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Abstract
This study aims to determine the cognitive, social, physical, and affective barriers that pre-
vent academics from publishing and the enablers suggested to overcome these barriers. 
The study, using the phenomenological research method, involved semi-structured inter-
views conducted with 41 academicians differing in gender, branch, age, and experience. 
The deductive analysis of the obtained data showed that the academicians had cognitive 
difficulties especially in writing the IMRAD sections and writing in English. Their social 
barriers were found to include the difficulty of journal evaluation processes, the problems 
experienced in carrying out collaborative studies, and educational, administrative, and fam-
ily responsibilities. The physical barriers included problems about time management, data 
collection process, and infrastructure. Lastly, the main affective barriers were not being 
in the right mood for writing, thinking that studies do not contribute to real life, fear of 
rejection, lack of self-confidence, and perfectionism. The academicians suggested various 
enablers, such as finding a good research topic, improving one’s English language skills, 
cooperating, and insisting on acceptance.
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Introduction

Preparing an academic publication is a difficult process that requires researchers to work 
using all their cognitive and motivational resources (Bruning & Horn, 2000; Kornuta & 
Germaine, 2019). While some researchers frequently publish in journals, the situation is 
quite complicated for others (Kempenaar & Murray, 2016; Kornhaber et al., 2016). Some 
researchers ultimately find the opportunity to have their studies published in journal with 
high impact factor though they are rejected repeatedly until then (Çelik et al., 2014; Jusslin 
& Widlund, 2021), while others give up after being rejected by some journals. Even acad-
emicians who have the necessary qualifications for a good academic publication may not 
reach their goals (Lo et al., 2021). In short, academicians cannot start writing or publishing 
their completed work in a journal due to various reasons, considered as “writer’s block”. 
Writer’s block (barrier to writing) refers to the inability to start or continue writing for 
reasons other than basic writing skills (Rose, 2009). According to Huston (1998, p. 93), 
writer’s block is “generally considered to be a stress reaction that paralyzes the ability to 
put thoughts into words”. Rose (2009) claims that barriers to writing arise from not know-
ing that the publication should develop in a process and not having appropriate and flexible 
plans for writing.

The literature suggests that barriers to academic writing can be caused by institutional 
(Hartley, 2008), individual (Hartley, 2008), cognitive (Rose, 2009), affective, or motiva-
tional (Pajares, 2003) factors. Institutional factors include the time allocated to teaching, 
the time allocated to research, the support provided by the institution for research, and the 
number of researchers and research assistants in a department. Individual factors include 
knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy about academic writing, motivation, age, personality 
traits, and situational factors such as lack of time and energy. Cognitive and affective fac-
tors, on the other hand, reflect the researcher’s thoughts, beliefs, and attitudes about his/her 
own writing.

The literature contains many studies that define barriers to writing based on the above-
mentioned categories or without any categorization and suggest enablers to overcome these 
barriers (Table 1) (Albert, 2017; Belcher, 2019; Boice & Jones, 1984; Bruning & Horn, 
2000; Clapton, 2010; Driscoll & Aquilina, 2011; Gopee & Deane, 2013; Grzybowski et al., 
2003; Hartley, 2008; Johnston et al., 2014; Keen, 2007; Kornhaber et al., 2016; Morss & 
Murray, 2001; Murray et al., 2008; Murray, 2012, 2013a, 2013b; Oermann & Hays, 2015; 
Pajares, 2003; Pololi et al., 2004; Rosales et al., 2012; Silvia, 2007). However, the number 
of studies examining barriers to writing within a theoretical framework is limited.

Theoretical framework

This study addresses the “model for engaging with writing” developed by Murray 
(2013b) as a theoretical framework. Rather than being a developmental one, this model 
makes suggestions for the place of writing in academic life. The model emphasizes that 
while some cognitive, social, and physical engagements should be avoided, responsibil-
ity should be taken for some others (Fig. 1) (Murray, 2013b; Renton, 2017). No matter 
how busy they are, successful academicians take time for writing by dispensing with 
some of their responsibilities when necessary (Mayrath, 2008). Some academicians, on 
the other hand, cannot find the opportunity for academic writing, no matter how much 
they want. This is not due to the lack of academic writing knowledge and skills, but 
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due to trying to write in spaces and times when responsibilities such as family and edu-
cational activities are at the forefront. Therefore, such academicians are stuck on the 
left side of the model. The developed framework tries to explain how academicians can 
give a place to academic publication in their working environments (Murray, 2013b). 
In the cognitive engagement dimension, the model suggests avoiding fears and worries 
about writing and being ready psychologically by finding justified reasons for writing 
(Murray, 2014). Instead of fear and anxiety, it is suggested to set daily time periods for 
writing and make it permanent (Renton, 2017). Social engagement suggests switching 
to collaborative writing instead of competition in the social environment. It involves 
exchanging ideas for writing and engaging in co-writing by creating academic writing 
groups, getting peer support, and communicating with different academicians (Mckenna 
& Kyser, 2021; Murray, 2014).

Table 1  Barriers to writing

Lack of Knowledge, Background Knowledge Lack of self-confidence
Lack of knowledge about academic writing
Difficulty in conducting studies conforming to the standards 

of the journals
Not knowing how to proceed
Not being able to decide whether one has done enough 

research
Not having a command of English

Lack of time and Time management Busy educational and administrative activities
Not having the opportunity for academic writing
Needing long periods of time for writing

Emotional and Psychological state Fear and anxiety
Depression
Lack of emotional support
Previous negative experiences
Being tired of sitting all the time
Not being in the right mode for writing
Low motivation

Perfectionism Perfect first sentence syndrome
Thinking that one’s ideas are controversial
Thinking that the idea of the study is not good
Thinking that the study will not appeal to large audiences
Thinking that one will be ready to write after reading more
Thinking that one’s progress is too slow

Fear of failure Fear of rejection
Previous rejection letters
Fear of criticism

Procrastination Cyberloafing
Dealing with household family
Inability to start writing without completing other jobs/tasks
Working on multiple studies

Competitive Environment Fear of being compared to others
Fear that others will use one’s idea
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The model advocates focusing on the target and ignoring the criticisms that may 
come from the social environment due to focusing on writing by taking time off from 
educational or academic work (Murray, 2013b, 2014). However, in some cases, educa-
tional work may be more necessary and at the forefront, in which case priority should 
be given to what requires it. In other words, engagement and disengagement sugges-
tions may replace one another depending on the context (Murray, 2013b). Cognitive, 
social, and physical engagements are interrelated and not separated by clear bounda-
ries (Murray, 2013b). Physical engagement suggests creating time and space for writ-
ing outside offices where there is no time or focus for academic writing. Since there 
will be many interruptions in areas where duties or responsibilities other than aca-
demic writing are priority, writing should not be done in such spaces (Murray, 2013b, 
2014). In other words, time and space should be set for writing, leaving aside family 
and educational duties.

