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ABSTRACT
Aim/Purpose

This paper investigates the association between publishing during doctoral candidature and completion time. The effects of discipline and of gaining additional support through a doctoral cohort program are also explored.

Background

Candidates recognize the value of building a publication track record to improve their career prospects yet are cognizant of the time it takes to publish
peer-reviewed articles. In some institutions or disciplines, there is a policy or the
expectation that doctoral students will publish during their candidature. However, doctoral candidates are also under increasing pressure to complete their
studies within a designated timeframe. Thus, some candidates and faculty perceive the two requirements – to publish and to complete on time – as mutually
exclusive. Furthermore, where candidates have a choice in the format that the
PhD submission will take, be it by monograph, PhD-by-publication, or a hybrid
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Does Publishing During the Doctorate Influence Completion Time?
thesis, there is little empirical evidence available to guide the decision. This paper provides a quantitative analysis of the association between publishing during candidature and time-to-degree and investigates other variables associated
with doctoral candidate research productivity and efficiency.
Methodology

Multivariate logistic regression analyses were used to examine the predictors
(discipline [field of research], gender, age group, domestic or international student status, and belonging to a cohort program) of doctoral candidate research
productivity and efficacy. Research productivity was quantified by the number
of peer-reviewed journal articles that a candidate published as a primary author
during and up to 24 months after thesis submission. Efficacy (time-to-degree)
was quantified by the number of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) years of candidature. Data on 1,143 doctoral graduates were obtained from a single Australian
university for the period extending from 2000 to 2020. Complete publication
data were available on 707 graduates, and time-to-degree data on 664 graduates.
Data were drawn from eight fields of research, which were grouped into the
disciplines of health, biological sciences, agricultural and environmental sciences, and chemical, earth, and physical sciences.

Contribution

This paper addresses a gap in empirical literature by providing evidence of the
association between publishing during doctoral candidature and time-to-degree
in the disciplines of health, biological sciences, agricultural and environmental
sciences, and chemical, earth, and physical sciences. The paper also adds to the
body of evidence that demonstrates the value of belonging to a cohort program for doctoral student outcomes.

Findings

There is a significant association between the number of articles published and
median time-to-degree. Graduates with the highest research productivity (four
or more articles) exhibited the shortest time-to-degree. There was also a significant association between discipline and the number of publications published
during candidature. Gaining additional peer and research-focused support and
training through a cohort program was also associated with higher research
productivity and efficiency compared to candidates in the same discipline but
not in receipt of the additional support.

Recommendations
for Practitioners

While the encouragement of candidates to both publish and complete within
the recommended doctorate timeframe is recommended, even within disciplines
characterized by high levels of research productivity, i.e., where publishing during candidature is the “norm,” the desired levels of student research productivity and efficiency are only likely to be achieved where candidates are provided
with consistent writing and publication-focused training, together with peer or
mentor support.

Recommendations
for Researchers

Publishing peer-reviewed articles during doctoral candidature is shown not to
adversely affect candidates’ completion time. Researchers should seek writing
and publication-focused support to enhance their research productivity and efficiency.

Impact on Society

Researchers have an obligation to disseminate their findings for the benefit of
society, industry, or practice. Thus, doctoral candidates need to be encouraged
and supported to publish as they progress through their candidature.

Future Research

The quantitative findings need to be followed up with a mixed-methods study
aimed at identifying which elements of publication and research-focused support are most effective in raising doctoral candidate productivity and efficacy.
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INTRODUCTION
For doctoral students, publishing during candidature can be a challenging and time-consuming process (Björk & Solomon, 2013; Guerin, 2016), and yet both publishing and completing on time are expected of them (Pinheiro et al., 2014; Taylor, 2019). Timely dissemination of students’ research findings is a priority for industry for the advancement of technological innovations and improvements in
practice (Shin et al., 2018). For students, having evidence of the scholarly dissemination of ones’ research findings is an asset when entering a competitive job market (Hartley & Betts, 2009; Horta et
al., 2019).
Timely completions are also important for industry and students, as they release graduates into the
job market (Australian Technology Network of Universities & Nous Group, 2017), and for universities and faculty as student completions free up capacity and resources for incoming applicants. Given
that both the timely dissemination of research findings and timely completions are widely sought
across sectors, it is important that the process of publishing during a PhD does not adversely extend
completion times. Furthermore, because publishing is a time-consuming process, some doctoral students have expressed concerns that publishing during their candidature will slow their time to completion (Hartley & Betts, 2009; Jowsey et al., 2020; Watts, 2013), and yet there is little empirical evidence on which to base such concerns. Given the scant scholarly literature on the relationship between research productivity and efficiency in doctoral graduates, this study aims to examine the association between publishing during a PhD and time-to-degree at a research-intensive university in Australia. The study extends the existing body of literature by examining whether completion time is influenced by doctoral students’ research productivity during their PhD, and the effect of discipline,
and gaining additional support on publication outputs. The research contributes new insights on the
intra-discipline effect of gaining additional publication-focused training and support on research
productivity and efficiency. The study also provides empirical evidence based on a rigorous statistical
approach that minimizes the influence of confounding variables in the analyses.

