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Reconstructing the doctoral publishing process. Exploring the
liminal space
Marcia Håkansson Lindqvist

Department of Education, Mid Sweden University, Sundsvall, Sweden

ABSTRACT
An increasing number of professionals take on doctoral studies in
order to advance their professional knowledge and develop their
practice in line with academic practice. Many choose a thesis by
publication. Using a mixed method approach, including data from
the publishing process and autoethnographic narrative, this article
explores one case of the publishing process for a professional
doctoral student. The results show that the doctoral process when
reconstructed is an overlapping process in which the professional
combines academic and professional skills, moving from a
professional doing research to a professional researcher. This
space can be understood as a transformative or liminal space of
creative opportunities in line with Van Gennep’s thoughts
regarding rites of passage and liminal space. It is concluded that
awareness of the doctoral publishing process may facilitate this
process for doctoral students as well as supervisors.
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Introduction

Interest in pursuing doctoral studies continues to increase among both students and pro-
fessionals. Professionals in many fields take on doctoral education to advance their pro-
fessional knowledge and to develop practice in line with academic standards. This
move, from professional to doctoral student, places specific demands on doctoral edu-
cation to be relocated into ‘learning spaces at the interface among academic, professional
and workplace knowledges’ (Lee, 2011, p. 155). It involves both a ‘not-knowing’ and an
‘unlearning’ (Lee, 2011, p. 159) in an ambiguous and unstable learning space and which
includes a transformation dynamic (Clegg & Gall, 1998). For the doctoral student entering
academia directly from a profession, this could be described as becoming a new type of
professional as a researching professional (cf. Bourner, Bowden, & Laing, 2001).

At the same time, the process of doctoral studies to become a researcher has changed. In
the Swedish context, as internationally, the previous publishing process of writing a mono-
graph has in many institutions shifted to thesis by publication, in which doctoral students
are expected to write a number of scientific articles to be published in academic journals
(cf. Aitchison, Kamler, & Lee, 2010; Bartkowski, Deem, & Ellison, 2015; Sharmini,
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Spronken-Smith, Golding, & Harland, 2015). Researchers report doctoral students’ pub-
lishing processes as a way to prepare them for their further careers in academia. This
gives doctoral students the opportunity to practice the art of publishing articles (Boud
& Lee, 2009), and can also be seen as an indicator of a continued pattern of publishing
(Gray & Drew, 2008). Thus, producing scientific articles and a capstone, an extensive dis-
sertation summary, can be regarded as a hybrid practice, performing both public and ped-
agogical functions (Lee, 2011). Further, it is possible that there is a gap in how doctoral
programs are prepared to link these two functions.

Barnacle (2005) argues that the process of doctoral education can be regarded as
‘fraught and difficult’ (p. 186) for doctoral students. This is perhaps reflected in the vast
amount of handbooks for supervisors of doctoral students (cf. Bartkowski et al., 2015;
Storey & Maughan, 2016; Wright, Murray, & Geale, 2007), including assessing theses
by publication (cf. Sharmini et al., 2015; Wisker, 2012). Research also includes handbooks
for doctoral students in writing (cf. Gray & Drew, 2008; Rocco & Hatcher, 2011; Stubb,
Pyhältö, & Lonka, 2014), factors to support timely completion (Burman, 2017; Lindsay,
2015), concerns for doctoral students’ well-being (Acker & Haque, 2015; Pyhältö,
Toom, Stubb, & Lonka, 2012) and the discontinuation of doctoral studies (Hunter &
Devine, 2016). While there appears to be research reporting different aspects of doctoral
studies from the doctoral student perspective (cf. Acker & Haque, 2015; Pyhältö et al.,
2012; Stubb et al., 2014), there seems to be relatively little research in regard to the publish-
ing process of doctoral students reflecting the voice of doctoral students themselves.

Robins and Kanowski (2008) combine doctoral voice and the publishing process and
discuss advantages and disadvantages of publishing for doctoral students. Here, time
was seen to be problematic, as the time invested in the publishing process required that
other academic activities were forfeited (Robins & Kanowski, 2008). Further, these
researchers, based on the time restraints, discuss how perhaps publishing some of the
articles would be a more practical alternative. Knowing when to publish can also be a
concern for doctoral students. Paré (2010) reports issues regarding publishing too early
and related quality issues. Thus, the shift from academic writing in monographs to
thesis by publication, while at the same time, the number of doctoral students in the pub-
lishing process has most likely increased (cf. Gray & Drew, 2008). For a new doctoral
student, it may be difficult to know what to expect of the publishing process. A major
part of the publication process is writing (Jönsson, 2006; Rocco & Hatcher, 2011).
There is most likely the need for help and support in the academic writing process (cf.
Paré, 2010). Murray (2010) describes this as learning to know one’s audience or learning
to be rhetorical. It is possible that doctoral students have the view of the writing process as
a linear process and are not aware of the time and conditions involved in the publishing
process. Therefore, the conditions for timely completion may be one aspect, which adds to
frustration and difficulties in the publishing process (Barnacle, 2005).

In considering how to best describe the doctoral publishing process and how this
process can be reconstructed and understood, several lines of thought have been con-
sidered. It is possible to see this process as becoming (cf. Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010;
Coryell, Wagner, Clark, & Stuessy, 2013; Ennals, Fortune, Williams, & D’Cruz, 2016;
Hart & Montague, 2015; Lee, 2011) or perhaps as transformative, according to
Coleman, Collings, and McDonald (1999). Another perspective would be that with the
base of professional knowledge from the field, the doctoral student seeks to take on a
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new space of learning within academia and a new space is created, that is, the third space
(Bhabha, 1994). However, in this intersection between professional knowledge and aca-
demic knowledge, there would perhaps be too much focus on the space, instead of the
individual himself. If considered as a process of transition in which the individual
moves from one stage to the next, this process can perhaps be interpreted in terms of
rites of passage (Van Gennep, 1960). The rites of passage can be described as three
stages: separation, liminality as the state of the in-between and incorporation as the last
stage, according to Van Gennep (1960). The first stage describes the separation between
the old and the new, for example, when the professional leaves his profession to begin doc-
toral studies to become a researcher. The final stage is the stage of incorporation in which
the professional has attained the status of the researcher. In this article, the liminal stage,
the stage of the in-between, is seen as the stage in which the individual combines the old
and the new and prepares to be incorporated in the academic world.

In this liminal space, there are certain concepts, or learning experiences, which resemble
passing through a portal, from which a new perspective opens up, allowing things formerly
not perceived to come into view (Meyer & Land, 2003; Meyer, Land, & Baillie, 2010). This
liminal space, in which the learning is suspended and may, although perhaps exhilarating,
be seen to be unsettling with a feeling of uncertainty or loss (Meyer & Land, 2003). In the tran-
sitional passage, threshold concepts, that is, specific strategies may be needed for supporting
doctoral students to help themmove forward from stuck to unstuck (Kiley, 2009). Rowbottom
(2007) seeks to demystify threshold concepts, stating that they are difficult to define and
cannot be regarded as abilities. Moreover, these threshold concepts are described as extrinsic,
that is, they are most likely different for different students (Rowbottom, 2007). Nevertheless,
the liminal space remains of interest to study.

Aim and research questions

The objective of this article is to study one specific case of a doctoral publishing process
from professional to researcher through exploring the publishing process of the four
articles and the capstone, or extensive dissertation summary. The following questions
are put forth: (1) How can the doctoral publishing process be described? and (2) How
can this process be reconstructed and understood as a liminal space according to Van
Gennep (1960) for the researching professional? This article aspires to contribute with
knowledge regarding how the professional takes on the role of a professional researcher,
contributing to insights into the transition into a new and creative space in liminality.

Context

The context of this study is a four-year doctoral program comprising 240 European Credit
Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS) at a university in Sweden. In the Swedish
context, doctoral education is often a period of four years, however, teaching responsibil-
ities may prolong this period of time up to five years. Composed of 240 ECTS, this specific
program included coursework of 90 ECTS, of which 37.5 ECTS were mandatory in the
form of basic education courses required for becoming a researcher. The remaining 150
ECTS comprised the publishing process of the thesis. This often involves writing a
number of scientific articles as well as a capstone (cf. Hamilton &Weiner, 2011). Although
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the number of articles may vary, in this case, four articles were to be written as well as the
capstone. Initially, this process is often described as somewhat linear, which involves
moving from one article to the next and further to the capstone, as illustrated in Figure 1.

Although the demands on publications vary between different universities and between
the institutions at the university, this case involved the publication process of a thesis,
which included four published articles, and the doctoral work was completed over a
period of four years. As this study will employ personal narrative as a form of auto-ethno-
graphy (Muncey, 2010) and reflexivity (MacMillan, 2003) to gain insight into the research
questions posed, a few words about the author are perhaps in place. Having a background
in banking and finance, the author of this article became a doctoral student after some 13
years’ experience as a teacher in compulsory school. Thus, the author was a professional
with hopes that doctoral studies would involve both a personal challenge and professional
development (cf. Guerin, Jayatilaka, & Ranasinghe, 2015; Leonard, Becker, & Coate, 2005).

Method

In this study, the questions were explored using a case study approach (Simons, 2009; Yin,
2009), involving what can be described as an auto-ethnographically inspired (Muncey,
2010) and mixed method design, involving qualitative and quantitative data (cf.
Bryman, 2008; Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). Quantitative data such as statistics regard-
ing publishing periods in days were used to reconstruct the publishing process. This infor-
mation has been gained through the study of correspondence with the editors and
reviewers of the journals. The qualitative element comprised quotations from documents
and correspondence with editors and reviewers. Further, reflective auto-ethnographic nar-
rative (Muncey, 2010) was used to further deepen the knowledge of the publishing process
related to these quotations. These narratives were written when the data for each article
and the capstone was compiled, as the author, through the study of these materials,
relived and reconstructed the publishing process in order to reflect upon the reflexivity
in the process (MacMillan, 2003).

As in all writing processes, it is difficult to measure the beginning and the end of a
writing process, with this perhaps instead being an overlapping and expanding process
as recursive through revision (cf. Flower & Hayes, 1981; Jönsson, 2006). Thus, the starting
point for the articles has been set approximately one week after the final revisions of the
preceding manuscript. Although this may not give a completely correct picture of the pub-
lishing process for the article, it hopefully provides a sufficient picture of the overall
process. The final date for each respective article has been set when the author has sub-
mitted the final revisions, when these revisions have no longer required work by the
author. In all of the publications, when revisions were required, the author complied

Figure 1. The doctoral publishing process as a linear process.
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with these revision dates. This means that the author was not responsible for delays in the
publishing process. In summary, the publishing time involved the starting time, including
submission, review and revision work until the final submission, until more work by the
author was no longer required. Both the author and the supervisors made the choice of the
journals. In two cases, the supervisors suggested journal issues which were especially well
suited for the articles. The three other journals were identified and suggested by the author,
and chosen in consultation with the supervisors. While acknowledging the strong support
of the supervisors, co-authorship was not considered as an alternative.

Regarding ethical considerations, it is important to note that the results presented in
this study are in no way to be regarded as a negative reflection on either the editors’ or
the reviewers’ work with the included articles. The suggestions and comments that the
editors and the reviewers have provided concerning the manuscripts in this study have
had a strong impact and have both substantially developed and improved the articles.

Results

In this section, the results are presented for each article and the capstone, according to the
order of publication. The publishing process of the articles was a total of 1419 days or 3.97
years in total. The distribution between the articles is presented in Table 1.

Article 1

This article had a publishing time of 11.4 months. The submission notification was sent
within a few days and the reviews for the article were received back within about four
months. The revisions of the article were described as minor. A revised manuscript and
a cover letter were submitted: ‘Included is the new version of my text as well as my
letter regarding how I have dealt with the comments. Many thanks for your help in this
process’. Notification was received from the editors: ‘We have now received the reviews
from our two referees, who are very positive about your article. Based on their comments,
your article will be published’. From the perspective of the author, the contact with the
journal through the editors could be described as smooth and flexible. The length of
the publishing process for this article is mainly related to the article being included in a
special issue, with the editors having planned ahead of time in order to meet deadlines
without delay.

The following reflection summarizes the publishing of the article according to the
author:

Table 1. Publishing process in days for Articles 1–5 and the capstone.
Article Days Months Published

Article 1 358 11.4 Yes
Article 2 126 4.5 No
Article 3 342 11.9 Yes
Article 4 272 9.1 Yes
Article 5 321 10.7 Yes
Articles in total 1419 days 47.6 months/3.97 years
Capstone 173 days 5.8 months
Articles and capstone in total 1602 53.4 months/4.85 years
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This was my first article. At this point, I was so incredibly relieved that my article was going to
be published. It was a milestone in my doctoral process and perhaps the first realization that I
could actually somewhere along the line complete my doctoral studies. Some of the com-
ments from the editor were very basic, for example, inconsequent referencing, which
although, they were at the time somewhat embarrassing, were of great help in my future
work.

Article 2

This article had a review time of 4.5 months. The notification of submission was received
immediately through the submission system as well as notification from the editor one day
later: ‘Thank for submitting your manuscript…With the online journal management
system that we are using you will be able to track its progress through the editorial
process’. Following a review time of 65 days, a revised manuscript was submitted. This
included a cover letter: ‘Many thanks to both reviewers for rigorous reviews. All of
their suggestions have been of great help and have hopefully resulted in a clearly improved
manuscript’. For this article, the reviewers did not agree. This article could not be pub-
lished in line with the journal’s policy requiring the ‘unconditional consent of the
reviewers’. From the perspective of the author, the publishing process of this article was
relative as the article was not published, and the publishing process was restarted with
a new journal.

The following reflection summarizes the publishing of the article according to the
author:

When I think about it, I went into this publishing process strengthened by the first article
being published. I had been to a conference in my research area and the organizers of the
conference suggested submitting articles to this journal. I saw this as a wise and suitable
choice of journal. For me, the publishing process of this article was a very difficult experi-
ence. It had never occurred to me that two or three reviewers could have such different
opinions of a text. One said average and one said excellent! And the journal required that
the reviewers were in consent, which took a while for me to realize, that in my case, this
was impossible. I felt that my writing had developed considerably and that this article was
just so much better than the first. I was very lucky that I had supportive and professional
supervisors.

Article 3

The publishing process for this article was a total of 11.9 months. This process was charac-
terized by relatively long periods of time for reviewers’ reviews, questions and updates on
the process of the article:

I am sorry that this has taken a long time for this response. There has been some disagree-
ment among the reviewers, however, we have chosen to collect a number of these now, in
order for you to be able to revise the text in a manner in which the reviewers can agree
that the text has been improved and ready for publishing.

Based on the suggestions from the reviewers, a revised manuscript was submitted.
The reply to this manuscript involved the length of the manuscript: ‘We hereby want to

inform you that your article has extended 40,000 characters in the last version and is now
over 60,000 characters. It needs to be reduced according to our guidelines’.

In order to meet these guidelines the manuscript was further revised and submitted:
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Enclosed, please find the latest version of my manuscript in line with your recommendations.
In this work, I have mainly shortened and sharpened the introduction and literature review.
Repetitive parts of the text have been located and removed throughout the manuscript,
certain quotations have been shortened and the discussion has been clarified.

From the perspective of the author, the publishing process for this article could be said to
be characterized as long, involving many exchanges with the editors and revisions from
the beginning of the process until the final language checks. Extensive work was done
to accommodate the reviewers’ comments as well as to shorten the text.

The following reflection summarizes the publishing of the article according to the author:

Somewhere along the line, I found the energy to rip up my rejected manuscript and start all
over again. I went literally back to the drawing board and started all over. I reviewed all of my
data again. What could be changed, what could be done better, what had I missed? I rebuilt
the text from scratch. It was difficult to start all over again, but I think it was probably the best
learning process in my doctoral studies, because it gave me the opportunity to see that I could
organize my manuscript in an alternative manner. There were revisions and revisions and
revisions. I added more and more according to what the reviewers asked for. Finally, they
were happy, but my manuscript was too long. It was hard work. But as I revised and
edited, I could see the manuscript becoming better and better.

Article 4

This article had a publishing process of 9.1 months. When the article was submitted, a
notification letter was sent, informing of the review time:

Thank you very much for submitting your manuscript. Your manuscript will now be sent for
review. Reviews are usually completed in 8 to 10 weeks. You will be contacted when the
review results have been received. We appreciate your time and effort.

Following the reviews and new submission, notification was also received following a ques-
tion regarding confirmation about the progress of the work: ‘We have received your revised
manuscript, and thank you. It is in line for re-review. We will notify you once that is done’.
Following these reviews information was also sent: ‘We have completed final review of your
manuscript. Congratulations! It has been accepted’. From the perspective of the author, the
work with this article and these editors could be described as efficient and informative. Infor-
mation regarding the time of the review process was provided. Questions were answered
clearly and quickly. For the work with this article, receiving information and continual
updates regarding the publishing process facilitated the work with the article.

The following reflection summarizes the publishing of the article according to the author:

At this point in time during my doctoral process, I had written quite a lot and felt that I finally
understood what I was doing in my doctoral project as a whole. The pieces were finally
coming together and this sense helped me to put a lot of energy into my writing. It is
most likely that this was reflected in my writing and facilitated this publishing process and
my contacts with this journal.

Article 5

The publishing process for this article was a total of 10.7 months. The acceptance of the
abstract was received within one day. The submission process for the full article was
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prolonged with 13 days. The reviews from the editors and the reviewers were short and
concise, for example, suggestions for headings, conclusions and practical implications.
From the perspective of the author, the publishing process of this article was relatively
fast. The contact with the editors was characterized by quick replies to questions for con-
tinued work. The final revisions were completed within one or two days.

The following reflection summarizes the publishing of the article according to the
author:

This was my final article in my dissertation. During my whole period of doctoral studies,
there had been a continual conversation among the doctoral students regarding how
many published articles you needed to have in a thesis. No one really wanted to answer
this question straight out. Somewhere along the line someone said that it was possible to
have three published articles and one manuscript. The pressure lifted, when I realized that
I would do fine if this article was just submitted or even accepted. My work with this
article was perhaps the most interesting, and well, the most fun. I enjoyed writing it and it
felt good to send it off to the editor. I remember this very clearly, because feeling so good
about the publishing process of this article, helped me in the next step. I started writing
my capstone within a week.

The capstone

The writing of the capstone took some 5.8 months. As the process was an internal univer-
sity process, it involved intensive work for both the doctoral student and the supervisors.
The time period also included a final seminar in which the text was read by an external
reader and the consequent revisions. A final version was sent for printing and a prelimi-
nary book was printed. A period of three days was allowed for revisions in the book, upon
which the whole process was repeated and which concluded the printing process. This
became the final version of the book.

The following reflection summarizes the writing process of the capstone according to
the author:

Once again the writing started. I started right off and realized that the writing of the capstone
involved starting all over again. Back to the concrete work of the literature review and at the
same time trying to figure how to fit it all together. I have very few memories of this period of
time, probably because of stress, but mainly because I felt totally immersed in the work. All of
the things I had learned along the way about writing articles felt irrelevant. The capstone was
something completely different to write! It was inspiring, fun and hard work. I think that my
supervisors were very happy when I submitted the final version for printing. They were
happy not to have to read any more of my texts.

Results in summary

In summary, when the result of the publishing process is reconstructed into days and
months per article, the results of this study can be represented as in Figure 2.

Through this reconstruction, an actual picture of the publishing process is illustrated as
a liminal process over time. This illustration could be said to comprise a number of stages
or liminal processes over time and with overlaps.

When reconstructing the publishing process based on the reflexive narrative, pro-
gression as well as liminal transitions can be seen. In Article 1, the author describes the
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publishing process in terms of a relief and in some aspects somewhat embarrassing. This
liminal transition could perhaps be described as a first troublesome encounter with the
publishing process. Moving on to Article 2, the author comes to terms with rejection as
a difficult experience and at the same time feeling an improvement in writing skills.
This liminal transition involves both positive and negative aspects. Finding the energy
to revise, taking on the work with rewriting and revising as well as being able to reflect
upon improvement in their own work characterized the liminal transition of Article
3. Article 4 can perhaps be best described as the author having come to an understanding
of the writing process and the publishing process, finding a liminal space and applying this
energy to continued writing. Finally, the publishing process with Article 5 can be seen as
lifted pressure, as a space for writing and learning as a positive experience and liminal
transition.

Discussion

Through this reconstruction, an actual picture of the publishing process can be regarded as
one specific case (Simons, 2009; Yin, 2009) of the doctoral publishing process. As noted
above, the publishing process of the articles in this dissertation totaled 3.97 years,
which can be compared to the actual period of the doctoral studies, which was four
years. Although there were many periods in this publishing process which were relatively
free to pursue other tasks related to the doctoral work such as course work, meetings,
meetings with supervisors, revision work and conferences, the publishing time and time
for doctoral studies are almost the same, 3.97 and 4 years respectively. It is perhaps
expected of a doctoral student to have several articles and manuscripts in process, but it
may be helpful for the doctoral student to be aware of alternative and individual versions
of this liminal process. As the work with the capstone is linked to the publishing period,
this amount of time for the publishing process is perhaps too comprehensive and too late
in the process. Knowledge of what the publishing process actually looks like, as in this
study, which is far from the linear process initially presented, but rather a series of
liminal spaces, would perhaps have facilitated and supported this professional as a doc-
toral student.

Although the element of time for the publishing process is problematic for researchers
as a whole, it is perhaps more problematic for doctoral students with a set period of time
for their doctoral studies (Robins & Kanowski, 2008). There is no question that

Figure 2. The doctoral publishing process reconstructed.
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supervisors do their absolute best to help and support doctoral students through these
liminal spaces. However, it is possible that support is needed for both doctoral students
and supervisors when submitted manuscripts are rejected or when major revisions are
necessary. This support is most likely an important experience for all doctoral students
in regard to future work and a necessary liminal transition.

It is important to note that the results of this study should not be regarded as a negative
reflection on either the work of the editors or the reviewers. The process of peer-review is
the most common use of quality control for academic texts, and this work should be
expected to take time (Ferreira et al., 2015; Kassirer & Campion, 1994). This quality
control of texts, although perhaps not always optimal, is nevertheless the best possible
process available at this time (Cusick, 2016; Nicholas et al., 2015) and is an important
liminal transition to learn. From the perspective of a doctoral student, supervisors need
to state clearly that comments from reviewers when an article is not published, as in
this study, may facilitate and shorten the next round of reviews with the next journal,
that is, the work done in one liminal space may support the process in the next. It is
difficult to say how the time lost in the publishing process affects the doctoral student’s
writing process, publishing process and studies overall. This process, when seen as a
liminal space is troublesome and one in which the doctoral student takes on reviewer cri-
tique, is most likely an important experience and transition.

As seen in this study, the process of publishing the articles in this dissertation process
took a relatively long period of time and was unevenly distributed. It is difficult to say if
these reviewers and editors themselves could have hastened the publishing process. In this
study, deadlines for revisions were respected. It is difficult to see if the doctoral student
could have produced the manuscripts in a shorter period of time, and shortened these
difficult liminal transitions.

Taking on doctoral studies is an opportunity to learn and reflect on the process of learn-
ing the trade of researching and finding a liminal space, in which knowledge from the pro-
fession and academia are combined. What may be considered to be problematic for the
doctoral student, is that while it is possible to plan coursework and teaching responsibil-
ities, the time needed for the peer review (Cusick, 2016; Ferreira et al., 2015; Kassirer &
Campion, 1994; Nicholas et al., 2015) and publishing process of articles in journals is
beyond the control of supervisors, institutions and universities. In regard to well-being
(Burman, 2017; Pyhältö et al., 2012), this may be stressful for doctoral students,
perhaps especially for a professional who is used to planning their own time. Further,
as noted above, the effects on the writing process is difficult to foresee. Long delays
from journals may make work with manuscripts more drawn out, with an extended
time in the in-between liminal space. This, in turn, may cause difficulties related to
timely completion (Lindsay, 2015).

It is important that doctoral students quickly become aware of the format of doctoral
studies and the publishing process in order to widen their understanding of the process
beyond the linear view which is often presented. This is also true for the supervisors
involved in the process. This awareness may lead to stronger supervision and support
for students during the doctoral process. Stress among doctoral students is noted in the
literature (Acker & Haque, 2015; Burman, 2017), and this awareness for both students
and supervisors may help in providing an alternative non-linear picture of what may be
expected in the doctoral process and understanding this alternative liminal picture may
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also be a factor in reducing this stress. This is most likely also an important aspect to be
targeted by Academic Development Departments at universities in charge of providing
training for doctoral supervisors.

Finally, another interesting question to study is the possibility of shortening this pub-
lishing process. One issue is if it would be possible to shorten the publishing time through
a course in academic writing as a part of the doctoral process. Researching professionals as
doctoral students may have not studied or taken on academic projects for a long period of
time, or written scientific articles previously. It is true that many supervisors are expected
to instruct doctoral students in these skills. Nevertheless, it is important that doctoral stu-
dents are prepared for writing in this genre, as well as later in their doctoral studies when
then they are expected to quickly leave this genre and undertake the writing of the
capstone.

The publishing process is an overlapping process in which the professional learns about
the academic process and slowly creates a new space of using both professional knowledge
and academic knowledge. These involve all of the elements of academic publishing includ-
ing both positive and negative experiences, that is, acceptance and rejection, which are of
importance in continued work in academia. The opportunities within this space can be
interpreted as a liminal space (Van Gennep, 1960). As noted in the narrative, there is pro-
gression and transition from relief in being published with somewhat embarrassing mis-
takes through to hard work considered to be fraught and difficult (Barnacle, 2005), and
gaining troublesome knowledge (Meyer & Land, 2003). In the end, when professional
and academic skills are combined, a liminal space of opportunity and new energy is
created, which leaves the author with a space for creative writing in which writing is a posi-
tive experience.

Discussion in summary and practical implications

In returning to the research questions (1) How can the doctoral publishing process be
described? and (2) How can this process be reconstructed and understood as a liminal
space (Van Gennep, 1960) for the researching professional? the doctoral process can be
described as fraught and difficult (Barnacle, 2005) as well as stressful. It can also be
described as rewarding, as it is a process of learning. The doctoral publishing process,
in this study, also involves prolonged periods of time in a liminal space in which the pub-
lishing process cannot be influenced. Neither the doctoral student nor the supervisors own
the publishing process. When reconstructed, the publishing process can be seen as far
from linear as often presented. Instead, it can be seen as an overlapping process in
liminal transition, or perhaps liminal transitions. It is difficult to see any relationship
between the liminal transitions, which take place through the publishing time, the
writing process and the order of the articles. However, the publishing process can be
seen as a progression as the doctoral student in line with Van Gennep (1960) as a
liminal space, in which professional researcher and academic writing and publishing
skills are combined. This progress can be understood as the researching professional
passing through a liminal space and becoming a professional researcher.

Based on the results of this study and this discussion the following practical impli-
cations may be of interest to consider. First, it is important that supervisors inform
doctoral students that the publishing process takes time, cannot be influenced and is
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most likely non-linear, liminal and highly individual. Secondly, Academic Development
units at universities can help to provide awareness regarding this information in
courses for supervisors, as well as how to support researching professionals and doc-
toral students whose well-being may be affected by this process. Thirdly, courses in aca-
demic writing should be provided for doctoral students as an important part of
doctoral studies. If academic writing skills are acquired early in the process of doctoral
studies, it is most likely that these skills will facilitate and support professionals to
merge professional and academic skills and more easily navigate through this creative
process as a liminal space.

Future research

As more and more professionals take on doctoral studies to advance and develop their
profession, it is of interest to study how these researching professionals continue their
work in practice when their doctoral studies are completed. How are the skills, which
are acquired during the doctoral process, supported outside of academia? How can
skills such as research methods involving systematic investigation, documentation and
evaluation be used to increase quality in these areas in professional workplaces?
Another interesting question for future research is how academia can teach the academic
process of conducting research and academic writing as well as valuing and learning from
the skills and competences of researching professionals.
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