Since the model does not focus on affective engagements, it has limitations for the 
wider evaluation of barriers to writing. Bruning and Horn (2000) state that affective 
engagements include beliefs, interests, and opinions about academic writing, academic 
writing self-efficacy, efforts to get support to improve academic writing, and positive 
attitude towards academic writing. They also note that studies on barriers to writing 
mostly focus on the cognitive dimension, and the coverage of social and affective fac-
tors is superficial. Pajares (2003) also highlights that individuals’ self-efficacy percep-
tions regarding academic writing may increase their performance. Murray et al. (2008) 
state that when academicians’ self-efficacy increases, their efforts and attempts to 
improve their writing also increase. Therefore, this study focuses on affective engage-
ments as well as cognitive, social, and physical engagements.

Fig. 1  Cognitive, social, physical engagement (Murray, 2013b)
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Significance and rationale

The literature contains various studies on the publication processes of academicians. 
However, studies on academic writing that explain what affects writing activities and 
how they can be done more efficiently are limited (McGrail et al., 2006; Moore, 2003; 
Murray, 2013b; Wills, 2000). This limitation is critical for new and emerging scientists 
to create academic publications (Murray, 2013a). Although guidelines, publications, 
and books have been prepared for effective academic writing, Murray and MacKay 
(1998) report that “what … technical advice cannot do is take writers through the com-
plex, combined strategies required for productive academic writing” (p. 36). Therefore, 
identifying the barriers to academic publication and suggesting enablers to overcome 
them are of critical importance for any discipline, especially in terms of ensuring opti-
mum productivity of researchers who are at the beginning of their careers (Johnston 
et al., 2014).

The task of institutions in any discipline is to train academicians who have the abil-
ity, enthusiasm, and inclination to take part in the dissemination of knowledge (Yancey, 
2016). However, in performance-based higher education cultures, academicians gener-
ally hold discussions focused on outputs rather than the process of producing academic 
publications. Countries make evaluations based on the number of qualified journals 
where academicians publish and their impact values (Australian Research Council, 
2012; TÜBİTAK Ulakbim, 2017). Hence, the difficulty of the academic publication 
process is not fully understood (Kempenaar & Murray, 2016). Most academicians try 
to improve their academic writing skills by trial and error (Keen, 2007). However, this 
makes it difficult for them to be successful in academic writing or to achieve satisfac-
tory results (Gopee & Deane, 2013). For this reason, it is important to reveal, within 
the scope of a theoretical framework, the barriers encountered in academic writing and 
publication processes and the enablers for them (Şimşek et al., 2022). In recent years, 
the increase in the number of academicians all over the world and especially in the 
number of publications sent to journals following the Covid-19 pandemic has made 
it more difficult for authors to have their publications accepted by journals (Karakuzu 
et al., 2020). In this regard, the purpose of this study is to explore the factors that pre-
vent academicians from publishing and the enablers to overcome these barriers. To 
this end, the following research questions are addressed:

What are the (a) cognitive, (b) social, (c) physical, (d) affective barriers to academic 
writing encountered by academicians and the enablers suggested by them?

Method

This study, which aims to reveal the factors that prevent academicians from academic pub-
lishing and the enablers suggested to overcome them, is based on the phenomenological 
method. Phenomenological research aims to examine the experiences and opinions of one 
or more individuals about a phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 2016; Johnson & Christensen, 
2004). In this method, it is important to examine in depth individuals’ experiences and 
perceptions about a phenomenon as well as the meanings they attribute to it (Patton, 2002). 
The study employs the phenomenological method considering that the experiences and 
perceptions of each academician regarding the academic writing process may be different.
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Participants

Within the scope of the study, 41 academicians were interviewed. The academicians 
were included in the study based on certain criteria, such as gender, title, h-index, num-
ber of SSCI publications, and total number of publications. Thus, it was intended to 
examine the phenomenon in question in a comprehensive way, taking into account dif-
ferent perspectives. In this direction, 19 female and 22 male researchers participated in 
the study. The average age of the academicians participating in the study is 38, with the 
standard deviation being 7. Demographic information for each participant is presented 
in Table 2.

Data collection tool

A semi-structured interview form was used for data collection. The semi-structured 
interviews were used to enable the researchers to produce alternative questions that 
could detail the answers of the academicians participating in the study regarding the 
barriers to academic writing and the enablers for them (Polit & Beck, 2010) and to clar-
ify their answers (Louise et  al., 1994). In this context, first the studies in the Web of 
Science, ERIC, and Google Scholar databases were scanned with the keywords “bar-
riers to writing”, “motivation to write”, “writer’s block”, “writing obstacles”, “writing 
enablers”, “writing for publication”, “academic writing”, and “academic productiv-
ity”, and the 20 most cited documents were examined. Based on the literature review, a 
semi-structured, open-ended interview form consisting of 12 questions checked by three 
expert researchers was created. Thus, a broad, in-depth evaluation of barriers to aca-
demic writing and enablers to overcome them was provided. Before starting to collect 
data, the interview form was checked by language and field experts. Afterwards, a pilot 
interview was conducted with an academician. Considering the deficiencies noticed in 
the pilot interview, necessary adjustments were made in the form. The semi-structured 
interview form contained questions like “What kind of problems do you have in pub-
lishing a study you have carried out or planned? Could you please explain?”, “How 
would you list the most important barriers to a good academic publication? Why?”, and 
“What do you focus on more for academic publication? Why?”.

Data collection process

Data were collected from the academicians on a voluntary basis, and the academicians 
were informed about the purpose of the interview and the process. The interviews were 
voice recorded, and the recording of each interview took 40 min on average. The inter-
views focused on the academicians’ barriers to academic writing and the enablers on 
this matter. During the interviews, after the academicians talked about the problems 
they experienced, Table  1 was presented to them in order to explore in more detail 
whether they had similar experiences to the problems mentioned in the literature. Thus, 
the interviews also revealed what the academicians thought about the barriers to writing 
indicated in the literature that they did not express themselves.
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Data analysis process

Firstly, the interview records were transcribed. Then, the data were subjected to deduc-
tive analysis by adding the affective engagement component to the cognitive, physical, 
and social engagement components of the “model for engaging with writing” devel-
oped by Murray (2013b). In deductive analysis, themes and codes are created based on 
a theoretical framework (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Miles & Huberman, 1994). Nvivo 12 
program was used for data analysis. In the data analysis, first of all, three researchers 
analyzed the data of the three participants separately. Then, a common code scheme was 
created by taking into account the similarities and differences in their coding and the 
theoretical framework on which they were based. After that, three researchers shared the 
data from 41 participants and performed the analysis. The analyses were then checked 
one by one by a field expert. The categories and codes that emerged in the data analysis 
were converted into tables.

Findings

Cognitive barriers to academic writing and suggested enablers

In line with the data obtained from the interviews, the themes and categories of cognitive 
barriers and enablers are presented in Table 3. The most emphasized barriers and enablers 
by the academicians are listed according to the frequency of repetition.

Table 3  Cognitive barriers and suggested enablers

f frequency

Barriers f Enablers f

Having trouble writing the IMRAD sections 30 Getting a good graduate education 27
Mastering the literature 26
Improving oneself by taking courses on academic 

writing
17

Attending seminars on academic writing 16
Effective use of academic writing tools 14

Having trouble writing in English 28 Getting training and support in writing in English 20
Study abroad experience 14
Using English translation and language tools 3

Experiencing difficulties in designing and 
developing a quality study

22 Benefiting from expert and peer opinions 28
Focusing on current and need-oriented problems 27
Specializing in a subject 14
Planning the study well 7
Increasing the quality of the study based on editor 

and reviewer opinions
5

Reviewing the study over and over 4
Focusing on different tasks during the day 13 Dealing with only one task a day 6

Planning the day 4
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The most mentioned cognitive barrier to writing was the writing of the IMRAD sections 
(Table 3). The academicians generally made mention of the difficulties they experienced 
in writing the first paragraph, synthesizing the literature, lack of knowledge about specific 
methods and statistics, and writing the discussion section. Regarding these barriers, they 
suggested improving oneself in academic writing and field knowledge through graduate 
courses and seminars. As another cognitive barrier, the problems encountered in writing in 
English were indicated. The academicians highlighted this barrier because it is difficult to 
read and write in English, it takes more time, foreign journals have different formats, and 
manuscripts may even be rejected after they are translated and proofread. To overcome 
the barrier of academic writing in English, they suggested receiving training and support, 
experiencing study abroad, and using some translation and language editing software. In 
the third place, they stated the problems they experienced in the design and development 
of a study. They attributed this problem to factors such as not being able to produce an 
original study mainly due to not having a good command of the field, not being able to 
publish in foreign journals due to the local nature of the problems, and not planning the 
study appropriately in advance. To design a study, they suggested benefiting from the opin-
ions of editors, reviewers, experts, and peers, choosing current and need-oriented problem 
situations, specializing in a subject, making a good plan, and reviewing the study over and 
over. As to the last cognitive barrier, the academicians mentioned the busyness of their 
mind due to doing different things during the day. They reported that they have to deal with 
many tasks such as courses, academic activities, and administrative responsibilities on the 
same day, which makes it difficult for them to focus. As a solution, they suggested planning 
the day and focusing on only one task. The academicians’ opinions about cognitive barriers 
and enablers are given below.

I think it’s important to provide training on scientific research methods, especially 
in graduate education. Writing training may be given. Trainings on writing in both 
English and Turkish may be provided to enable them to publish more easily.” (P15, 
Male, H-Index: 6)
When we say high-quality publication, it is important that it is covered in the data-
bases. Which indexes cover it is important. English is a must to publish in these jour-
nals. In this sense, of course, faculty members need help. Hence, trainings may be 
provided. (P2, Male, H-Index: 13)
If I haven’t set it up well in a systematic way from the beginning … I have trouble 
settling it later on. I think our biggest problem is this: When we give classes or when 
we join an academic circle as we go somewhere, we may just think that we can col-
lect data from there and have something out. (P3, Female, H-Index: 1)
I seek opinions when I have doubts. I ask my colleagues, academicians, people who 
know that stuff, who can give the most appropriate answer about it, or more pre-
cisely, who I think can provide more reliable information on it. (P2, Male, H-Index: 
13)
There are too many distractions. I decide to sit down and read an article. But then 
there is a message on the phone, on the computer, or an e-mail. Let’s say a student 
or someone comes to your room. All these things are always distracting. (P38, Male, 
H-Index: 8)
If I come for a class on a day, I have little time for publication on that day. But if I’m 
here for the publication, then there is a point I’ve planned for that day. For example, 
I’m going to write the introduction section today. Or I’m going to write the relevant 
research today and so on. Or I’m going to do the analysis very well and check it 
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today. I set a goal accordingly. So, it’s not about studying for a specific number of 
hours. I have a certain purpose, a certain goal. As soon as I reach the goal, I can 
drink my tea that day. (P21, Male, H-Index: 10)

Social barriers to academic writing and suggested enablers

The interview findings regarding the social barriers to writing encountered by the academi-
cians and the enablers suggested on this matter are shown in Table 4. The most empha-
sized barriers and enablers by the academicians are listed according to the frequency of 
repetition.

The strongest social barrier to academic writing was seen to be the difficult journal 
evaluation processes (Table  4). In this regard, the academicians stated some barriers to 
academic writing as that the evaluation processes of the journals are long, that it is dif-
ficult to get acceptance from journals, that revisions are compelling, that feedbacks are 
not qualified, that reviewers give contradictory feedback, that journal formats are differ-
ent, and that some journals are biased. To overcome the barriers regarding the evaluation 
process, they made suggestions such as examining the rules and scopes of the journals, 
supporting the text with images to increase intelligibility, getting information from those 
who sent manuscripts to similar journals, evaluating the manuscript before submission like 
a reviewer, examining the latest publications in the target journal, and contacting the editor. 
The second strongest social barrier involved problems experienced in collaborative stud-
ies. Regarding this barrier, the academicians frequently expressed the problems that their 
colleagues are incompetent, ineffective, or overpowering, do not manage time well, work 
sloppily, do not fulfill their responsibilities, etc. As a solution, they suggested building an 
active and agreeable team that can work in harmony, dividing the labor, exchanging ideas, 
designing the study under the leadership of a group leader, setting a work schedule, and 
warning the colleagues delaying their tasks. Another frequently mentioned social barrier 
to writing is the excess of instructional and administrative responsibilities. The academi-
cians think that the heavy administrative work they are exposed to and the high course load 
they are responsible for are important barriers to writing. To overcome them, they sug-
gested planning time, dispensing with social life, relieving educational and administrative 
burdens, and teamwork. The academicians also expressed the opinion that family responsi-
bilities such as housework, childcare, and visiting relatives are also a social barrier to writ-
ing. For this, they made suggestions such as dispensing with family and social life, using 
working hours effectively, and division of labor at home. The inability to create a specific 
team was also indicated as a social barrier to writing. To solve this problem, building a 
strong academic network was suggested. The academicians working with graduate stu-
dents also considered it as social barriers that students fulfill their responsibilities late, their 
work always requires checking, and their deficiencies or mistakes need to be corrected. For 
such problems, they noted that graduate courses should have publication outputs and that 
publication awareness should be created through participation in academic seminars. The 
academicians having difficulties in obtaining research permits were suggested to seek help 
from their colleagues. Finally, the academicians having problems about too many visitors 
were suggested to post warning signs on their doors not to be disturbed. Some academician 
opinions on social barriers and suggested enablers are as follows:

We have a study. It has been published online for one year. It was accepted in six 
months, but we have been waiting for a year and a half to get an issue. And it’s likely 
that another year will pass like this. The originality and the trend of the study disap-
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pear in two years. (P1, Female, H-Index: 9)
In collaborative study, what you give importance to may not be in the sphere of 
importance of others. ... Therefore, they may delay the work, not sending on time or 
not doing the way you want it to be. (P11, Male, H-Index: 11)
I try to finish it in the given time. For example, there was a process in which we made 
one or two book chapters. We prepared those books in teams of 10-15 people. Since 
there is a certain period of time, everyone has to comply with it. Inevitably, I made a 
plan accordingly and completed the necessary writing processes and delivered them 
on time. (P23, Male, H-Index: 2)
I have serious problems due to both course load and the problems arising from work-
ing conditions and my administrative duty. (P6, Female, H-Index: 8)
“I usually put my classes on specific days and concentrate my studies on the days 
when I don’t have classes. (P15, Male, H-Index: 6)
“I’m married, and I have children. Of course, I can’t devote all of the time I have to 
take care of them to publication. (P2, Male, H-Index: 13)

Physical barriers to academic writing and enablers

In line with the data obtained from the interviews, the opinions of the academicians about 
the physical barriers and the enablers are presented in Table 5. The most emphasized bar-
riers and enablers by the academicians are listed according to the frequency of repetition.

Among the most common physical barriers, time management problems come first 
(Table  5). The academicians attributed these problems to that they cannot find time to 
write, postpone writing, cannot plan their days and studies, cannot make long-term plans, 
cannot complete their work during the day, dispense with sleep, etc. To avoid time manage-
ment problems, they suggested planning their educational and administrative responsibili-
ties, continuing to work at home, starting the day early and finishing it late, and setting a 
deadline for studies. The academicians mentioned the difficulty of data collection process 
as another important problem they encountered. The main reasons for this problem were 
indicated as the difficulty of carrying out long-term and multi-dimensional studies, not 
being able to find an experiment group, and the obsolescence of data in studies that have 
a long publication period. Regarding the data collection barrier, collaboration with team-
mates and multiple data collection were suggested by the academicians. The third physi-
cal barrier mentioned by the academicians involved inadequate infrastructure and technical 
deficiencies such as lack of tools and equipment, financial limitations, unfavorable work-
ing conditions, difficulties in developing materials and software, and inability to access 
data analysis programs, databases, and reference books. The suggested solutions to these 
problems were finding funds for the study through various projects, coverage of the neces-
sary budget for the study by the researcher, and the procurement of the needed tools and 
equipment by the institutions. The academicians stated that they have problems in work-
ing at home or in the office in some cases. For this, they suggested working in the office 
outside of working hours and finishing work within working hours as much as possible. 
Some academicians stated that they cannot reach archive sources, and they suggested the 
use of individual relationships and official protocols to overcome this barrier. As the last 
barrier, the academicians mentioned the problems experienced with shared equipment 
such as computers and experimental materials used in laboratories and the low quality of 
these materials. To overcome these barriers, they suggested searching for and procuring 



 Scientometrics

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
5 

 P
hy

si
ca

l b
ar

rie
rs

 a
nd

 su
gg

es
te

d 
en

ab
le

rs

f f
re

qu
en

cy

B
ar

rie
rs

f
En

ab
le

rs
f

H
av

in
g 

tro
ub

le
 w

ith
 ti

m
e 

m
an

ag
em

en
t

25
Pl

an
ni

ng
 th

e 
tim

e 
co

ns
id

er
in

g 
ed

uc
at

io
na

l o
r a

dm
in

ist
ra

tiv
e 

re
sp

on
si

bi
lit

y
13

W
or

ki
ng

 a
t h

om
e

7
St

ar
tin

g 
th

e 
da

y 
ea

rly
 / 

fin
is

hi
ng

 it
 la

te
6

Se
tti

ng
 d

ea
dl

in
es

 fo
r e

ac
h 

stu
dy

4
D

iffi
cu

lty
 o

f d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n 

pr
oc

es
s

24
G

et
tin

g 
he

lp
 fr

om
 th

e 
te

am
m

at
es

 in
 th

e 
pr

oj
ec

t
13

M
ul

tip
le

 d
at

a 
co

lle
ct

io
n

9
In

ad
eq

ua
te

 in
fr

as
tru

ct
ur

e 
an

d 
te

ch
ni

ca
l d

efi
ci

en
ci

es
19

Fi
nd

in
gs

 fu
nd

s t
hr

ou
gh

 E
U

 p
ro

je
ct

s
6

C
ov

er
in

g 
th

e 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y 

bu
dg

et
 fo

r t
he

 st
ud

y 
on

es
el

f
4

Pr
oc

ur
in

g 
to

ol
s a

nd
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t t
hr

ou
gh

 th
e 

in
sti

tu
tio

n
4

Pr
ov

id
in

g 
fu

nd
s t

hr
ou

gh
 p

ro
je

ct
s

4
In

ab
ili

ty
 to

 w
or

k 
in

 th
e 

offi
ce

 a
nd

 a
t h

om
e

7
W

or
ki

ng
 in

 th
e 

offi
ce

 o
ut

si
de

 o
f w

or
ki

ng
 h

ou
rs

3
Fi

ni
sh

in
g 

w
or

k 
in

 th
e 

offi
ce

 a
s m

uc
h 

as
 p

os
si

bl
e,

 d
ur

in
g 

w
or

ki
ng

 h
ou

rs
2

In
ab

ili
ty

 to
 a

cc
es

s a
rc

hi
ve

 so
ur

ce
s

6
U

si
ng

 in
di

vi
du

al
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps
3

U
si

ng
 o

ffi
ci

al
 p

ro
to

co
ls

2
Po

or
 m

at
er

ia
l q

ua
lit

y
4

D
oi

ng
 m

at
er

ia
l r

es
ea

rc
h

4
H

av
in

g 
tro

ub
le

 w
ith

 sh
ar

ed
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t
4

U
si

ng
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t w
ith

in
 a

 p
la

n
3



Scientometrics 

1 3

high-quality materials and using them within a plan. The academicians’ opinions on physi-
cal barriers are as follows:

I can honestly say that I don’t consider myself very good at time management. It’s 
generally said that this is very common, especially in Turkish society. … I have seen 
this very clearly, especially in my friends who have done their doctorate abroad. 
There is a difference between us. They come and plan the time very well and publish 
the article properly, which is also true for their classes and preparations, while I tend 
to leave them to the last days (P23, Male, H-Index: 2)
Collecting data is challenging in itself. So, I can say this very clearly. Especially col-
lecting qualitative data as you do, conducting interviews. You make an appointment 
with someone, but something comes up on their part. His/her child gets sick, and 
you spend so much time after him/her. For one thing, qualitative data is much more 
difficult to collect. For example, we conduct a survey, or I apply an achievement test 
to the students. While doing them, maybe a problem occurs in communicating with 
the students, or the students are not voluntary. They say, ‘sir, we don’t want to fill it 
in’. I understand them from place to place as well. This is because when there is a 
bombardment of surveys from all the instructors, the student doesn’t want to fill it in. 
I have a problem at that point as well. (P22, Female, H-Index: 2)
We have problems with sources from time to time. We can’t access all sources. This 
could be a journal. In particular, we have trouble accessing the books. (P17, Male, 
H-Index: 24)
I take the lead more in access to technological devices or access to software. If a 
person writes a project, faster feedback can be provided about its acceptance and the 
needs of the person. (P12, Male, H-Index: 6)
I can’t work at work. I can’t do anything about academic publication. This is because 
the workload here is heavy enough. (P6, Female, H-Index: 8)
I have difficulty in libraries. I usually have problems in borrowing more than one 
source at a time or finding an issue. Or sometimes, such source may not be available 
in the library. Especially accessing the sources in the archives is a problem for me. 
(P28, Female, H-Index: 1)

Affective barriers to academic writing and suggested enablers

The interview findings regarding the affective barriers to writing encountered by the acad-
emicians and the enablers suggested on this matter are shown in Table 6. The most empha-
sized barriers and enablers by the academicians are listed according to the frequency of 
repetition.

The most frequently emphasized affective barrier is not being in the right mood for writ-
ing (Table 6). The academicians attributed this problem to a lack of motivation in individ-
ual studies, taking frequent breaks, procrastination, cyberloafing, and inability to start writ-
ing. On this matter, they made suggestions such as planning the study in mind to enhance 
the motivation for writing, starting from where one can write, not taking long breaks, 
enhancing motivation through collaborative work and increasing the frequency of publica-
tion, positive thinking, sparing time for hobbies, and reducing distractions. The academi-
cians also think that the thought that their publications do not contribute to the society 
because they are not read and therefore, they are not worth the effort is an important affec-
tive barrier. For this, they suggested trying to be beneficial by producing publications that 
deal with real problems. Among affective barriers are also fear of rejection and lack of 
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self-confidence. These fears are underlain by not trusting in the study, unfairness in the 
evaluation of manuscripts, and increased academic writing anxiety arising from reduced 
self-efficacy caused by being rejected continuously. To overcome this barrier, the acad-
emicians suggested being competitive, insisting on the publication of the study, examin-
ing studies published in journals with high impact factor, and improving the manuscript 
with reviewer feedback. The academicians having problems due to perfectionism were sug-
gested to focus on research that they can do and submitting to simpler journals. The acad-
emicians having worries about their academic positions were suggested to increase their 
own motivation by trying to love their occupation, seeing academic publication as a neces-
sity, targeting promotion, and sharing their problems with their peers. The academicians’ 
opinions on this matter are as follows:

I usually publish in my mind before I publish. How will I do? First, there is a con-
struction process in my mind. (P21, Male, H-Index: 10)
I often ask myself the question ‘What will be the use of this publication I make?’ I’ve 
wasted my days, I’ve spared so much of my time. ‘Is it worth a place in this society? 
Will it work to touch someone’s life?’ Obviously, this is one of the factors I have dif-
ficulty in publishing. (P23, Male, H-Index: 2)

Table 6  Affective barriers and suggested enablers

f frequency

Barriers f Enablers f

Not being in the right mode for writing 25 Planning the study in mind 10
Starting to write from where one can 10
Not taking a long break from writing 8
Increasing motivation through collaborative work 8
Increasing intrinsic motivation through publishing 5
Finding things to motivate oneself 4
Trying to think positive 4
Sparing time for hobbies 3
Reducing distractions 2
Controlling cyberloafing 1
Working where one feels comfortable 1

Thinking that articles are not read and 
do not contribute

19 Trying to solve problems and being beneficial to people 12
Focusing on quality over quantity 8

Being afraid of rejection 16 Insisting on the publication of the study 9
Examining quality publications 5

Lack of self-confidence 15 Being motivated by academic competition 7
Improving the publication with reviewer feedback 5

Perfectionism 13 Focusing on what one can do 9
Submitting to simpler journals if one is not satisfied with 

the study
2

Occupational worries 12 Increasing intrinsic motivation by trying to love one’s 
occupation

8

Targeting promotion 4
Seeing academic publication as a necessity 3
Sharing one’s problems with peers 3
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The change in my point when I think about it is this: The qualitative part of the study 
rather than the quantity… How valuable is a study, how important, how useful is it? 
I mean, there has been a considerable change in this sense. (P13, Male, H-Index: 19)
Since the article derived from my thesis has been repeatedly rejected (…), I no longer 
submit it because I’m afraid although I’ve corrected it. (P12, Male, H-Index: 6)
We have to advance on fear. Otherwise, we’re defeated. This is our job. We have to 
beat it. (P15, Male, H-Index: 6)
I improved myself thanks to the feedback from the reviewers. That is, when I wrote 
the article on the second day, taking into account, for example, what the previous 
reviewer said, I had higher self-confidence. Obviously, there is prejudice and fear at 
first, but a path may be followed by starting from the highest journal with courage 
without fear and gradually going down. (P16, Female, H-Index: 18)

Discussion and conclusion

This section discusses the findings regarding the barriers to publishing and enablers sug-
gested on this matter through the interviews with 41 academicians under four sub-titles: 
cognitive barriers and suggested enablers, social barriers and suggested enablers, physical 
barriers and suggested enablers, and affective barriers and suggested enablers.

Cognitive barriers and suggested enablers

The cognitive barrier hindering the academicians the most was found to be writing the 
introduction, methodology, and discussion (IMRAD) sections of an academic paper. In 
addition, it was determined that the academicians had difficulties in writing in English, 
had problems in creating publications, and moved away from writing, as various things 
occupied their minds during the day. The literature also suggests that writing the IMRAD 
sections (Albert, 2017; Pololi et al., 2004), reading and writing in English (Belcher, 2019), 
and creating qualified publications (Rose, 2009) are the factors challenging academicians.

The determined cognitive barriers may be caused by inexperience in general, and they 
may gradually decrease in the later years of the academic career. For this reason, academi-
cians who want to encounter cognitive barriers less often should engage in activities that 
will improve their writing (Getahun et  al., 2021; Keen, 2007). Participation of academi-
cians in supportive and improving activities is critical for ensuring optimum productivity 
of researchers, especially at the beginning of their careers (Dwyer et al., 2015; Johnston 
et al., 2014). In the present study, differently from the literature, it was noted that use of 
academic writing tools could be beneficial for academicians having difficulties in writing 
the IMRAD sections. The improvements in academic software may be said to be effec-
tive in this suggestion. The academicians having problems in writing in English were also 
suggested to improve their knowledge and skills on this matter especially by making use 
of the opportunities abroad. In addition to such findings, the literature also includes sug-
gestions that academicians having difficulty in reading and writing in English should read 
more in English (Belcher, 2019) and participate in academic writing groups (Oermann & 
Hays, 2015; Rose, 2009) to engage in activities that can support and improve them (Geta-
hun et al., 2021; Hartley, 2008).

Another cognitive barrier obtained in the study involves the difficulties experienced by 
academicians in designing and developing a study. Novice authors generally choose the 
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trial-and-error method when trying to improve their academic writing skills (Keen, 2007). 
However, this makes it difficult for them to be successful in academic writing or to achieve 
satisfactory results (Gopee & Deane, 2013). On the other hand, even expert authors who 
have the necessary qualifications to create a publication may not reach their goals from 
time to time (Lo et al., 2021). In the present study, to overcome the barrier about creat-
ing publications, suggestions were made to benefit from expert opinions, focus on needs, 
specialize, increase the quality with reviewer opinions, and review the study over and over. 
The main purpose of making such suggestions is to emphasize that a prepared study under-
goes a development process until it is published. For this reason, academicians should per-
sistently improve both themselves and their publications so that their studies can be com-
pleted and published in a quality manner.

The barrier of inability to focus is a finding with limited coverage in the literature. This 
may be because the e-mail and social media notifications received via mobile phones, the 
usage rate of which has increased recently, keep academicians busy. Moreover, the wide-
spread use of social media and e-mail today causes some academicians to display cyber-
loafing behaviors in social media environments (Carrigan, 2019; Neal, 2012). As a matter 
of fact, the literature reports that the use of social media may reach 5–6 h a day, and this 
weakens self-regulation skills (Kasap, 2021; Wang et  al., 2013). To overcome this bar-
rier, the participants suggested that tasks planned for a day should be completed by staying 
away from the things that may occupy the mind (mobile phone, social media, etc.) during 
the day as much as possible. For this, academicians may create daily, weekly, monthly, and 
yearly plans and follow them closely.

Social barriers and suggested enablers

The social barrier hindering the academicians the most was determined to be journal evalu-
ation processes. In the Covid-19 pandemic, individuals have moved away from social life 
and focused more on article writing (Karakuzu et  al., 2020). The increasing number of 
publications has pushed the journals to be more selective. This, in turn, has led to the pro-
longation of the review processes and increased the number of rejections (Lee et al., 2020). 
For this barrier, the academicians in the present study mainly suggested the enablers of 
reading the scope and rules of the journal thoroughly, using strong visuals to increase the 
intelligibility of the study, and getting information about the process from those who have 
sent publications to a similar journal. According to Rose (2009), academicians send their 
publications to unsuitable journals without doing a detailed preliminary research. For this 
reason, when making academic publications, the journal should be selected first, and the 
criteria of the selected journal should be considered during the writing process (Silvia, 
2007). In this way, journal evaluation processes may be shorter and more effective. Using 
the right diagrams or figures may be an effective way to reinforce the presentation of the 
study.

Another social barrier frequently expressed both in the present study and in the litera-
ture is the problems experienced in collaborative work (Hartley, 2008; Jusslin & Widlund, 
2021; Lo et  al., 2021). Collaborative work generally creates an effective and productive 
ground for study. However, the successful organization of collaborative studies is not easy. 
This is because collaborative studies may involve situations where group members cannot 
fulfill their responsibilities. The reason for this may be lack of experience, not being suit-
able for teamwork, not feeling emotionally ready, or lack of physical infrastructure. As can 
be seen, the causes of social barriers can be associated with cognitive, social, physical, or 
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affective factors. As a matter of fact, there are situations where cognitive, social, physi-
cal, and affective (Pajares, 2003) barriers cannot be separated from each other by clear 
boundaries and are affected by each other (Murray, 2013b). On the other hand, the proper 
selection and organization of team members plays a key role in overcoming these barri-
ers. For these barriers, in the present study, suggestions were made to divide labor among 
group members, benefit from the opinions of group members, build a team out of people 
who can work in harmony, be conciliatory, assign tasks to those who can take an active 
role, set a calendar, choose a group leader, warn those who delay their tasks, and engage 
in project-based process monitoring. These suggestions stem from the search for agreeable 
and manageable solutions to problems that may arise before, during, and after the collabo-
rative study. The literature suggests that competitive environments prevent collaborative 
work, and for effective collaborative studies, it is necessary to focus on cooperation and 
avoid competition (Murray, 2013a). In addition, creating academic writing groups and car-
rying out some writing activities periodically will support and improve young researchers 
in particular (Happell, 2008; Keen, 2007).

Another social barrier hindering the writing processes of academicians was stated to be 
the abundance of educational and administrative responsibilities. This barrier has a limited 
coverage in the literature (Gopee & Deane, 2013). Also, this barrier may differ depending 
on the country where the data are collected. For example, opening new universities and 
units is seen as a necessity in developing countries (Turkey, Brazil, India, etc.) Therefore, 
academicians move away from writing due to the heavy educational and administrative 
responsibilities. In some countries (USA, UK, etc.), there is a distinction between academi-
cians who do research and those who have to teach courses. On the other hand, in some 
countries (e.g., Turkey), academicians both give courses and carry out research activities. 
Hence, the fact that educational and administrative responsibilities keep academicians 
away from writing processes may be due to institutional variables (Wills, 2000). Academic 
writing should not be done in places where administrative responsibilities are held. In the 
present study, suggestions were made to plan academic writing considering educational 
responsibilities, dispense with social life, reduce administrative duties, and work as a team. 
No matter how busy they are, successful academicians take time for writing by dispensing 
with some of their responsibilities when necessary (Mayrath, 2008). Hence, in this study, 
it was suggested to adjust educational and administrative responsibilities and dispense with 
social life.

In addition, within the scope of the study, social barriers such as family responsibilities, 
too many visitors in the office, inadequate guidance by the academic supervisor, incom-
plete academic development of graduate students, and difficulties in obtaining research 
permits were mentioned. Since family responsibilities may include situations where acad-
emicians cannot make many concessions, the participants of the study made suggestions 
such as task sharing and effective use of working hours. Posting warning signs on the office 
doors not to be disturbed in case of too many visitors, which may affect effective time 
management, was suggested. However, since supervisors’ inadequate guidance and gradu-
ate students’ incomplete academic development may be due to the quality of the educa-
tion received, the participation of both supervisors and graduate students in trainings aimed 
at creating awareness and producing academic publication was suggested. In addition to 
these, suggestions were also made to introduce the requirement of academic publication as 
graduate course outputs and train supervisors on effective communication.

Reasons for social barriers are generally associated with cognitive barriers (Pajares, 
2003) and deficiencies about writing process and time management (Silvia, 2007). In other 
words, academicians who lack knowledge about writing processes or who cannot organize 
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their studies well may encounter social barriers more. The findings obtained from the pre-
sent study suggest that social barriers are mostly due to the inability to find effective team-
mates who can work together in harmony and speed up the process, both in universities and 
in fields where data collection is carried out. In this regard, academicians’ creating a wide 
academic network and improving their communication skills may solve many barriers that 
may be of social origin.

Physical barriers and suggested enablers

The physical barrier hindering the academicians the most was found to be time manage-
ment. The literature contains various studies on the time management barrier (Kornuta & 
Germaine, 2019; Meadows, 2004). Based on the obtained findings, academicians are sug-
gested to increase the time they work at home, plan their time considering educational and 
administrative responsibilities, start the day early and finish it late, and set deadlines for 
each work. The main purpose of providing all these suggestions is to make academicians 
know themselves better and produce/conduct all products and processes in academic life 
(academic, social, hobby, and education) within a plan and schedule. For example, plans 
created by Silvia (2007) and Oermann and Hays (2015, p. 10–15) (develop manuscript, 
write first draft, revise draft, revise grammar-spelling-punctuation, prepare tables-figures, 
prepare final version, submit) may be used, or a personal plan may be created based on 
sample plans.

Among the physical barriers hindering academicians expressed within the scope of the 
study were also the difficulty of the data collection process and inadequate infrastructure 
and technical deficiencies. Since more articles are published in today’s scientific world 
than in the past, both bureaucratic and ethical review processes are carried out more sensi-
tively. For this reason, academicians have more difficulties in data collection processes. In 
addition, there is a greater need for interdisciplinary and complex studies today. This may 
lead to an increase in infrastructure and technical needs. Furthermore, there is no direct 
research link between the universities and the Ministry of National Education (MEB) in 
Turkey. For academicians to collect data from the MEB institutions, they need to obtain 
administrative permissions and contact teachers who can help them collect data at school. 
In addition, since schools do not have sufficient infrastructure for studies that require tech-
nological infrastructure, they need to find funds or cover them themselves. This poses a 
major obstacle to long-term, large-participation, practice-based research. Problems related 
to space and infrastructure are covered in the literature, albeit limited (Belcher, 2019). 
With regards to the difficulties experienced in the data collection process, the academicians 
participating in the study suggested getting help from teammates for permissions. Among 
other suggestions were coverage of the necessary budget for the inadequate infrastructure 
and technical deficiencies by the academician himself/herself, procurement of the tools and 
equipment by the institution, working with people who can provide the infrastructure, and 
finding funds through various projects.

Another physical barrier indicated in the study was the inability to work at home or 
in the office. The inability to work at home may be seasonal and related to the Covid-19 
pandemic. As a matter of fact, because of the Covid-19 measures taken and the processes 
experienced in this regard, academicians cannot continue their academic work in the same 
environment and experience psychological fatigue (Alparslan et  al., 2021). To overcome 
this barrier, the participating academicians suggested working in the office also outside 
of working hours and finishing the work in the office within working hours as much as 
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possible. The reason for making these suggestions may be the desire for flexible, personal-
ized working hours.

Other physical barriers emphasized within the scope of this study are inaccessibility to 
archive sources, low quality of materials, and problems with shared equipment. These bar-
riers suggest that academicians firstly experience problems with inadequate infrastructure 
and technical deficiencies, and after technical possibilities are provided, they have difficul-
ties in their sustainability. The continuous, high-quality provision of archive sources and 
materials and the smooth working of shared equipment will ensure the sustainability of 
the established laboratories and infrastructure. To overcome these barriers, the participants 
made suggestions such as using individual relationships, resorting to official protocols, 
doing material research, and using equipment within a plan. In this way, it may be possible 
to both set up the necessary infrastructure and ensure sustainability.

Affective barriers and suggested enablers

The affective barrier hindering the academicians the most was found to be not being in the 
right mood for writing. As a matter of fact, the literature contains various studies stating 
that academicians move away from the writing process because they are not in the right 
mood for writing (Morss & Murray, 2001; Paliadelis et al., 2015). The main source of this 
affective barrier is the authors’ lack of knowledge about the writing process, their past fail-
ures in writing, and their lack of self-confidence and motivation (Oermann & Hays, 2015). 
To overcome this, academicians were suggested to plan the study in mind, to start writing 
from where they can write, not to take a long break from writing, and to increase intrinsic 
motivation by publishing. These suggestions may enhance academicians’ self-confidence 
and motivation.

Other affective barriers indicated both in the present study and in the literature were 
thinking that the articles are not read and do not contribute practically (Murray, 2012), 
fear of rejection (Oermann & Hays, 2015), lack of self-confidence, and perfectionism 
(Gopee & Deane, 2013). In general, these barriers may be caused by the lack of experi-
ence. Academicians who do not have sufficient experience miss that it is natural that arti-
cles do not always make a measurable impact. Indeed, there is a need for scientific research 
that creates theoretical frameworks as well as practical knowledge (Şimşek et al., 2022). 
Murray et al. (2008) state that when academicians’ self-efficacy increases, their efforts and 
attempts to improve their writing also increase. Fear of rejection decreases, self-confidence 
increases, and perfectionism is kept at a more optimum level among academicians who are 
involved in the publication processes and increase their experience in academic writing 
(Keen, 2007; Pajares, 2003).

To overcome these four barriers, suggestions were made in the study to try to be ben-
eficial to people, focus on producing publication, be persistent, examine studies published 
in journals with high impact factor, be motivated by academic competition, improve manu-
scripts with reviewer feedback, focus on research that one can do, and send unsatisfactory 
studies to simpler journals. The common reason for these suggestions is the aim to focus 
on work that can be beneficial, reduce fear, increase self-confidence, and keep perfection-
ism at a more optimum level. In this way, academicians can overcome affective barriers 
and engage in writing processes more effectively.

Another affective barrier having limited coverage in the literature (Bruning & Horn, 
2000; Pajares, 2003) but highlighted in the present study is occupational worries. This 
barrier may result from insufficient intrinsic motivation. In the research assistant training 
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systems established in some countries, young researchers have worries about the future 
due to the deficiencies of the system, and because of such worries, they move away from 
academic writing. This causes qualified individuals to move away from the world of sci-
ence. In the present study, academicians having occupational worries were suggested to 
love their profession and maintain intrinsic motivation. In addition, to overcome this bar-
rier, suggestions were made to target academic promotion, to see academic publication as 
a necessity, and to share problems with peers. However, in order to overcome this barrier, 
countries should first review the criteria for appointment and promotion in universities and 
work towards eliminating professional future anxiety to ensure the transition of qualified 
individuals to the world of science.

Limitations

This study has some limitations in terms of the number of participants, data collection 
tools, and cultural aspects. First, the obtained results are limited to the data obtained from 
41 academicians. Phenomenological research can be conducted with 5–30 participants, but 
the participants’ status of experiencing the phenomenon in question is more important than 
their number (Creswell & Poth, 2016; Polkinghorne, 1989). In this context, the focus of the 
study was on individuals’ real perceptions and experiences, rather than on generalizing the 
results to the whole population. Second, only a semi-structured interview form was used 
for data collection, so data triangulation was not possible. For this limitation, the inter-
view questions were formed in line with the information stated in the most cited barrier 
studies in the literature. In addition, the study revealed different experiences by providing 
maximum diversity through data such as gender, marital status, title, and h-index of the 
participants. Third, the participants were generally academicians working in the field of 
education in Turkey. For this reason, it is possible to observe changes in different cultural 
structures, as some of the findings are likely to be directly affected by cultural factors such 
as the environment of upbringing, human relations, academic criteria, and management 
planning in Turkey. In addition, since the field of study of the participating academicians is 
education, the results of the study may be a guide for researchers in the field of social sci-
ences and education.

Recommendations

Within the scope of the study, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 41 acad-
emicians differing in gender, branch, age, field, and experience. Based on the findings, the 
following recommendations can be made for academicians to maintain academic working 
life more effectively and productively.

Cognitive

Academicians should;

1. take part in academic studies all over the world.
2. strive to improve their language skills in accordance with the age and conditions we live 

in.
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3. pay attention to getting education and improving themselves continuously, without for-
getting that all academic life is a lifelong learning process.

4. design their research topics based on current and need-oriented issues.
5. use academic writing tools when writing the IMRAD sections.

Social

Academicians should;

 6. act as harmoniously and responsibly as possible in collaborative studies.
 7. pay attention to the principles of making a transparent division of labor, choosing a 

group leader, being conciliatory, and setting deadlines in collaborative studies.
 8. raise the awareness of academic publication by carefully designing the stages of taking 

courses and writing the thesis in the graduate education process, which forms the basis 
of academic life.

 9. read the scope and the latest publications of the target journal and listen to the experi-
ences of the people who have submitted publications to that journal, before entering 
an article submission process.

 10. follow prestigious journals and academicians in their field.

Physical

Academicians should;

 11. design project-based study processes in order to overcome infrastructure inadequacy 
and technical deficiencies and to carry out multi-dimensional interdisciplinary studies.

 12. use detailed work schedules for more efficient study processes.
 13. deal with all of the products and processes in academic life (academic, social, hobby, 

and education) within a plan and program.

Affective

Academicians should;

 14. engage in sports and art activities that will increase their productivity by improving 
their mood.

 15. try to solve problems and be beneficial to people by focusing on quality rather than 
quantity.

 16. increase their self-confidence by improving their publications with reviewer feedback 
and should insist on completing and publishing their study.

 17. keep their motivation high by publishing, thinking positive, loving their profession, 
and targeting promotion.
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