LITERATURE REVIEW
T H E I MPORTANCE OF P UBLISH ING DURING C ANDIDATURE
Publishing during candidature is important for students, supervisors, the discipline, higher education
institutions, industry, and the economy, though for differing reasons. For industry and the economy –
in both developed and developing countries – it is the innovative advancements in technology and
practice informed by original research that is sought (Australian Technology Network of Universities
& Nous Group, 2017; Hayward & Ncayiyana, 2014). It is also important that research findings are
disseminated to practitioners for the advancement of discipline knowledge and practice (Shin et al.,
2018). For academics, because publishing is integral to the role (Caparrós-Ruiz, 2019) and expected,
co-authoring papers with research students serves as a means of increasing their own research
productivity (R. Ynalvez et al., 2014). For institutions where funding is linked to research student
productivity and efficiency measures, a higher publication output equates to greater income (Hansen
et al., 2019; Hicks, 2012; Pinheiro et al., 2019; Williams & Grant, 2018).
A doctoral degree is a learning process. It is, therefore, important that students gain the skill of writing for publication to prepare for their future careers (Caparrós-Ruiz, 2019; R. Ynalvez et al., 2014).
It is by going through the process of writing for publication (Robins & Kanowski, 2008) that students learn how to communicate, contextualize (Pinheiro et al., 2014), and respond to critique (Merga
et al., 2020); hence students should publish from the outset of their candidature. In turn, students
can start to develop a publication track record (Guerin, 2016; Niven & Grant, 2012), build academic
credibility (Choi et al., 2021; Merga et al., 2020), and grow in confidence (Sharmini et al., 2015). The
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benefits of publishing during the PhD (Sharmini et al., 2015) extend beyond the university experience, with Laurance et al. (2013) and Pinheiro et al. (2014) reporting sustained high research productivity during the post-doctoral careers of graduates from biology, and science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) fields respectively. Given the value of publications, it is not surprising
that in some institutions or disciplines there is the expectation (Mason & Merga, 2018a) or even policy requiring doctoral students to publish during their candidature (Mouton, 2011; Pinheiro et al.,
2014). Yet, in contrast, in parts of Africa, university leaders lament that a lack of capacity and inadequate research training (Garwe et al., 2021) not only delays completion times (Mbogo et al., 2020) but
also leads to low research outputs (Fisher et al., 2020; Olibie et al., 2015).
While the value of doctoral publishing is widely accepted across a range of contexts, contention
arises across developed (Sharmini et al., 2015) and developing (Ramlall et al., 2020; van Lill, 2019) nations when comparing new forms of doctoral submissions (such as PhD with publications, or hybrid
theses) with traditional theses (Hagen, 2010; Jackson, 2013; Niven & Grant, 2012; Thune et al.,
2012). Academic debate around article-based theses largely centers on issues of equity and quality:
quality of the students’ education (Teferra, 2015), quality of their papers, and the quality of journals
(Larsen & von Ins, 2010). Some doctoral thesis examiners consider a thesis favorably where there is
evidence of peer-reviewed articles published in good quality journals (Guerin, 2016; Watts, 2013),
though this is subject to debate (Sharmini et al., 2015). Further, in Africa, concerns have been raised
over the extent of co-author involvement in doctoral student publications, which ultimately form
part of the students’ doctoral submission, citing concerns over the quality of the graduates (exiting
university with a PhD) in such cases (Ramlall et al., 2020; Teferra, 2015). In Europe and Scandinavia,
where co-authors have made significant contributions to papers that form part of a PhD submission,
it has been suggested that the required number of articles submitted change (Kyvik & Olsen, 2014;
Pinheiro et al., 2014; Thune et al., 2012). Besides the debate around the varying quality of journals,
there is the debate on equity. Is a monograph thesis equable to a PhD-with-publications? Are the
number of articles equable across disciplines (Niven & Grant, 2012)? These issues have led university
leaders to call for a policy on publication-based doctoral submissions (Ramlall et al., 2020; Sharmini
et al., 2015) and for empirical evidence to guide policy (Merga et al., 2020). While these debates are
outside of the scope of this paper, this study aims to provide empirical evidence across four disciplines on whether publishing during a PhD impacts completion time. In this way, the study aims to
feed empirical evidence into this contentious space.

FACTORS I NFLUENCING P UBLISH ING DURING C ANDIDATURE
Despite industry, faculty, and university expectations around publishing, for students, getting published is challenging. Many students report a lack of confidence, lack of ability, or fear of peer-review
critique as factors hindering their achievement of publication goals (Cuthbert & Spark, 2008). Universities are, therefore, continually investigating processes or activities which might be effective in assisting students to improve their research skills and outcomes.
Differences in research productivity are frequently attributed to the research “culture” (Watts, 2013),
or the “norms” (Mason & Merga, 2018a, p. 148), or expectations (Wildgaard & Wildgaard, 2018),
that differ between disciplines. Even within the social sciences, variations in publication norms are
evident across different sub-disciplines (Mason & Merga, 2018b). Other studies attribute the differences in productivity to the practice of working collaboratively with peers (Cuthbert & Spark, 2008),
mentors (R. Ynalvez et al., 2014), or supervisors (Hartley & Betts, 2009), which tends to characterize
particular disciplines (sciences) or methodologies (laboratory-based studies). Analyses of data drawn
from a national database in the United States of America (USA) (Pinheiro et al., 2014), surveys in
Portugal (Horta & Santos, 2016), and dissertation submissions in Norway (Thune et al., 2012), and
other parts of Scandinavia, show differences in the ranking of disciplines, but generally, students in
science fields of research (Horta & Santos, 2016), and medical and health fields (Thune et al., 2012),
had higher outputs than those in social sciences (Hagen, 2010), and in humanities where monograph
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submissions dominated (Thune et al., 2012). Niven and Grant (2012, p. 110) attribute the difference
to the tendency of students, in the latter disciplines, to work alone, stating that “in a humanities and
education context, PhDs by publications will never be a comfortable epistemological fit.” In science
fields, students often work on projects that align closely with their supervisor’s research interests, resulting in their publishing together (Kyvik & Olsen, 2014). Informal collaboration was a factor associated with increased research productivity in a survey of graduate agricultural scientists in the Philippines (M. A. Ynalvez & Shrum, 2011). Similarly, collaboration with peers (peer-assisted learning) has
been shown to raise participants’ self-efficacy for writing, and productivity in doctoral students in an
arts discipline (Cuthbert & Spark, 2008), and among faculty in an education discipline (Wilson & Cutri, 2021) – the findings in the latter two studies indicate that it may be the power of collaboration
rather a discipline phenomenon influencing productivity.
Another measure strongly associated with research productivity is publication-focused training programs for students (Cuthbert & Spark, 2008), faculty (Morss & Murray, 2001), and clinicians, particularly for those who find writing challenging (Murray & Newton, 2008). With reference to faculty rather than doctoral students, Morss and Murray (2001) note a lack of confidence rather than an absence of skill as a factor affecting productivity and highlight the role of training in raising self-efficacy and productivity. Structuring time to write into one’s daily workload was also identified as important for raising productivity (Morss & Murray, 2001). However, not all training measures are
equally effective; for example, of 16 doctoral training and practice items, and 15 instrumental mentoring practices evaluated by R. Ynalvez et al. (2014) with data from molecular biology students in
Japan, Taiwan, and Singapore, only two practices emerged as strong predictors of increased productivity; namely, the practice of writing and submitting papers to journals, and of mentors co-authoring
papers with a candidate. Students presenting their work at conferences or seminars led to an increase
in manuscript production but did not equate to more publications.
Clearly, no single support measure or training event in isolation will determine research performance
(Geven et al., 2018; R. Ynalvez et al., 2019). Rather, where a suite of support measures are in place,
not only does research productivity improve (Kogovsek et al., 2011), but also the likelihood of students completing their studies within the required timeframe (van Rooij et al., 2019), both of which
are expected of students, and important to universities. Programs in which small groups of students
commence their studies and progress through their degree together in a structured and supported
way are termed cohort programs (see Bagaka’s et al., 2015; Leland et al., 2020). Such multifaceted
programs are tailored to the educational needs of the group and provide students with a suite of social support (Gardner & Gopaul, 2012), anxiety-reducing (Nimer, 2009), structural support, and
training measures (Bagaka’s et al., 2015). By facilitating social integration (collaboration), cohort programs not only increase the likelihood of improved student satisfaction with their university experience (van Rooij et al., 2019), but also raise rates of success (Bagaka’s et al., 2015) across disciplines
(Gardner & Gopaul, 2012). Cohort programs also include research education, training in writing and
publishing, collegial support, and an opportunity for learning through shared experiences and mentoring (Bagaka’s et al., 2015; Leland et al., 2020). Given that research productivity has been attributed
to the practice of collaboration, to the efficacy of training programs, and to differences in discipline
“culture,” we are led to question whether research productivity differences are attributable to the collegial effect of working with peers and mentors or to discipline culture. This paper aims to address
the question. The authors hypothesize that students who belong to supportive doctoral cohort training programs (such as those described in Bagaka’s et al. [2015] and Leland et al. [2020] and tested in
this study) are likely to exhibit higher levels of research productivity than their discipline peers outside of such programs.

FACTORS I NFLUENCING T IMELY DOCTORAL C OMPLETION
The concept of what constitutes efficiency or a “timely” completion will be different in different
countries and contexts. Most institutions in Australia, New Zealand, the European Higher Education
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Area (EHEA), United Kingdom (UK), and Nigeria favor durations of 3 to 4 years (EHEA, 2009;
McGagh et al., 2016; Olibie et al., 2015; Roberts, 2002; Spronken-Smith et al., 2018). Candidacies extending beyond this timeframe may be considered “an inefficiency” (McGagh et al. 2016, p. 30),
whereas, in the USA, candidacies tend to be longer. The trajectory and the level of credentials required to gain entry into a PhD in the USA differ from the European and Australian contexts, which
may account for the varying expectations in completion times. For example, Zhou and Okahana
(2019) report a median of 5.26 years for students in STEM fields and 6.64 years for non-STEM disciplines. Thus, the concept of a timely or “on time” completion is where the students complete their
degree within the recommended national or institutional course duration. Notwithstanding the empirical evidence showing reductions in doctoral median time-to-degree over the past few decades
(Skopek et al., 2020; Torka, 2020), universities remain eager to improve their proportion of “on
time” completions (Geven et al., 2018).
The variables commonly associated with shorter time-to-degree include candidate funding
(Spronken-Smith et al., 2018; Torka, 2020); discipline (Caparrós-Ruiz, 2019; Torka, 2020); prior research or Master’s degree (van Lill, 2019); and foreign student status (Geven et al., 2018; SpronkenSmith et al., 2018; Torka, 2020; Zhou & Okahana 2019). While much is known about the drivers of
shorter completion times, given the arguably equally demanding expectation that students publish as
they progress through their candidature, it is worth examining the association between the two variables (research productivity, and efficiency).

T H E I MPACT OF P UBLISH ING ON DOCTORAL C OMPLETION T IMES
R. Ynalvez et al. (2014, p. 321) acknowledge the value of student engagement in research training
(for the development of “human and social capital”) but suggest that such activities may be an “unintended distraction” that could hinder students’ rate of progress. Students too have expressed concern that publishing during candidature will delay their completion time due to the time-consuming
nature of getting published (Guerin, 2016). In a UK-based study, in which a third of the participants
(n = 58) were from non-English speaking backgrounds, a lengthening effect of publishing during
candidature was noted, albeit by four months (Hartley & Betts, 2009). Countering this are the qualitative accounts from doctoral students claiming efficiencies in completion times because they published
during their candidature (Merga et al., 2020). While both studies (Hartley & Betts, 2009; Merga et al.,
2020) have merit in that they record the student’s voice, the findings should be regarded with caution
due to the small sample sizes.
A number of pivotal empirical studies provide an indication of doctoral student research productivity over varying timeframes, such as the duration of completed PhD candidatures (Hagen, 2010; Mason & Merga, 2018a; Thune et al., 2012) or during candidatures in-progress (R. Ynalvez et al., 2014).
R. Ynalvez et al. (2014) record an average of 1.18 papers (published or submitted) over a 12-month
period across a range of years of candidature and Hagen (2010) and Mason and Merga (2018a) between 4 and 5 papers per dissertation. However, the latter study, which considered only quantity and
not quality, found that two-thirds of the papers included in thesis submissions were not yet in published form, whereas Hagen (2010) enumerated only published articles in their study, finding that students published on average 0.37 papers per dissertation. While the studies provide useful insights into
doctoral productivity, they provide little evidence on whether higher research productivity during
candidature was associated with longer or shorter completion times. Green et al. (1992) and Horta et
al. (2014) are notable exceptions; hence further details are provided forthwith.
A shortening influence of publishing on time-to-degree was found in the studies of Green et al.
(1992) and Horta et al. (2019). The shortening effect was identified in doctoral social work students
in the USA, where candidates were intent on pursuing a research career following graduation (Green
et al., 1992). The study provides a measure of students’ perceived preparedness to publish, noting
only a positive association with productivity, but offers no details on the actual resultant length of
variations in candidature (in years). The average time to complete all components of the doctoral
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program was 4.9 years for the sample as a whole (Green et al., 1992). In Portugal, a shortening effect
of publishing during candidature on time-to-degree was only seen among students that had adequate
funding for the duration of their PhD (Horta et al., 2019). A converse effect of publishing during
candidature associated with an increase in time-to-degree was also evident in the same study among
STEM and non-STEM students who were not funded. As a whole, funded candidates took longer to
complete their degree than non-funded candidates, but the net effect was that funded candidates who
published during their PhD completed in a shorter time, whereas publishing tended to increase the
time-to-degree of the non-funded candidates. That is, the impact of publishing during candidature
on completion time was intrinsically linked to students’ funding status (Horta et al., 2019).
Horta et al. (2019) is one of the few papers to provide an analysis of a productivity-efficiency association and to demonstrate the lengthening effect of publishing during candidature, but not in terms
of the number of years taken to complete the degree. In short, a question that remains largely unanswered is: is publishing during a PhD associated with a longer or shorter candidature? This paper
aims to address this question by examining doctoral completion and publication data across four disciplines at a research-intensive university in Australia. According to Watts (2013, p. 1105), such analyses have the potential “to change institutional policies on publishing in the doctoral context”.

P URPOSE OF TH E S TUDY AND R ESEARCH H YPOTHESES
With a specific focus on doctoral candidates’ publication productivity, this study aims to investigate
the association between publishing during a PhD and (a) time-to-degree, (b) discipline (field of research), and (c) engagement in a Cohort Doctoral Studies Program (henceforth abbreviated to cohort program) and also the association between engagement in a cohort program and time-to-degree.
The variable assessed in engagement in a cohort program is the effect of candidates receiving “additional” research and publishing-focused training and support, as detailed later in the paper.
Based on the review of literature, the research hypotheses are:
Hypothesis 1: Doctoral candidates who publish journal articles during their candidature complete
their degree in a shorter time than candidates who do not publish during their candidature.
Hypothesis 2: The number of peer-reviewed journal articles that a candidate publishes as a primary
author is associated with the discipline.
Hypothesis 3: Doctoral candidates who engage in a cohort program publish more journal articles
than their discipline peers who do not belong to a cohort program.
Hypothesis 4: Doctoral candidates who engage in a cohort program have a shorter time-to-thesis
submission than their discipline peers who do not belong to a cohort program.

Context
All research student administration and training is provided through a centralized Graduate Research
School within our university. The single Graduate Research School ensures that equitable training is
accessible to all research students regardless of their discipline. All students are required to undergo a
suite of research training modules, with additional training (for example, statistics, qualitative data
analysis, safe handling of animals) available to students as required. The Graduate Research School
also administers progress monitoring procedures that evaluate student progress at the outset (when
the research proposal is confirmed), at mid-point, and at pre-completion stages of their candidature
and through twice-yearly progress reports. The processes enable the Graduate Research School to
identify candidates who are facing issues hindering their progress or who are at risk of not completing within the recommended course duration and set in place measures to redress the obstacles. In
addition, research candidates have a supervisory team with whom they enter an “Agreement” on their
mutual obligations. A number of processes are associated with improving research student retention
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rates (Geven et al., 2018) and reducing completion times and, thus, are becoming more common in
tertiary institutions across the globe (Humphrey et al., 2012; Kyvik & Olsen 2014).

H EALTH C OHORT P ROGRAM
Over and above the standard support offered through the Graduate Research School, in the health
discipline, a cohort program exists to provide additional training and support to research students
within the discipline of health. Thus, while all candidates, both within the cohort program and external to the program, have access to the services and training offered through the Graduate Research
School, not all research candidates in this discipline are included in the cohort program as entry into
the program is based on successful application. Active participation in the training is a condition of
entry into the program and is closely monitored and documented. The program, which comprises
multiple discrete small groups of peers (15-20) who commence their studies at the same time (two
groups per year, comprising successful applicants from the discipline of health), was primarily created to meet the needs of candidates within the discipline who were facing known barriers to doctoral achievement such as studying in isolation, not being based on campus, or being employed fulltime in a demanding health profession. While places in the cohort program are prioritized for candidates most in need of additional support, the program also admits full-time applicants who are based
on campus, but these students are in the minority. The cohort program is only open to candidates
enrolled in the discipline of health. The content of training and support is personalized and tailored
to the stage of candidature. Training on writing for publication, presenting ones’ research findings,
editing, peer review, how to respond to critique, time management, and goal setting are sustained
throughout the program. Candidates are encouraged to publish from the outset. Practice sessions
aimed at facilitating learning are offered through writing retreats, cohort conferences, and a journal
club. Peer-assisted learning is encouraged and facilitated. Besides the training components, candidates
have access to pastoral care and mentoring from cohort faculty.

METHODOLOGY
S AMPLE , DATA, AND APPROACH
The aim of this study is to investigate the association between publishing during a PhD and (a) timeto-degree, (b) discipline (field of research), and (c) engagement in a cohort program and also the association between engagement in a cohort program and time-to-degree. The study adopts a quantitative approach using retrospective data that were collected by the institution. Retrospective data are
effective in covering the extent of prolonged part-time candidacies (which may exceed eight years or
longer where they include leave of absence periods).
The study is guided by Shin and Cummings (2010) theoretical framework on the determinants of
faculty publishing. While Kahn and Scott (1997) developed a model based on doctoral students, the
model covers three variables, namely interest in research, career goals, and year in progress (with research training influencing the variables), whereas the model of Shin and Cummings (2010) is more
comprehensive and hence is used here. The latter model includes four groups of personal attributes
and three groups of institutional attributes. The person-centered predictors in the model include
•
•
•
•

Research preference and practice (comprising preference, workloads, and collaboration),
Academic rank and training,
Demographics, and
Discipline.

The institutional predictors in the model are
•
•
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•

Institutional characteristics (mission and size).

The theoretical framework of Kwiek (2018), like the Shin and Cummings (2010) model, also comprises a range of personal and institutional attributes influencing research productivity and similarly
is used to predict faculty publishing but, unlike the latter model, is used to predict the top 10% of performers rather than research productivity per se. However, because our study focuses on the research
productivity of PhD candidates (rather than faculty publishing), some of the determinants described
in the Shin and Cummings framework (e.g., academic rank, years since PhD, and post-doctoral experience) do not apply in the exact form; hence an amended framework is used here. For example, a
doctoral equivalent of “academic rank and training,” which comprises rank, years since PhD, postdoctoral experience, and participation in a research project, might be the “training” of students during their candidature. The determinant “research preference” refers to an individual’s personal affinity for publishing, essentially asserting that levels of productivity are a matter of personal choice
(preference) in how an individual chooses to spend their time amidst their competing workloads
(Shin & Cummings, 2010). For faculty, competing workloads might be time spent on teaching rather
than research within a faculty role, whereas for doctoral students competing workloads may include
part-time or full-time work either within or external to the university. To accommodate the differing
workload demands of part-time and full-time doctoral candidates, in this study time-to-thesis submission was converted to full-time equivalent (FTE) time in years.
The three institutional determinants (climate, support, and characteristics) in the Shin and Cummings
(2010) model were developed using data from multiple universities across Korea. However, this study
is based on data from a single, research-intensive university in Australia; therefore, we have amended
the institutional variables in the framework to an intra-institutional level. This amendment is in keeping with a need identified by Shin and Cummings (2010) for future studies to provide insights into
the effect of the determinants within different disciplines.
In keeping with the Shin and Cummings (2010) approach, the attributes included in this study are:
demographics (gender, age group, residency status, and non-English speaking background [NESB];
see Table 1), discipline, number of publications (Table 1), engagement in a cohort program (training),
and time-to-degree. The attributes included in the study were limited to those permitted by our ethics
agreement (#H7806), following approval from the university’s privacy officer, in accordance with the
strict privacy rules operational in Australia. In accordance with our ethics approval, all non-public,
personal student information was de-identified prior to release to the researchers. An entirely separate dataset, collected by an independent unit within the institution, was used in the publication analyses. The data are also routinely collected by Australian universities for reporting to the national research evaluation agency Excellence in Research Australia (ERA) for institutional benchmarking and
funding. The latter data comprise article citations arising from research student projects. The authors
of the articles are named (identifiable), and the citations are publically available. Once the publication
dataset was verified (by the researchers), the data were released to the Data Analytics Unit within the
university to marry the time-to-thesis submission dataset with the publication dataset, which was
again de-identified prior to release to the researchers for statistical analysis (in accordance with our
ethics permission); as detailed later.
The data collection period extended from 1 January 2000 to 1 January 2020. The timeframe was governed by the availability of a complete dataset, which provided a sufficient sample size of doctoral
graduates to provide meaningful statistical validity. Data were filtered to form a subset (n = 1,143)
who started their PhD prior to 1 January 2015 (to allow sufficient time for thesis submission) and
who had submitted their PhD by the data collection date (1 January 2020). Students who had withdrawn from the course or who were absent without leave were excluded from the analysis (i.e., they
had enrolled before 2015, had not submitted a thesis by 1 January 2020, and were not enrolled in
2019). Also excluded from analysis were candidates who completed a doctorate by prior publication
(i.e., a portfolio of publications produced prior to enrollment). Complete publication data were available for 707 graduates (Table 1), and time-to-degree data on 664 graduates.
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Table 1. Publication data for 707 graduates
Demographic

No.

Proportion
of the
variable

n
Male
Female
<30 years
30-50 years
>50 years
Domestic
International
Not English
English
Health
Biological
Agricultural,
Environmental
Chemical, Earth,
Physical

Total number of participants
Total number of publications

707

Gender
Age group

Residency
Status
Home
Language
Discipline

Variable

Proportion
who
published

%

Total
publications per
variable
n

Average
publications per
student

353
354
388
291
28
440
267
207
500
164
294
147

49.9
50.1
54.8
41.2
4.0
62.2
37.8
29.3
70.7
23.2
41.6
20.8

977
909
1042
783
61
1194
692
490
1,396
496
849
368

74.2
72.3
76.8
69.1
67.9
75.2
70.0
65.7
76.4
73.2
79.3
70.7

3.73
3.55
3.50
3.90
3.21
3.61
3.70
3.60
3.65
4.13
3.64
3.54

102

14.4

173

59.8

2.84

%

1,886

The enrolment and thesis submission timeline data were transformed to ensure comparability between part-time and full-time candidates and to exclude leave of absence periods. That is, the time
from enrollment in the degree to the date of thesis submission was converted to FTE years. In this
paper, the terms “time-to-degree” and “completion time” are used synonymously and refer to the
time (FTE years) to thesis submission. Thesis examination periods are excluded because they are outside of the influence of the candidate or the institution, and, according to Thune et al. (2012) and
Spronken-Smith et al. (2018), can vary significantly (2-7 months). Assumptions underpinning the
study are that part-time (8 years) and full-time (4 years) candidatures are equable hence their conversion to and reported as full-time equivalent (FTE) years; all PhDs, regardless of discipline, are equable in workload; and all doctoral students within the institution have equable access to research training provided by a centralized Graduate Research School. The Graduate Research School established
its training program in a way that equably accommodates external and internal modes of student
learning.
To facilitate data analysis, data were categorized into groups as follows: the time-to-thesis submission
was considered as 0 to 3.99 FTE years (i.e., the “ideal” duration in this context), 4.0 to 4.99 FTE
years, and 5 or more FTE years. Publications published during candidature were considered in three
groups: zero publications, one to three publications, and four or more publications. Eight fields of
research (FoR) were grouped into four disciplines as follows: (1) biomedical, clinical (FoR: 32) and
health sciences (FoR: 42) were abbreviated to health; (2) biological sciences (FoR: 31); (3) agricultural
(FoR: 30) and environmental sciences (FoR: 41); and (4) chemical, earth, and physical sciences (FoR:
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34, 37, and 51, respectively). The fields of research are as described in the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2020), which align with the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) fields of research and development descriptions (OECD, 2015).

P UBLICATION PARAMETERS
Publications included in the analyses were restricted to (a) PhD candidate as primary author, (b) peerreviewed journal articles that were based on the doctoral project, and (c) articles published during
PhD candidature and up to 24 months after thesis submission. The rationale for the limitations is the
following:
(a) Restricting the publication count to those where the student was the primary author was to
avoid counting non-PhD publications in a similar field that may have been completed through
Research Assistantship employment, though these are less likely to have the student as the primary author. Other studies have included all co-authored articles without regard for the order
of the doctoral candidate, or have given consideration to the relative contribution of co-authors
(Hagen, 2010; Kyvik & Olsen, 2014; Thune et al. 2012), with excessive co-author listings excluded, or have assigned weightings to some or all co-authors (Green et al., 1992; Hlebec et al.,
2011; Laurance et al., 2013; Pinheiro et al., 2014).
(b) For quality control, publications were limited to peer-reviewed journal articles only (classified as
C1 publications by ERA). Likewise, Horta et al. (2019) considered peer-reviewed articles only in
their research productivity—time-to-degree analysis. Green et al. (1992), Hlebec et al. (2011),
Kogovsek et al. (2011), and Shin et al. (2014) included non-peer-reviewed publications (book
chapters, books) in their analyses, but the former three works weight peer-reviewed publications
higher in their calculations. While excluding book chapters, books, and conference papers will
under-represent the research productivity of candidates who choose to disseminate their findings via non-journal means (see Shin et al., 2014), it was deemed necessary by the authors in this
study to provide quality and volume control. The total number of dissemination items which
the 707 doctoral graduates (participants in this study) produced within the study timeframe
numbered 7,737 outputs. The outputs included conference presentations, books, chapters, and
reports, as well as papers where the student was not the primary author. The excessive volume
necessitated the use of inclusion/exclusion criteria in the study. Once the inclusion/exclusion
criteria were applied, a total of 1,886 papers met the criteria. That is, the 707 candidates (Table
1) produced (during and up to 24 months after their thesis submission date) a total of 1,886
peer-reviewed journal papers in which they were the primary author.
(c) To accommodate for lengthy delays in the peer-review publication process (Björk & Solomon,
2013; Robins & Kanowski, 2008), articles on the PhD topic that were published up to 24
months after thesis submission were included in the data.

DATA VALIDATION AND ANALYSES
A total of 1,886 publications met the inclusion criteria (a, b, c). The screening process entailed manually validating the publication data provided by the institution against publicly available data from the
graduates’ online profiles, online thesis repositories (PhD-with-publications list the articles included
for thesis examination), Research Gate, and via a Google Scholar search (using author name, institution, date-range, and keywords). Of these, Google Scholar is the database of choice in this study because it has a broader coverage of publications across numerous disciples compared to Scopus or
Web of Science alone (Larsen & von Ins, 2010; Martín-Martín et al., 2018) and was used for data validation purposes only. If known publications did not present in Google Scholar, then Scopus and
Web of Science were consulted. With the number of predatory journals ever-changing and increasing
(Larsen & von Ins, 2010), limiting article searches to databases such as Web of Science (Horta et al.,
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2019; Pinheiro et al., 2014) or Scopus can serve as a means of quality control. Where necessary, journal websites were also consulted to verify whether papers underwent peer-review.
Once the publication data were verified, the research productivity tallies were released to the Data
Analytics Unit to amalgamate with the time-to-degree data. The amalgamated data were then deidentified (in accordance with ethics agreement #H7806) before being released to researchers for statistical testing.
To determine the association between the measured variables (age group, gender, discipline, domestic
or international student status, belonging to a cohort program) and doctoral outcomes (number of
articles published, time-to-thesis submission), initial univariate analyses using Chi-square tests were
performed. Multivariate logistic regression analyses were used to examine the factors predictive of
the same doctoral outcomes and the likelihood of being an “ideal” student (i.e., publishes four or
more articles and also submits in under 3.99 FTE years). Significance is reported as p < 0.05, p <
0.01 or p < 0.001 and confidence intervals are presented where appropriate. Statistical software R
v4.1 was used for all analyses.

RESULTS
T H E ASSOCIATION B ETWEEN TH E N UMBERS OF ARTICLES P UBLISH ED
AND T IME -TO-DEGREE
Time-to-degree and publication results for all graduates (n = 664), domestic (n = 373), and international graduates (n = 291) are given in Table 2. A third (33.1%) of all candidates published four or
more papers during and up to 24 months after their thesis submission, with the proportion of domestic and international students not dissimilar at 34.8% and 30.9%, respectively. A slightly higher
proportion of international candidates than domestic students were both research productive (four
or more papers) and efficient completers (0−3.99 FTE years), at 25.09% and 19.03%, respectively.
The hypothesis (#1) that doctoral candidates who publish journal articles during their candidature
complete their degree in a shorter time than candidates who do not publish during their candidature
was tested for the sample (n = 664) as a whole and also for domestic (n = 373) and international (n =
291) candidates separately. Chi-square analyses revealed (Table 2) a significant association between
the number of publications and shorter time-to-degree (0−3.99 FTE years) in all three analyses (all
graduates: χ2 (4) = 31.58, p < 0.001; domestic graduates: χ2 (4) = 18.23, p = 0.001; and international
graduates: χ2 (4) = 28.58, p < 0.001). Likewise, there is a significant association between publishing
four or more articles and median time-to-degree (median = 3.76 FTE years, IQR = 0.76, p < 0.001;
Table 2). Graduates with the highest research productivity (four or more articles) also exhibit the
shortest time-to-degree; hence Hypothesis 1 is accepted.
Table 2. Time-to-degree and publication results for 664 graduates
Median
time-to-degree

0 – 3.99 FTE
years

4.0 – 4.99 FTE
years

5.0+ FTE years

(IQR)

n

%

n

%

n

%

0 publications

4.13 (1.23)

75

42

68

38

36

20

1-3 publications

4.00 (1.1)

122

46

91

34

52

20

4+ publications

3.76 (0.76)

144

66

60

27

16

7

All graduates

p-value

700

<0.001

χ2 (4) = 31.58, p < 0.001

n = 664
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Median
time-to-degree

0 – 3.99 FTE
years

4.0 – 4.99 FTE
years

5.0+ FTE years

Domestic
0 publications

4.22 (1.5)

33

40

25

30

25

30

1-3 publications

4.18 (1.39)

60

38

54

34

46

29

4+ publications

3.97 (0.9)

71

55

45

35

14

11

p-value

0.001

χ2 (4) = 18.23, p = 0.001

n = 373

International
0 publications

4.12 (1.08)

42

44

43

45

11

11

1-3 publications

3.91 (0.74)

62

59

37

35

6

6

4+ publications

3.56 (0.51)

73

81

15

17

2

2

p-value

<0.001

χ2 (4) = 28.58, p < 0.001

n = 291

T H E ASSOCIATION B ETWEEN TH E N UMBERS OF ARTICLES P UBLISH ED
AND DISCIPLINE
As shown in Table 3, the number (n) and proportion (%) of candidates who published four or more
papers in the discipline of chemical, earth, and physical sciences was lower (15.7%) than in the three
other disciplines tested, which ranged from 32.0 to 37.8%. The majority of candidates in biological
(43.2%); agricultural, environmental sciences (38.8%); and chemical, earth, physical sciences (44.1%)
produced one to three publications, but in health, the majority of candidates (37.8%) produced four
or more papers (Table 3). The hypothesis (#2) that the number of peer-reviewed journal articles that
a candidate publishes as a primary author is associated with the discipline was examined across eight
fields of research grouped into four disciplines (Table 3) as health, biological sciences, agricultural
and environmental sciences, and chemical, earth, and physical sciences. Chi-square analyses revealed a
significant association between the field of research and the number of publications published during candidature (χ2 = 4.38, p = 0.036), with candidates from chemical, earth, and physical sciences
less likely to publish four or more articles than those from the other fields of research; hence Hypothesis 2 is accepted.
Table 3. Publication results for candidates in four disciplines
Discipline

0 publications

1–3 publications

4+ publications

n

%

n

%

n

%

Health

44

26.8

58

35.4

62

37.8

Biological

61

20.7

127

43.2

106

36.1

Agricultural, Environmental

43

29.3

57

38.8

47

32.0

Chemical, Earth, Physical

41

40.2

45

44.1

16

15.7
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T H E ASSOCIATION B ETWEEN E NGAGEMENT IN A C OHORT P ROGRAM AND
TH E N UMBER OF ARTICLES P UBLISH ED
Chi-square analyses were used to test the hypothesis (#3) that doctoral candidates who engage in a
cohort program publish more journal articles than their discipline peers who do not belong to a cohort program. The number (n) and proportion (%) of doctoral graduates within (Y) and without (N)
of a cohort program (CP) in the discipline of health that published zero, one to three, or four or
more articles compared to all candidates across the four disciplines is given in Table 4. A markedly
higher proportion (60.0%) of candidates who belonged to a cohort program published four or more
papers compared to their discipline peers outside of the program (34.7%). The proportion of doctoral graduates producing four or more papers across all disciplines was similar to the non-cohort
health candidates (32.7%) (Table 4). As the results show a significant association between gaining additional publication support and training and the number of articles published (χ2 = 8.58, p = 0.003),
Hypothesis 3 is accepted.
Table 4. Publication results for candidates within and without a cohort program
Discipline
Health
All disciplines

CP

0 publications

1 – 3 publications

4+ publications

n

%

n

%

n

%

Y

0

0

8

40.0

12

60.0

N

44

30.6

50

34.7

50

34.7

-

189

26.7

287

40.6

231

32.7

T H E ASSOCIATION B ETWEEN E NGAGEMENT IN A C OHORT P ROGRAM AND
TH E T IME -TO-DEGREE
Chi-square analyses were used to test the hypothesis (#4) that doctoral candidates who engage in a
cohort program have a shorter time-to-thesis submission than candidates who are not in a supportive
group within their discipline. Table 5 shows the median time-to-degree, IQR and the proportion (%)
of graduates who submitted their thesis within 3.99 FTE years, 4 to 4.99 FTE years, and 5 or more
FTE years, within (Y) and outside (N) of a cohort program (CP) in the discipline of health compared to doctoral graduates from the other three disciplines tested. Candidates receiving support to
publish in the discipline of health had a median time-to-degree of 3.35 FTE years (IQR 1.46),
whereas their discipline peers outside the cohort program exhibited a median time-to-degree of 3.97
FTE years (IQR 1.38). For candidates within the cohort program both the median time-to-thesis
submission (p = 0.020) and the proportion of individuals that submitted their thesis in under 3.99
FTE years were significantly different (χ2 = 5.22, p = 0.022) to the efficacy of non-cohort health
graduates, hence Hypothesis 4 is accepted. The proportion of graduates in biological sciences
(50.7%), agricultural and environmental sciences (46.5%) and chemical, earth, and physical sciences
(55.9%) that submitted their thesis within the shorter time period (0 to 3.99 FTE years) was similar
to non-cohort health candidates, as was the median time-to-degree at 3.99 (IQR 0.87), 4.00 (IQR
1.19) and 4.00 (IQR 1.00) respectively.

P REDICTING T H E “I DEAL” S TUDENT
To predict which of the variables is most likely to be associated with a student who is both productive
and efficient, a logistical regression was conducted. In purely productive terms, the “ideal” doctoral
candidate is one who both publishes four or more articles during their candidature and completes
within the shorter time period (≤3.99 FTE years). The results show a strongly significant effect of
belonging to a cohort program and yielding the ideal student (χ2 = 38.167, p <0.001).
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Table 5. Time-to-degree results for candidates within and without a cohort program
Discipline

CP

Median
time-todegree

0 – 3.99 FTE
years

4.0 – 4.99 FTE
years

5.0+ FTE
years

(IQR)

n

%

n

%

n

%

Y

3.35 (1.46)

15

78.9

4

21.1

0

0

N

3.97 (1.38)

74

53.2

47

33.8

18

12.9

Biological

-

3.99 (0.87)

138

50.7

97

35.7

37

13.6

Agricultural,
Environmental

-

4.00 (1.19)

66

46.5

47

33.1

29

20.4

Chemical,
Earth, Physical

-

4.00 (1.00)

57

55.9

26

25.5

19

18.6

Health

DISCUSSION
R ESEARCH P RODUCTIVITY AND E FFICACY
The aim of this study was to investigate the association between publishing during a PhD and completion time. The effects of discipline and of gaining additional support through a doctoral cohort
program were also explored. To this end, Hypothesis 1 tested whether doctoral candidates who publish journal articles during their candidature complete their degree in a shorter time than candidates
who do not publish during their candidature. The results show that doctoral candidates who published four or more journal articles during their candidature (i.e., the highest category of research
productivity tested in this paper) also completed their degree in the shortest time (≤3.99 FTE years),
exhibiting a mean of 3.76 FTE years. Although a similar association between research productivity
and shorter time to degree was seen in the empirical studies of Green et al. (1992) and Horta et al.
(2019), the association between the two variables was largely tied to compounding variables (for example, funding, or career intentions). Our data did not include the funding status of students, and
thus, we were not able to test the effect (of student funding); rather, our results demonstrate a significant association between the two variables in a dataset comprising both funded and non-funded students together.
In keeping with the frameworks of Shin and Cummings (2010), Kwiek (2018), and Kahn and Scott
(1997), where preference, research orientation, or interest in research, respectively, are strong determinants of research productivity, the variables are likely applicable to our data. The variables (research preference, research orientation, or interest in research) may thus not only account for the
finding that candidates who produce more papers complete in a shorter time, but also that those who
publish fewer papers (one to three, or zero) take a longer time-to-degree (4 or 4.13 FTE years, respectively; Table 2). Preference may also account for the discipline-related differences in productivity,
discussed in the next section. It may be that highly motivated doctoral students (Geven et al., 2018;
Kogovsek et al., 2011; R. Ynalvez et al., 2014), with high levels of self-efficacy in research (Kahn &
Scott, 1997), are the top tier students who gain funding (Horta et al., 2019) and also choose to spend
many more hours per week working on their publications and, thereby, outperform their peers
(Kwiek, 2018). Kahn and Scott (1997), Horta et al. (2019), and Kwiek’s (2018) studies measured the
attributes of self-efficacy in research, funding status, and hours spent on research, respectively, these
data were not available in this study, but are worthy of further investigation.
An unexpected finding in this study was the higher proportion of international (25%) than domestic
(19%) students who were both research productive (four or more papers) and efficient completers. It
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is well documented that international students, regardless of whether they are studying in the UK,
Australia, Scandinavia, New Zealand, Europe, or the USA, tend to be faster completers than domestic students (Geven et al., 2018; Spronken-Smith et al., 2018; Torka, 2020; Zhou & Okahana, 2019).
What is noteworthy is that in our study population 29.3% of the doctoral students did not list English as their primary language, and yet 65.7% of them published one or more papers, with an average
of 3.60 papers. There was a negligible difference in the average output of papers between students
who did not speak English at home and those who did, at 3.60 and 3.65 papers (per publishing student), respectively. Adding weight to this finding is that only peer-reviewed journal articles deemed
of quality by ERA that candidates published as a primary author were included in the dataset. This
finding is likely to be of interest to prospective international students considering studies abroad in
that it shows that a student’s country of origin or home language need not be a barrier to high levels
of achievement, with the caveat that they are recipients of high-quality researcher training and support. This finding adds gravitas to the concerns raised in Africa by Fisher et al. (2020) and Olibie et
al. (2015) around inadequate researcher training hindering student productivity.

DISCIPLINE -R ELATED DIFFERENCES IN OUTPUTS
This study examined the association between publishing during a PhD and discipline. Based on a review of literature, the authors hypothesized that the number of peer-reviewed journal articles that a
candidate publishes as a primary author is associated with the discipline (Hypothesis 2). The results
show that research productivity is associated with discipline, which was the expected result, and is in
keeping with Shin and Cummings’ (2010) model in which discipline is one of the predictors of research productivity. Our results rank the discipline of health ahead of biological sciences, agricultural
and environmental sciences, and chemical, earth, and physical sciences, respectively, in terms of the
proportion of candidates that produced the higher category of publications (namely, four or more).
Not only was a higher proportion of candidates in health fields of research (37.8%) more productive,
but a lower percentage of candidates in the discipline failed to publish during their candidature, compared to candidates in chemical, earth, and physical sciences where the converse occurred (15.7% and
40.2%, respectively). To account for these results, we draw on the scholarly findings of forerunners
in the field while providing the perspective of a research-intensive university in Australia. Our finding, which ranked the proportion of candidates in health fields of research as more productive than
other science disciplines roughly aligns with a pattern seen in Norway. The comparison must be
guarded with caution, as the Norwegian study was an analysis of the proportion of article-based
PhD formats, whereas our study focuses on the proportion of candidates that published four or
more papers and includes a 24 month period following thesis submission. While the results are not
directly comparable, nonetheless, the rankings of the proportion of article-based PhDs in Norway in
2010 placed health and medical fields (99%) above STEM disciplines (85%), whereas, in humanities
monographs dominated (Thune et al., 2012). Hagen (2010) also ranked medical and health sciences
above fisheries and natural sciences.
There are a number of likely reasons for discipline as a predictor of productivity that apply here. Pinheiro et al. (2014) attribute the high rates of publishing among STEM students in the USA to their
co-authoring with a supervisor, noting “these rates nearly reaching 70% in some fields, such as chemistry and earth and atmospheric sciences” (p. 61). Likewise, at our institution, the majority of the papers published during the students’ candidature, regardless of discipline, were co-authored by one or
more of their supervisory team, which, with reference to the health sciences (Wildgaard & Wildgaard, 2018), increases the likelihood of success. Second, in certain disciplines, there is a sense of urgency to publish ones’ findings ahead of others. Timely dissemination of knowledge may be the
dominant driver of publishing for candidates in the discipline of health where results quickly become
outdated, which would account for their outstanding results in this study. The findings of Eckmann
et al. (2012), Guerin (2016), and Hauss (2020) reiterate this opinion with reference to health and also
computer science. It can be argued that if speed of dissemination is the priority, conferences allow
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for more rapid dissemination of findings (Björk & Solomon, 2013), but it is not uncommon for conference presentations to precede journal publications (Hauss, 2020). Although this study did not assess conference presentations, which may skew our results against some disciplines (Hauss, 2020), the
findings of Mason and Merga (2018a) may indicate otherwise in that their analysis of theses submitted for examination showed that 86% of all the papers within the theses (humanities and social sciences fields in Australia) were journal articles whereas conference proceedings, book chapters, and
other forms of publications comprised <10%. Regardless of the reasons, publishing will likely enhance career advancement prospects and, therefore, should be encouraged and supported through
targeted support and training programs.
A third factor accounting for discipline-related differences is the motivator behind timely publishing.
Preference for publishing or “interest in research” (see Kahn & Scott, 1997) is likely different for
candidates in the discipline of health compared to those in other disciplines. In our study, anecdotal
evidence indicates that students who are well-established in health professions have research translation into practice as their primary interest in doing research. Research translation has also been identified as the driver of clinician-scientist publishing in Canada (D’Alimonte, 2016) and Germany
(Monzer et al., 2019). Research translation into practice to improve patient health outcomes is the
primary concern of the major funding body of health research in Australia (the National Health and
Medical Research Council [NHMRC], 2018). The NHMRC recommends that health practice be informed by rigorous evidence-based research, best achieved through timely dissemination via reputable journals.
A reason for students not publishing is that they may be working in a field in which meaningful data
are only produced after a protracted period. Publishing-as-you-go is not universally suitable for all
fields of research (Robins & Kanowski, 2008), which may account for the high proportion of students in agricultural and physical sciences in this study who produced no publications. The findings
of Jowsey et al. (2020) support this stance. In Poland, the preferred practice in humanities and social
science disciplines is for faculty to disseminate their research findings via books rather than journal
articles, thus, Kwiek (2018) reflects the preference by giving greater weight to books (above articles)
in the study methodology. A key variable determining the top 10% of faculty research productivity
within disciplines, was the amount of time that faculty spent working on their research (that is, their
preference for publishing) compared to the time they spent on competing academic activities (such as
teaching) (Kwiek, 2018). Notwithstanding the cultural and discipline-related differences, Kyvik and
Olsen (2014) report a growing trend in publication-based theses in disciplines traditionally associated
with monograph submissions.

T H E E FFECT OF R ESEARCH -F OCUSED T RAINING AND SUPPORT
To investigate the association between engagement in a cohort program and both publishing during a
PhD and completion time, two hypotheses were tested. Namely, doctoral candidates who engage in a
cohort program publish more journal articles than their discipline peers who do not belong to a cohort program (Hypothesis 3) and also have a shorter time-to-thesis submission than their discipline
peers external to a cohort program (hypothesis 4). The results show a significant difference between
cohort students and their peers within the discipline in the proportion of students publishing four or
more papers (60% and 34.7%, respectively) and median time-to-degree (3.35 and 3.97 FTE years, respectively). By keeping the analysis intra-discipline, the possible effect of compounding variables was
minimized; that is, the culture and the structuration were uniform, and many of the supervisors in
the discipline oversee both candidates within and external to the cohort program. Essentially what
was tested was the cohort effect (of gaining additional mentoring, research and publication-focused
training, working collegially, and peer-assisted learning). Examining the data within the discipline of
health allows the authors to respond to a question raised earlier in the paper, namely, are research
productivity differences attributable to discipline “culture” or to the collegial effect of working with
peers and mentors? By removing the possible confounding variable (discipline “culture”), the results
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indicate that the latter effect (of gaining additional mentoring, research and publication-focused
training, working collegially, and peer-assisted learning) appears to exert a stronger influence on the
productivity and efficacy of students than discipline culture. If no significant differences were found
(between the students within and external to the cohort) then the performance of the students would
likely be attributable to a discipline phenomenon.
Building on the findings of Ehrenberg et al. (2007), Green et al. (1992), R. Ynalvez et al. (2014), and
Horta et al. (2019), this paper quantifies the effect of gaining additional research-related training, not
in terms of graduation versus attrition, but as a measure of the number of peer-reviewed journal papers published as a primary author. