
leadership elective course on writing for scholarly publication at a Midwestern university.
The grounded theory provided evidenced avenues to ease and quicken doctoral students’
scholarly publication productivity—often a crucial step for career progression in
academia and a traditional path for disseminating a field’s contemporary research (Jasper
et al., 2014; Sengupta et al., 2014). Moreover, the grounded theory responded to a gap in
the literature by taking a comprehensive vantage point that included classroom,
curricular, extra-curricular, and environmental approaches to best facilitate doctoral
students’ maturation to independent scholar, which is a critical step toward scholarly
publication productivity (Aitchison et al., 2012). Taking these findings a step further, this
final chapter compares and contrasts the data analysis with the literature and funneled it
back into its applicability and relevance to the research question and research
subquestions, noting trends parallel to previous findings in the literature, as well as the
ways in which the data differed from previous findings. Finally, this chapter provides
avenues for application of the grounded theory by offering a proposed solution,
implications for implementation, and final implications and recommendations.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative archival analysis was to explore the perceived
barriers to scholarly publication of online doctoral students enrolled in an online
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interdisciplinary leadership program who elected to take a course on writing for scholarly
publication at a Midwestern university.
Aim of the Study
The aim of this study was to discover best practices for easing and quickening
online doctoral students’ paths to scholarly publication.
Synthesis of Findings Related to the Research Question and Subquestions
While the overarching research question revealed significant emergent and
central/core categories related to online doctoral students writing for scholarly
publication, only a few of the research subquestions were germane to the findings.
Interesting avenues for further inquiry, particularly related to perceived behavioral
barriers, were found, as well as a few stray themes; however, primary findings remained
related to the overarching research question and the first research subquestion related to
perceived behavioral barriers. As a consequence, the grounded theory also stemmed
largely from the overarching research question and the first research subquestion.
Research Question
The overarching research question was purposefully broad in scope, in an attempt
to investigate the full complexity of the issue (Creswell, 2014). This accounted for the
broad range of themes identified in the data. The overarching research question and its
summative analysis follow.
What do doctoral students describe when discussing their transition from
student writer to published scholarly writer? The primary findings related to the
research question revealed students’ great desire to publish a scholarly work notably
accompanied by a great amount of anxiety, lack of knowledge, and a general difficulty
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transitioning into a scholar role. As discussed earlier, anxiety (i.e., fear) was a constant
theme throughout students’ discussions of the scholarly writing process, and this theme
carried great breadth and depth—relating to several areas and ranging through all three
course sections. Similar to Aitchison et al.’s (2012) findings, this became a piece of the
larger issue of emotionalism, in general, that students described, relating to the process of
scholarly writing and publication.
Students’ lack of knowledge related not so much to the publication process,
though this was apparent at times, such as with student questions related to how many
sources a scholarly paper should include; rather, or perhaps closely related, it more often
was akin to their lack of disciplinary knowledge, due to not staying abreast of their
disciplines’ dialogue and, in line with Smirnova’s (2016) findings, not picking up on their
fields’ disciplinary discourse conventions. Both are essential to scholarly publication
(Kamler & Thompson, 2004; Parry, 1998) and thus can present barriers for students’
scholarly writing and publication efforts.
Likewise, students faced a general difficulty in donning the role of scholar. While
some students, admittedly, were already making great strides in this area, such as
referring to themselves as both student and scholar, other students seemed unable to selfidentify as scholar. They either explicitly referred to themselves as student and not
scholar or implicitly referred to the scholar role as an other—sometimes idealized or
fictionalized—role that was, as yet, unattainable. Since this inability to self-identify as
scholar likely influenced the pervasive doubt students faced in positioning their research
as credible and worthy of joining their field’s dialogue, it became a behavioral
development barrier capable of greatly inhibiting students’ progress (Rhodes, 2013). In
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sum, when students discussed their transition from student writing to published scholarly
writer, significant issues related to anxiety and lack of knowledge surfaced, yet perhaps
more important was the general difficulty students perceived in transitioning to the role
of independent scholar.
Research Subquestions
As alluded to earlier, after analyzing the data, certain research subquestions
seemed more relevant and applicable to the findings than others. Research subquestions
in this study totaled six, around the maximum recommended by Creswell (2014).
However, this study’s goal was to be comprehensive stemming from the literature review,
so the study included several aspects previously explored in the literature, in addition to
new aspects specific to this study’s population (online interdisciplinary leadership
students). Brief summative analyses of each six research subquestions follow.
What (if any) notable behavioral transitions do doctoral students perceive
related to their development into published scholarly writers? Students perceived
several notable behavioral transitions discussed earlier in this chapter. In fact, they
became a central/core category that greatly influenced the development of the grounded
theory. These transitions included students self-perceiving as novice and self-perceiving
their scholarly writing as lacking a scholarly voice and lacking a worthwhile topic, which
was often perceived as a barrier to their publication attempts. Their comments indicated
they felt unready to participate in their discipline’s scholarly dialogue.
Importantly, and related specifically to literal behaviors, students also faced
behavioral barriers when attempting to reform long standing habits related to their writing
and research processes, such as not immersing themselves in a field’s or a specific
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journal’s literature. Reminiscent of Cotterall (2011) and Kamler and Thomson’s (2004)
findings, students had yet to develop the quotidian behaviors necessary to transition from
perceiving scholarly writing as an objective skill set to perceiving scholarly writing as a
regular, evolving lifestyle practice—and, perhaps most importantly, that they must join
the conversation in order to begin enacting this practice.
What informal requirements (e.g., assignments, classes) and/or formal
requirements (e.g., grades, matriculation checkpoints, graduation requirements) do
doctoral students describe as helpful and/or hindering to their development into
published scholarly writers? While students discussed very few of these informal and
formal requirements, one informal requirement that did occur often, though an elective
and not technically a requirement, was the value students perceived in offering a
dedicated class to scholarly writing. Paralleling Jalongo et al.’s (2014) participant
comments and Kamler and Thomson’s (2004) high conference workshop turnout
mentioned earlier, students often noted the importance of a class dedicated to scholarly
writing to their progression and to their comfort with the scholarly writing process.
Students found implicit writing pedagogies to be overwhelming and stifling; on the other
hand, they found explicit guidance to provide clarity and community. These positive
perceptions of explicit scholarly writing pedagogy also decreased students’ emotional
attachment to their writing and aided students in overcoming their self-perceived barriers.
Furthermore, one formal requirement also surfaced, though less often, and offered
insight into the dichotomous relationship students perceived between the dissertation and
their scholarly writing course. Some students found a complementary relationship:
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“I'd like to publish something from my dissertation topic. I think that this class
will allow me to narrow in and decide what that piece is that I could publish.”
“So I am hoping that this course, as well as the dissertation process, will kindle a
desire for writing and publishing.”
“It is becoming clearer [from the scholarly writing course] how I can break up my
potential dissertation paper into various manuscripts.”
“My article topic [for this course] aligns with my dissertation topic and I like that
this endeavor with [sic.] tighten up my dissertation and help my writing and
organization.”
On the other hand, some students saw the course and the dissertation as conflicting:
“I understand the pressure to publish before and after the dissertation yet feel the
need to focus on my dissertation work verses [sic.] writing scholarly publications.”
“It seems like it would be a lengthy process as even a single article and research
study can be time consuming. Definitely not the timeframe I am looking to work on for
my dissertation for sure.”
“I think I would use it [free writing] for writing articles, but may need to stick
with mapping things out more for the dissertation.”
These competing perceptions were the rhythm throughout the three course sections as
some students found value in learning how to publish an article from their dissertation
while many other students had difficulty considering the course and the dissertation as
mutually beneficial endeavors. Due to this binary, it was difficult to establish this data as
a code; nonetheless, it seemed worth including when discussing this research
subquestion. The relationship between these varied, but most students found the scholarly
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writing course beneficial while fewer (but still a notable amount) seemed also to see
scholarly publication from the dissertation as more achievable due to the explicit
instruction they received in the scholarly writing course.
What extra-curricular practices (e.g., writing groups, writing centers) do
doctoral students describe as helpful and/or hindering to their development into
published scholarly writers? The data related to this subquestion may have been the
most scant. A few students mentioned receiving help from the University’s online
asynchronous writing center services, as well as from an outsourced asynchronous online
tutoring service to which the University subscribed. One relevant datum occurred from
this group:
“I have found that taking this class while working on my proposal is very
beneficial. I am down to editing before sending to my committee and the
comments from the writing center resonate more alongside the reading we are
doing. I feel like I am getting double benefit from the course.”
This did not qualify as a code due to its scarcity, but it may lend credence to the benefit
of having multiple options of assistance with scholarly writing available to doctoral
students. Those who did mention these additional options spoke of them with positivity,
but few seemed aware of or interested in them at that time.
Also, as mentioned earlier, students expressed appreciation for the community of
writers that occurred during the class sections, but, following that, no mention of extracurricular writing groups—or of forming a writing group or community outside of the
course sections—occurred in the data.
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What environmental programmatic aspects (e.g., collegiality, conference
support) do doctoral students describe as helpful and/or hindering to their
development into published scholarly writers? Neither environment and departmental
climate nor faculty productivity and mentorship, such as those discussed earlier (Baker
and Wilson, 1992; Fox & Mohapatra, 2007; Weidman & Stein, 2003) surfaced in the
data, although no discussion thread question guided students in these directions, which
may account for their absence. Alternatively, community within the classroom setting did
surface. Collegiality amongst students seemed to be important, particularly with students’
positive perceptions of a supportive, safe space to discuss their concerns and challenges
related to scholarly writing for publication. Notably, this concept also entered the
grounded theory, specifically the piece on creating a community of support. This seemed
especially important in an online environment.
Several students mentioned conference attendance. One indicated he or she had a
conference presentation accepted based on the work he or she performed in the scholarly
writing course. In addition, a few referred to previous conference presentations.
However, none discussed University support of their conference attendance; rather, as
working professionals, two students referred to conference support from their employer
institutions. Overall, the scholarly writing for publication course seemed to bolster and
further encourage students’ attempts at conference presentations, which Aitchison et al.
(2012) found to be beneficial to doctoral students’ development as scholarly writers.
What notable themes emerge differently and/or in tandem with the literature
related to interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students? Several themes emerged in
tandem with the literature related to interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students. The
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first similarity concerned the wide variety of disciplines to which the topic of writing for
scholarly publication is germane. As presented earlier, writing for scholarly publication
remained a concern in many disciplines, from the social sciences (Baker & Wilson, 1992;
Weidman & Stein, 2003) to the hard sciences (Aitchison et al., 2012; Fox & Mohapatra,
2007). Though omitted for anonymity from the results of this study, students’ research
topics ranged across a broad field of practice disciplines, and all seemed susceptible to
similar perceptions as those revealed in the literature.
There is little to suggest that interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students differed
from their peers in other disciplines, save for one pervasive theme: lack of familiarity
with field/discipline. Perhaps due to the interdisciplinary nature of the leadership
students, many of whom came from practice fields, such as military, law enforcement, or
primary/secondary education, students did not necessarily have prior post-secondary
education in leadership studies; similarly, following disciplinary, scholarly dialogues in
their fields may not have been a priority for their careers. This seemed to stifle their
publication attempts by decreasing their confidence in their abilities to join a scholarly
dialogue and contributing to their perceptions of feeling overwhelmed. This theme was
not necessarily present in the reviewed literature and may be unique to interdisciplinary
leadership doctoral students.
What notable themes emerge differently and/or in tandem with the literature
related to online doctoral students? Similarly, interesting themes emerged both
differently and in tandem with the literature related to online doctoral students. The
literature agreed that online doctoral students who are working professionals have
different needs (Baker & Wilson, 1992; Jalongo et al., 2014; Smirnova, 2016). To
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accommodate for this, they recommended creating explicit writing competencies and
increased research-dedicated courses in curricula. Smirnova (2016) even created a selfregulated learning modality to assist with this explicit pedagogical approach. In other
words, possibly due to the lack of face-to-face, scheduled class time, the literature
recommended more structured feedback and communication schedules, which may
account for some of the adult learner issues that surfaced in the data. Paralleling this,
students in this study struggled to carve regular scholarly research and writing practices
into their everyday schedules, which may have indicated a desire (and need) for
assistance in setting up this type of lifestyle framework.
Differently, no data indicated a discomfort with being an online student. While
barriers related to being an adult learner emerged, being an online learner seemed a
comfortable and normal part of their doctoral education. Certainly, these two codes may
coincide in certain ways (e.g., adult learners working in professional settings need the
flexibility of online learning); nevertheless, nothing explicit to online learning as a
detriment to their scholarly writing and publication attempts was found in the data.
In Brief
Overall, review of the data via the research question and subsequestions revealed
notable similarities and interesting differences when compared and contrasted with the
literature. Similarities included anxiety and an overly-emotional attachment to the
writing, a lack of knowledge of disciplinary discourse conventions, difficulty donning a
scholar role, self-perceptions as novice and lacking a worthwhile topic, hesitance to
establish a quotidian writing and research agenda, perceived value in a dedicated
scholarly writing course, the interdisciplinarity of the phenomenon, and the need for
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structured writing feedback and writing curricula in online programs. Differences
included a lack of following disciplinary dialogues, a bifurcated relationship between
writing for scholarly publication and the dissertation, a lack of using extra-curricular
writing assistance, no mention of environment or departmental climate, and a perceived
comfort with online learning.
Proposed Solution
Stemming from the data analysis, the proposed solution relies on the developed
grounded theory: Providing explicit guidance, pedagogy, and opportunity, regarding (a)
early and often submersion in a field’s literature, (b) providing and receiving critical
feedback, (c) creating a community of support, (d) establishing a quotidian writing and
research agenda, (e) and developing a personally authentic scholarly identity and voice
will assist online doctoral students in overcoming the behavioral and emotional barriers
that leave them stunted in the role of student, enabling them to matriculate to the role of
independent scholar and, thus, be more capable of scholarly publication. This grounded
theory is meant to inform decisions regarding writing and, at times, research instruction
and how doctoral programs might self-fashion to support each of these five tenets (i.e., ae in the grounded theory). Importantly, this proposed solution eschews the tacit, sink-orswim approach to doctoral students’ development as scholarly writers.
Support for the Solution
The data analyzed in the three course sections’ discussion boards led directly to
the grounded theory, which in turn informed the proposed solution. The data analysis
process was explicated in Chapter 4, but it is important here to explore each of the five
tenets of the grounded theory, how they stemmed from the data, and how they can be
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applied to the proposed solution. Also stemming from the grounded theory and
eschewing the tacit approach, a reader will notice that the grounded theory’s theme,
“explicit guidance, pedagogy, and opportunity,” is laced throughout discussion of these
five tenets.
Early and often submersion in a field’s literature. One of the most common
sources of anxiety that appeared in the data was a lack of knowledge of the student’s
disciplinary discourse, including both the overarching dialogue and its rhetorical
conventions. Beginning with the latter, students perceived it helpful when the elective
course’s readings and discussions began to center explicitly on discourse conventions,
such as instructing them to read specifically for the conventions or explaining
approximately how many outside sources to include in a scholarly article (e.g., Sword,
2012). Students expressed appreciation for these tips, being very clear that they had never
heard and sometimes never considered them before and felt aha-type moments, including
perceptions of relieved anxiety, upon receiving them.
This tarried back to Parry’s (1997) research, in which she found that even
amongst the social sciences, considerable differences existed between disciplines’
discourse conventions. She posited that doctoral students who tacitly acquired and
applied these conventions had successfully joined their field’s discourse. Thus, learning
these conventions was a sign of scholarly publication productivity, but Parry warned that
these conventions are rarely taught and, instead, must be gleaned by doctoral students—
often because faculty members learned them tacitly, as well, and thus lacked the
knowledge to provide explicit instruction on them. This seemed to be the greatest barrier
to explicit instruction in disciplinary discourse conventions, requiring instruction for both
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doctoral students and, at times, faculty members. Regardless, making these conventions
explicit for students may decrease their anxiety and provide them with the knowledge
they need to increase their opportunities for scholarly publication.
The additional component of this, lack of knowledge of the overarching
disciplinary dialogue, which admittedly may have stemmed from the students’
interdisciplinary backgrounds as discussed previously, was nonetheless a pervasive
perception in the data. Students were unsure about where their ideas fit amongst the
current scholarly dialogue and, in some cases, unsure of which scholarly journals were
appropriate for their ideas. These were similar to findings in Habibie’s (2016) study.
Students’ lack of knowledge in these areas led to increased anxiety, particularly feeling
overwhelmed about having to wade through a seemingly mountainous stack of articles. In
other words, they expressed hesitation about getting a handle on the overarching
dialogue, let alone joining it.
The anxiety associated with this may be best assuaged through early and often
submersion in a field’s literature, with close attention paid to the early. Few students
indicated they had acquired a sufficient cache of literature on their topic, which indicated
they had not begun to do so at an earlier stage of their doctoral program. Granted,
students enrolled in the elective course could have been at any stage of their program, so
some may have been rather new to their doctoral studies. While a possible limitation, the
number of students who expressed these concerns seemed too large to account for only
being new to the program (e.g., in the second year). Therefore, class time dedicated to
learning how to accumulate a literature review on a topic within the discipline, and then
explicit instruction on how the student might join that dialogue—what Wisker (2015)

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

110

called a “threshold crossing” (p. 64)—may be key to undoing the anxiety associated with
the literature review.
Additional applications of this tenet of the grounded theory might include projects
related to analyzing various journals from the students’ discipline—for both conventions
and dialogues. This would introduce students to all three elements: journals, current
issues, and disciplinary conventions. Applications might also include specific
assignments, such as what Wisker (2015) described, with explicit objectives related to not
just compiling literature, but also engaging with the theories and ideas in the literature.
This shows doctoral students that scholarly writing is what Badenhorst and Guerin (2016)
referred to as “always situated” (p. 10)—always in dialogue with others—and it teaches
doctoral students what knowledge the discipline values, the questions being asked, and
ultimately how to join that dialogue (Lea & Street, 2014). Again, these applications
should be explicit and early in doctoral students’ curricula.
Providing and receiving critical feedback. Likewise, in the data, many students
seemed new to critical feedback in a number of ways: receiving professional critique of
their work, receiving peer critique, providing peer critique, providing critique of
established professionals’ work, and self-critique. Their novelty in these areas caused
them to hedge when entering a scholarly dialogue, unsure if their contributions were
worthy, and to feel anxiety and even guilt when attempting to critique professional work
and peer work, respectively. Students also demonstrated an overly-emotional attachment
to their writing, which exacerbated their anxiety during any type of critical feedback
scenario.
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These causes for anxiety seemed less when students had more experience with
providing and receiving critical feedback (Habibie, 2016). Encouraging doctoral students
to participate in manuscript review opportunities, copy editing, as well as submitting to
academic conferences seemed to garner students a critical eye, so to speak, for not only
others’ work, but also to enable them to turn that eye upon their own work. Importantly,
Habibie (2016) recommended these tasks as “pivotal for learning writing for scholarly
publication and developing writer/publisher identities” (p. 59). Thus, not only did these
practices provide students with a more objective and less emotional observance of the
scholarly publication and critical feedback processes, they likewise encouraged
opportunities for establishing their identity as an author, revealing how others and, in
turn, they joined disciplinary discourses in unique fashions.
Creating a community of support. While creating a community of support
seemed an important tenet for any doctoral program, it may be particularly important for
an online doctoral program (Wikeley & Muschamp, 2004). In the data, students
perceived less anxiety from having had a community of peer writers with which to share
their concerns, ideas, and frustrations. Although students did not consider their online
status to affect their education necessarily, as discussed in Chapter 4, they did imply
relief that they were not alone during their initial attempts at writing for scholarly
publication. Of note, however, is the fact that this particular writing community was
facilitator led, which hearkened back to Aitchison and Lee’s (2006) recommendation that
doctoral student writing groups always be facilitator led. This keeps the writing
community structured and focused on pertinent writing goals. In addition, these
facilitator-led writing groups gave students the much needed opportunities to give and
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receive critical feedback, the importance of which was discussed above, under the
guidance of a knowledgeable professional in the field (Aitchison & Lee, 2006).
Considering a community of support, however, moves far past facilitator-led
writing communities. Recall earlier studies that emphasized the community of a
department itself—how faculty modeled writing and research productivity (Baker &
Wilson, 1992; Habibie, 2016), how the department supported doctoral students
monetarily (Cotterall, 2011) and as mentees (Habibie, 2016), and how the department
encouraged collegiality between faculty-faculty and faculty-students (Weidman & Stein,
2003)—all finding that community played a substantial role in predicting doctoral
students’ publication productivity. Thus, while data in this study did not reveal
perceptions related to departmental community, it should nonetheless be considered when
applying this tenet of the grounded theory.
Alternatively, firmly related to the data was online doctoral students’ desire for
affective feedback on their writing. Students were clear that they appreciated the
multimodal feedback they received for its ability to convey emotion and add a human
element to their distance coursework. They noted that, in particular, this decreased some
of the anxiety they perceived when receiving faculty feedback on their work. Seeing the
faculty members and hearing their voices seemed to undo the overly emotional
attachment that students retained for their writing. As such, specific to online doctoral
students, faculty members should consider relaying feedback using modalities that stress
affect and show themselves personally, rather than provide solely written feedback.
Establishing a quotidian writing and research agenda. Also specific to online
interdisciplinary leadership students in this study, establishing a regular writing and
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research agenda may be one of the most difficult of the tenets to achieve. The data
revealed many students who struggled to fit writing and research into their adult lives, let
alone their daily lives. They admitted to avoidance tactics, large papers written in one
sitting, and a reluctance to revise. However, these practices seemed to exacerbate their
anxiety about the quality of their writing and tended to situate writing as ancillary to their
daily lives. As developing scholars, doctoral students must begin to establish a dialectical
writing and research agenda—with their writing informing their research and their
research informing their writing (Kamler & Thomson, 2004)—occurring near daily.
One possibility for encouraging doctoral students to begin establishing these
agendas is to include research courses early and often in doctoral programs, which was
found to be a predictor of students’ publication productivity (Baker & Wilson, 1992).
Students should receive guidance on research early that includes writing as integral to the
research process (Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Creswell, 2014; Kamler & Thomson, 2004),
giving students ample opportunities to explore and hone their writing and research skills
in tandem throughout the curriculum. Importantly, faculty must explicitly stress the
importance of this mutually informing process and that the process must be ongoing—not
limited to an assignment. Though no doubt individual to each researcher/writer,
providing examples of faculty’s research and writing agendas may likewise be beneficial
to students’ development in this area (Baker & Wilson, 1992; Habibie, 2016), again
modeling the behaviors for students that lead to publication productivity.
Developing a personally authentic scholarly identity and voice. In addition to
developing these quotidian agendas, students must also develop a scholarly identity and
voice as they progress through their doctoral program in order to remain prepared to
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practice as an independent scholar post-graduation (Habibie, 2016). While the basic
concept of developing a scholarly identity and voice was often present in the data,
students seemed equally adamant that they wanted their scholarly identity and voice to be
personally authentic. This desire for authenticity seemed to be the most prominent crux of
their concerns. They perceived anxiety about being so formal or “academic” that their
voice somehow changed or became disengaged from their true selves, and they struggled
to find a balance between their daily rhetoric and their scholarly rhetoric.
To assuage this anxiety, past practices have found mimicry to be somewhat
effective during this maturation process (Cotterall, 2011), but this assuagement can also
be expedited through more opportunities to receive and provide critical feedback
(Aitchison & Lee, 2006; Cotterall, 2011; Kamler & Thomson, 2004), with a reminder
that these processes, particularly peer review, must be facilitator led (Cotterall, 2011; Lee
& Kamler, 2008). In other words, paralleling the previously discussed tenets, guidance on
developing a scholarly identity and voice must be explicit and come from established
professionals in the field.
One additional consideration for this tenet of developing a personally authentic
scholarly identity and voice was the intriguing data wherein students referred to scholars
as seemingly fictional persons. Recall the comments about theory-wielding professional
authors that seemed like an unattainable state of being to one student. On the other hand,
another student noted that they realized through conversation with one of their mentors
that everyone had to start somewhere—that established authors did not arrive at that point
overnight. This seemed to be an aha moment for the student, and it demonstrated that
explicit conversations about the identity and voice maturation processes can go a long
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way toward both relieving the anxiety that students associated with their developing
scholarly identity and voice and making the identity development process an explicit,
attainable component of their maturation to published scholarly writer that requires
attention and work to hone into something personally authentic.
Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Solution
Having established these five tenets as support for the grounded theory and
proposed solution, also necessary for understanding the proposed solution are the factors
and stakeholders related to the solution. Factors include curricular considerations and
potential obstacles; stakeholders include facilitators, students, and overall departments.
Curricular considerations. One of the primary factors related to the proposed
solution are the curricular considerations that may be influenced by implementation of
the grounded theory. First, the number of research courses embedded, as well as when
they occur, within a curriculum should be considered. More research courses that begin
early in a curriculum, and especially those that elucidate writing as a mandatory
accompaniment to the research process, should be purposefully implemented. This may
assist students in both establishing a quotidian writing and research agenda and
developing a personally authentic scholarly identity and voice more quickly into their
doctoral studies.
Moreover, the explicit writing instruction, if any, that occurs within the
curriculum should be considered. Students appreciated explicit instruction on their
writing, particularly on writing for scholarly publication, and this was evident in both the
data and the literature. Jalongo et al.’s (2014) doctoral students wanted nearly every
major writing assignment to have publication potential, and, in this study’s data, students
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indicated that unpublished academic writing was somewhat of a “fruitless activity.”
While publication is not possible, nor intended, for every major writing assignment,
which clearly have a host of objectives that may or may not include writing for scholarly
publication, analyzing curricula for these opportunities, in addition to starting students
down the research path earlier and stressing the importance of writing during this process,
may yield more opportunities for major writing assignments that do carry publication
potential. Therefore, examining curricula for these types of courses and assignments may
be a beneficial undertaking when examining how students’ scholarly publication
opportunities are supported by the curriculum.
One final curriculum consideration is the matriculation checkpoints that may or
may not contribute to students’ publication efforts. For instance, some doctoral programs
are redesigning the dissertation to a “PhD by publication” (e.g., Cowton, 2011), wherein
the doctoral candidate will submit a required number of published papers, rather than a
traditional bound dissertation. This is not without its critics, as some claim it is less
rigorous than the traditional dissertation (Cowton, 2011), but it does ensure that a student
successfully completing a doctoral program has evidenced success in scholarly
publication—that the student can not only undertake an independent research project, but
they can also disseminate their findings via publication (Francis, Mills, Chapman, &
Birks, 2009; Guerin, 2016). Other departments have made publication a requirement for
graduation, though this is more common in non-U.S. programs (Li, 2007). In short,
publication related to this final matriculation checkpoint in a doctoral program is being
explored, but additional matriculation checkpoints may also be worth considering, such
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as requiring students to submit for scholarly publication or to an academic conference as
an objective of particular courses (Jalongo et al., 2014).
Potential obstacles. One of the most pressing obstacles to accomplishing these
tenets is faculty members’ perceptions of writing instruction and their willingness and
ability to instruct doctoral students explicitly on scholarly writing endeavors. Recall
Parry’s (1997) caution that faculty, having themselves learned via tacit methods,
remained less able to provide explicit instruction on disciplinary discourse conventions—
an idea echoed more recently by Maher and Say (2016). Recall, too, Aitchison et al.
(2012) and Cotterall (2011), both of whom described facilitators who completely rewrote
students’ work, rather than guided or instructed students through their individual writing
and revision processes. Aitchison et al. attributed this to the frustrations that facilitators
felt regarding the low level of their doctoral students’ writing. These concerns culminated
in possible obstacles: (a) Faculty may not see explicit writing instruction as the favored
model because it was not how they learned, (b) faculty may remain unable to provide
explicit writing instruction, again, because it was not how they learned, and (c) faculty
may not feel it is their responsibility to “suffer” (Aitchison et al., 2012, p. 439) with their
students to acclimate students’ writing to an appropriate level.
Similarly, if extra-curricular writing groups must be facilitator led, as mentioned
earlier, then facilitators must be acquired and perhaps supported monetarily. Facilitators
may be faculty in the doctoral department (Kamler & Thomson, 2004), or they may be
writing consultants from university writing centers; see, for example, University of
Iowa’s (n.d.) Dissertation Writing Summer Camp. While these facilitated groups have
shown strong efficacy, they nonetheless require knowledgeable, willing facilitators to
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guide students through critical writing and review processes on a structured schedule, and
this could be a potential obstacle to their implementation.
Facilitators. As can be seen, facilitators of doctoral student writing remain one of
the primary stakeholders in the proposed solution. Facilitators’ perceptions, knowledge,
and reimbursement all contribute to the success of doctoral students in their scholarly
writing for publication endeavors. Most often, these will be faculty members and
dissertation committee members, but these also may include additional individuals
willing and knowledgeable in helping to facilitate writing groups for doctoral students
writing for publication, writing for their dissertations, and for other writing goals.
Students. Of course, doctoral students likely remain the primary stakeholders in
this proposed solution. Their perceptions indicated an appreciation for explicit writing
instruction, and receiving the explicit writing instruction decreased their anxiety.
Students’ expectations for every major writing assignment to have publication potential
may be somewhat impractical, but earlier and often research courses that explicitly link
writing to the research process could go great lengths toward satisfying this ideal. The
fact that students elected the writing for scholarly publication course in this study is
further evidence that they had interest in acquiring explicit instruction in this area. Thus,
while traditional methods of transmitting disciplinary discourse instruction have been
largely tacit, current student perception trends seem to reject this method in favor of more
direct and concerted instruction.
Departments. At least a few doctoral departments are trending in this explicit
direction, as well, and departmental support for the proposed solution is nonetheless
critical for its implementation. As discussed in Chapter 2, collegiality within a
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department is itself a predictor of students’ publication productivity; as such, the
department as a whole needs to be involved in the design and implementation of
classroom and curricular changes related to the grounded theory tenets. If department
employees remain bifurcated on the necessity of explicit scholarly writing for publication
instruction, the tension it may create within a department could be antithetical to the
proposed solution’s goals.
In addition, departments should consider the ways in which they espouse the
importance they place on, and how they support, their students’ scholarly publication
endeavors, including but not limited to their programmatic objectives, their websites, and
their overall environment. Departmental modeling of publication productivity, clear
objectives expecting (or not expecting) student publication productivity, means of
monetary and mentoring support, and inclusion of students in departmental research
projects are all examples of routes that departments can take to provide clear
expectations, clear lines of support, and means of measuring students’ publication
productivity, again moving toward a more explicit model and community of support.
Implementation of the Proposed Solution
The proposed solution (i.e., the tenets of the grounded theory) may be
implemented, ideally, in any doctoral granting department if undertaken from an
established organizational change model. For instance, Rogers’ (2003) diffusion of
innovations model provided guidance for individuals working to diffuse a new idea or
model into an organization or environment. He explained that individuals implementing
the change must consider internal and external factors and stakeholders and that those
working to implement the change must also strategically tap well-known and well-trusted
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individuals within the environment to advocate for the change. This or a similar process
seems germane to implementing the proposed solution of this study, as well.
Factors and Stakeholders Related to the Implementation of the Solution
As delineated in earlier research (Kirkpatrick, 2015), Rogers (2003) is clear that,
in addition to technical capabilities necessary for the change (e.g., manpower,
technology, and skill sets), environmental capabilities, such as culture, behaviors, and
social relationships, are equally, if not more, important to a successful change initiative.
Within this study, both technical capabilities and environmental capabilities seemed
important to implementing the proposed solution. These then laid the groundwork for
discussing a leader’s role in implementing the proposed solution, building support for the
proposed solution, and the implications for a department that has successfully
implemented the solution.
Technical capabilities. A doctoral department considering implementation of the
tenets in the grounded theory might first consider the technical capabilities they possess
and/or need, two of which were described a bit earlier as possible barriers: man-hours and
facilitators’ knowledge of writing instruction. Starting with the latter, teaching writing is
somewhat of a specialized knowledge base, and faculty members can be hesitant to do it
for any number of reasons, such as the fear of having to reduce content coverage (Bean,
2001) or the adherence to a sink-or-swim approach to writing at the doctoral level
(Aitchison et al., 2012). These hesitancies also encompass Maher and Say’s (2016)
comment that how a facilitator of doctoral students’ writing “was taught to write for [his
or her] discipline indelibly shapes how [he or she] teaches others to do so” (p. 277). In
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other words, many faculty teach their doctoral students to write in the way(s) in which
they were taught to write—be that hands on, hands off, or some combination therein.
To assuage this concern, a doctoral-granting department must take its pedagogical
temperature, so to speak, regarding how, or perhaps if, faculty teach writing to their
students, be it in the classroom or in mentoring relationships, such as on a dissertation
committee. Opening this dialogue is likely to reveal the range of approaches to writing
facilitation, as well as on what basis faculty members are constituting their approaches. It
may also uncover faculty development opportunities, and it may serve as the foundation
for creating a culture of explicit writing instruction and a culture of overt dialogue about
writing instruction within a department. This will ideally move faculty from a tacit skill
set to an explicit skill set, regarding writing instruction.
An additional technical capability mentioned earlier as a possible barrier is the
man-hours involved in the teaching of writing. Bean (2001) acknowledges this as a fear
that keeps some instructors from even assigning writing in their classrooms. However,
man-hours are also a concern if a department or a university wanted to implement
facilitator-led writing groups for its doctoral students. To have facilitators who are
knowledgeable in writing instruction, monetary considerations are warranted.
Possibilities include course release time, credit toward service hours, and hiring casual
labor, such as from a university writing center. Some form of reimbursement would no
doubt make the facilitation of such writing groups more attractive—more of a technical
capability and less of a possible barrier.
Environmental capabilities. Of note, much of what has been discussed thus far
revolves around the environmental capabilities inherent in a doctoral-granting
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department. Earlier discussed topics under this umbrella referred to collegiality between
faculty, collegiality between faculty and students, the ways in which faculty model
publication productivity and quotidian writing and research agendas, and the ways in
which departments support students both behaviorally and monetarily. These cultural,
behavioral, and social capabilities are crucial to the innovation diffusion process (Rogers,
2003). In order for a successful change process, an entity must change holistically, not
piecemeal (Rogers, 2003). Thus, in the context of this study, it will be important for a
doctoral-granting department to implement the grounded theory tenets as a department. If
one or two individuals alone adopt them, the environment will not easily change, and the
initiative will likely fail to diffuse—more of this discussion in the following section.
For now, the environmental capabilities of the proposed solution will include the
relationships between faculty; the relationships between faculty and students; the
behavioral and sometimes monetary support mechanisms for students, such as including
them in faculty and departmental research endeavors, encouraging them to submit
proposals and publications, and monetarily supporting conference attendance and
professional affiliations; and the ways in which mentoring relationships are established
and maintained. These capabilities seem to all affect and be affected by doctoral students’
scholarly publication productivity.
Leader’s role in implementing the proposed solution. To establish the
technical and environmental capabilities listed above and implement the proposed
solution, leadership becomes particularly important. Among other things, Rogers (2003)
was clear that successful diffusion must tap “opinion leaders” (p. 27) and be seen as an
advantage to individuals within the entity. These two interventions seem most applicable
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to the context of this proposed solution due to the relatively small size of most doctoralgranting departments. Leaders accomplish these interventions, respectively, by tapping
well-liked, well-trusted individuals within the department to disseminate information
about the proposed solution. While doing this, leadership and opinion leaders must clarify
how the change will be beneficial to the department, including how it will benefit the
faculty and the students. This will build support for the proposed solution and expedite its
diffusion into the community (Rogers, 2003).
Building support for the proposed solution. If building support for the
proposed solution requires clarifying the benefits of the proposed solution, the following
factors may assist in the clarification process. First, making writing instruction and
quotidian writing and research agendas explicit within a department can accomplish a
two-fold benefit: It ensures that faculty are thinking about their own instruction and
agendas, and it ensures they are discussing these concepts with their students. This open
communication creates a community of support for doctoral students within a
department, which is a predictor of students’ scholarly publication productivity (Baker &
Wilson, 1992). Likewise, analyzing curricula for explicit writing instruction, critical
feedback instruction and opportunities, explicit dialogue on developing personally
authentic scholarly identity and voice, and explicit dialogue on establishing a quotidian
writing and research agenda encourages faculty to make their processes transparent,
which in turn models the processes for doctoral students, which can quicken and ease
their transitions into the independent scholar role.
Once this community of support, collegiality, and transparency is established, it
not only serves as a boon for the students; it is equally beneficial to faculty. Ideally,
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faculty will be in a supportive environment of individuals who openly dialogue about
their writing and research agendas, who espouse their scholarly identities, and who stress
collegiality and a community of support within their departments (the latter of which is
also a predictor of scholarly productivity [Baker & Wilson, 1992; Fox & Mohaptra, 2007;
Weidman & Stein, 2003]). In sum, to build support for the proposed solution, leadership
should tap opinion leaders within the department to highlight these benefits and
encourage these ideal communities as a benefit not only to students but to faculty, as
well, resulting in increased publication productivity for all parties.
Implications for successful implementation. The external implications for
successful implementation of the proposed solution are significant. If they lead to
doctoral students’ publication productivity, it stands to increase the students’ future
productivity (Kamler, 2008), but it can also increase institutional productivity (Sharmini
et al., 2015). Notably, this solution not only seeks to eschew the tacit approach to
scholarly writing instruction; it also seeks to eschew the competitiveness and isolation
that can harm departments and, subsequently, harm the department’s doctoral students by
way of a natural selection approach to student success. To some, it may seem
counterintuitive to share the practices they gleaned implicitly over the many years of their
career—like they are giving away hard-earned secrets. However, the literature is
beginning to show that the opposite is true—that a community of support and explicit
instruction on scholarly writing and research equates to more scholarly productivity for
all members of a department. Moreover, the data in this study supported that doctoral
students value community and value explicit instruction, both of which decreased their
perceptions of anxiety and provided a firmer foundation on which they could progress.
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Implementation Timeline
Implementing the proposed solution will begin on a small scale in two newly
accredited online doctoral programs—one EdD in healthcare leadership and one Doctor
of Nursing Practice (DNP), each of which accept no more than 20 students per academic
year—at the researcher’s employer institution. As smaller programs, faculty are few, and
the doctoral programs share their core courses. Thus, currently, faculty members teach
students from both programs, making this a practical setting for implementing and
assessing a new innovation. The following phases (see Figure 4 for implementation
process) would occur, in total, over one academic year.
Implementation will begin with taking the departments’ temperature, as
mentioned earlier, regarding their writing instruction practices and beliefs. Beginning
with this transparency is paramount for acknowledging faculty’s ideas, assumptions, and
practices, querying them on what works for them and what they continue to find
troublesome—essentially, beginning to establish and/or build on a community of writing
and research support. This same process will then happen regarding faculty’s writing and
research agendas, again querying them on what they do, which practices are successful,
and the barriers they face. The idea is not to start from scratch; rather, the idea is to build
off of the practices that are already working well in the departments. Importantly, this
method prizes transparency and explicitness.
Second, following Rogers’ (2003) framework, the researcher will tap two opinion
leaders—one from each department—who will then disseminate the benefits of the
proposed solution. Finally, with the researcher and opinion leaders serving as leaders of
the implementation, discussions will begin in efforts to analyze the writing instruction
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and writing and research agendas within the classroom, within the curriculum, and within
the department, looking specifically for explicit guidance, pedagogy, and opportunity,
regarding each of the five grounded theory tenets—where these are already occurring and
where more could be added.
Assessment Timeline
To assess the implementation of the proposed solution (see Figure 5 for
assessment timeline flowchart), the researcher and opinion leaders will first establish a
baseline of scholarly productivity amongst faculty and students. This will include
publications, conference proposals, grant applications, academic journal editorial work,
and other activities faculty members deem to fall into the category of scholarly
productivity. Following the one academic year in which faculty members complete their
analysis of the departments and implementation of the proposed solution, the researcher
will collaborate with faculty members on ongoing assessment of faculty members and
students’ scholarly productivity to be assessed once per academic year and to include
feedback from faculty members, regarding their perceptions of its success or lack thereof,
including which grounded theory tenets seemed most beneficial, most difficult, if an
additional tenet seemed to be missing, and so forth. This assessment will then be annual
and ongoing.
Final Implications and Recommendations
Final implications of the proposed solution include its practical implications:
whom it benefits and how it adds to the professional practice setting of online doctoral
students writing for scholarly publication. Final implications also include applicability to
leadership theory and practice and recommendations for future research.
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Practical Implications
Ideally, the proposed solution will garner several positive, practical implications.
The most immediate implication will be for students within the online doctoral
departments. If successful, students will have decreased anxiety and greater knowledge
related to the scholarly publication process. This will occur through an earlier and more
explicit submersion in their fields’ dialogues and discourse conventions, a greater
comfort and confidence with providing and receiving critical feedback, a greater
knowledge of how to establish a quotidian writing and research agenda, and a greater
confidence in their personally authentic scholarly identity and voice. At the least, the
proposed solution will make students more aware of these needs, bringing them out into
the open, allowing them to build their community of support purposefully, so they may
work toward these explicit goals.
However, these possible positive implications are not limited to online doctoral
students. Faculty members, programs, and even overall disciplines also stand to benefit
from these practices. Faculty members and programs stand to benefit from a greater
community of support within their departments and greater transparency related to their
teaching of writing and their perceptions of writing during the research process. Greater
collegiality and open dialogue about these practices and beliefs will likely go a long way
toward helping one another to continually implement and assess the tenets that not only
lead to greater student productivity but also to improved mentoring of students, increased
collaborative faculty-faculty and faculty-student research, and a more altruistic and
supportive environment, overall.

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

128

With this increased productivity comes the opportunity to better an overall
discipline, as well. Recall Johnstone’s (2007) dilemma, in which the discipline of nursing
faced challenges to their field’s academic journals because they valued publication in
outside fields as more elite, detracting from the research within nursing itself. A field,
such as leadership, that can implement the grounded theory tenets into a department not
only stands to increase their department’s productivity (e.g., Baker & Wilson, 1992) but
also stands to increase the rigor of the leadership field’s research published in the field’s
publications, thereby sustaining and uplifting the field, overall. Thus, the practical
implications of the proposed solution potentiate to be rather far reaching.
Implications for Leadership Theory and Practice
Bringing this back to leadership theory and practice and beginning with the latter,
leadership is crucial in arriving at any of the possible positive implications mentioned
above. Leadership is important within research teams, specifically the ways in which a
team leader allots autonomy and risk to the team, as well as the expectations he or she
sets for the team—all of which can affect the team’s research and writing productivity
(Fox & Mohaptra, 2007). Leadership is also crucial in a practical sense in the ways in
which it can break down academic silos and integrate sound leadership practices within
academic organizations that traditionally lacked such vantage points (Serrano-Velarde,
2010). These everyday leadership practices translate easily to stronger communities of
support, more transparent writing and research practices, and increased collaborative
research and writing efforts, all championed in this study, stemming from the data.
Moreover, the implications from the proposed solution are also germane to the
transformational leadership theory defined in Chapter 2. The link between

ONLINE DOCTORAL STUDENTS WRITING

129

transformational leadership and supporting doctoral students has yet to be established, but
the two share several key aspects, particularly when supporting doctoral students is
viewed through the lens of the grounded theory developed in this study. Most notable are
the aspects of Bass’ (2008) description of transformational leadership theory that stressed
support and mentoring, encouragement of independence in followers, and a mutually
respectful relationship. Respectively, these parallel the community of support, the
personally authentic scholarly identity and voice, and the ability to provide and receive
critical feedback tenets of the grounded theory. Cases could be made for further parallels
between transformational leadership and the grounded theory, such as Bass’ focus on
energetic optimism and motivation and the grounded theory’s focus on overcoming
behavioral and emotional barriers, helping students to “transform” into independent
scholars and writers. However, without specific research comparing them, the
implications for transformational leadership theory remain only proposed.
Recommendations for Future Research
As such, an initial recommendation for future research would be research into
how transformational leadership tenets might be able to enrich the grounded theory and
its proposed solution. Likewise, a comparison of online doctoral students’ perceptions
from a non-leadership program might illuminate aspects of the data that seemed specific
to leadership students. In that same vein, comparison to online doctoral leadership
students in a program that does not have an interdisciplinary focus might also reveal
interesting data relevant to leadership students versus interdisciplinary leadership
students. These data may show strengths and/or weaknesses of the grounded theory as
more or less applicable to a wider population than was the focus of this study.
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Regardless, research will certainly be ongoing related to implementation of the
proposed solution. Once the proposed solution has been implemented and its assessment
begun, avenues exist for further qualitative studies related to faculty members’
perceptions of the implementation and faculty members and students’ perceptions of the
departmental climate and its effects on their perceptions related to the scholarly
productivity of the departments. Following this, longitudinal qualitative studies might
help to determine the ways in which faculty members have adopted and/or adjusted the
grounded theory as it evolved over the years to meet the needs of their programs. In
addition, a quantitative study might also be beneficial to determine if the faculty members
and/or students’ scholarly productivity increased or decreased over the years following
implementation.
Summary of the Study
These recommendations seek to explore the grounded theory developed in this
study in more depth. The qualitative data analyzed in this study paralleled much of the
current literature, but its aim was more comprehensive in nature and sought themes from
classroom, curricular, extra-curricular, and environmental aspects. Yet, it also sought
themes related specifically to online interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students. The
grounded theory that stemmed from the data was likewise comprehensive and attempted
to paint a broad illustration of best practices while still offering real-world principles—
practices that a doctoral program’s faculty might implement into their pre-existing
program. As a brief reminder, it encouraged doctoral faculty to provide explicit guidance,
pedagogy, and opportunity, regarding (a) early and often submersion in a field’s
literature, (b) providing and receive critical feedback, (c) creating a community of
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support, (d) establishing a quotidian writing and research agenda, and (e) developing a
personally authentic scholarly identity and voice. These theoretical actions, grounded in
the data of this study, are meant to be implementable—not abstract. They work to undo
the emotional and behavioral barriers that often inhibit doctoral students’ maturation into
independent scholars, making them more capable of publishing post-graduation.
To ensure the grounded theory tenets are, in fact, implementable, a follow-up
study will begin at the researcher’s employer institution that establishes a baseline of
faculty and doctoral students’ scholarly productivity, works with faculty to enrich their
practices using the tenets of the grounded theory, and assesses its efficacy annually on an
ongoing basis. Assessment will consist of not only faculty and students’ scholarly
productivity, but also their perceptions related to the departmental climate, and which
tenets of the grounded theory seemed most/least effective and/or translatable to the
practice setting.
These tenets were aimed to quicken and ease doctoral students’ paths to scholarly
publication, but they stand to yield considerably more far-reaching outcomes. These
outcomes potentially include faculty benefits, departmental benefits, and disciplinary
benefits. They also hold possibilities for understanding online doctoral students and
interdisciplinary leadership doctoral students’ specific needs related to scholarly
publication. And, they potentiate a relationship between the climate of doctoral programs
and transformational leadership. Most importantly, though, they work to eschew the
traditionally tacit approach by which doctoral students learn to write for scholarly
publication, replacing it with early, often, and explicit modalities for engendering
understanding of their individual writing and research processes.
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Figure 1. “An elemental model for developing ‘classic’ grounded theory.” From The
Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (p. 53), by J. Saldaña, 2013, Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage. Copyright by Sage Ltd. Permissions. Reprinted with permission.
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Figure 2. “Second-cycle coding diagram.”
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Figure 3. “Developed grounded theory.”
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Figure 4. “Process for implementing the proposed solution.”
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Figure 5. “Proposed solution assessment timeline.”
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Appendix A
Practice Setting Grid (n = 5)
Institution

Online/F2F

# of research
courses required
in curriculum
(not including
dissertation
credits)

University of
San Diego, PhD
in Leadership
Studies

– all F2F

6 (18 ch)

Regent
University,
Doctor of
Strategic
Leadership
(DSL)

– online w/
three
residencies

None were
explicitly
labeled as such

Explicit
writing
support
services or
writing
courses
offered on
programmatic
site
n/a

n/a

Other mention of
writing (verbatim
from site)

Outcome
5: Students’ written
and oral
communication will
be clear, coherent,
well organized, and
technically correct.
Doctor of Strategic
Leadership degree
graduates will:
•

•

Conduct and
report
research.
Write and
publish on
organization
al and
leadership
developmen
t and related
topics in
popular
press
publications
and applied
journals.

Faculty: They are
distinguished
scholars, skilled
practitioners and
published authors
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Texas Tech
University, PhD
in Technical
Communication
and Rhetoric

Old Dominion
University, PhD
in English

online w/ 2week
residency in
May every
year

Online with
completion
of one year
of full-time,
on-campus
study by
way of
attending
two

148

Research
n/a
methods courses
enhance a
student’s ability
to complete and
to evaluate
research. In
addition to
ENGL 5363,
Research
Methods in
Technical
Communication
and Rhetoric,
students are
required to
complete nine
graduate hours
in research
methods courses
with a grade of
B or better in at
least two of the
three. ENGL
5362, 5379,
5388, and
ENGL 5389
may count
toward the TCR
specialization as
well as to
methods.

1 (3 ch)
Students seem
to begin the
research
process,
explicitly, once
they begin the
dissertation
seminar (after

Smarthinking
ODU Writing
Center—
virtual
appointments,
using Adobe
Connect

who…
Upon completing
the PhD-TCR
curriculum
successfully,
students should be
able to do the
following:
•

•

Employ
appropriate
research
methodologi
es to
produce
scholarship
that extends
knowledge
in the
disciplines
of technical
communicat
ion and
rhetoric.
Prepare
scholarship
for
presentation
and
publication.

Can I receive travel
funds to go to
conferences and
conduct research?
Yes.
Because the
doctorate is a
professional degree,
we expect students
to engage in the full
range of
professional
activities including
presentation of
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Summer
Doctoral
Institutes

completion of a
minimum of 33
hours)

149
research at
conferences and
submitting essays
(print and/or
multimodal) to
peer-reviewed
scholarly
publications.
Faculty will wish to
call students’
attention to
upcoming
conferences and
publication
opportunities, and
students will want
to take advantage of
this information by
submitting
proposals and
completed essays
whenever feasible.
The College of Arts
and Letters
provides support
money for student
attendance at
conferences at
which they present
their research; in
addition, some
scholarly societies
offer scholarships
or other forms of
incentive to attend
conferences. We
urge students to
join appropriate
societies and take
an active part in
them for the
opportunity to
interact with other
scholars, obtain
feedback on
research, and
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The Ohio State
University, PhD
in English

– F2F

English 8996:
n/a
Research in
English:
Candidacy
Exam (variable
credit hours)
English 8999:
Research in
English:
Dissertation
(variable credit
hours)
“Breadth”
requirements (6
ch)—possible
research courses
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enhance credentials
when they enter the
job market.
n/a
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Appendix C
Sample of Second-Cycle Coding Spreadsheet
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Sample of First-Cycle Coding Log
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Appendix F
First-Cycle Codes
In vivo: “overwhelmed” by the literature, can’t “focus” on writing, self as “novice,”
“intimidated” by the process, “headaches,” “military” life/work, “law enforcement,” lost
“motivation,” was never “taught to write,” “I am really not that good at it,”
“interruptions,” need a “chunk” of time to write, “perfectionist” as a barrier, “I often
think faster than I write,” “too many ideas.” Analogies: “exorcise the paper’s demons,”
“musicians gather together for a jam session”; writing as “pruning a shrubbery,” looking
through “crystal”; research as “stray into the deep blue water,” “wheel of fortune,”
“puzzle,” “down the rabbit hole,” a “patchwork quilt,” “ladder”; “a place” to write.
Process: having a topic, understanding style, finding sources after writing first draft,
publishing (or not) a piece of the dissertation, publishing and presenting while in school,
writing for work, publishing for career, writing after graduation, using an outline,
lacking knowledge of field/discipline, lacking knowledge of research methods,
writing without purpose, writing without research/data, overcoming fears,
misunderstanding concepts, publishing during dissertation, writing with an outline,
breaking dissertation into articles, lacking experience reviewing others’ writing,
lacking experience working with feedback, lacking experience reviewing own
writing, lacking experience with revision, staying focused, waiting to publish until after
dissertation, finding/honing a research/writing process/routine, finding a voice/style,
struggling with revision, lacking language/skills to understand passive voice, working
alone.
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Initial: joy, tough to get started, problem with focus, verbosity, an individual event,
writer’s block, changed conclusion while writing, learn through writing, lack of
outline/plan, fear/avoidance, fear of grammar, fear of rejection, fear of judgement,
fear of publication, discourse conventions, community/dialogue/audience, adult
learners, don’t know major players, indifferent/dislike of writing, online learners,
doubt their voice/contribution, student role vs. scholar role, student as scholar,
writing as different/separate from speech, time management, critical reading, writing
process lacks revision, writing adapts during research, uncertain next steps as writer,
dissertation does not equal publishing, quality feedback, reliance on others to speak for
them, confined writing, Aha!, writing center, synthesis is new concept, confused
methods (not in abstract itself), confused research process, student apathy (wc),
importance of a class on scholarly writing, use class as start of dissertation (as lit
review), reluctance to accept advice, novice (to abstract, to publication, to lit review,
just “novice”), altruism, smart/intuitive (not citing class text), verb tense affecting
confidence, passion vs. objectivity, outline does not follow traditional organization,
student is too critical, good nerves, ‘duh’ research concern, advocate for critique,
presentation of ideas in writing concern, confused message from data, # of sources
concern, lack of experience concern, EdD vs. PhD, difficulty reducing dissertation to
article, confusion/? over time commitment (4.2.18), book review does not move past
summary, confidentiality ethics, article complements dissertation, rough adjustment
(sometimes good), writing vs. speaking/presenting (PwrPt forced them to outline,
and they loved it), issues with voice/style/positioning self as researcher, academic vs.
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professional writing, not ready to publish, politics, issues with scope, curricular
objective, value in just submitting for publication.
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Appendix G
Second-Cycle Codes
Focused: tough to get started, writer’s block, fear, doubt voice/contribution, student role
vs. scholar role, discourse conventions, importance of scholarly writing class, adult
learners, online learners.
Axial: continua, attributes of learning, explicit self-described barriers, being new to
critique.
Theoretical: behavioral barriers, emotional barriers

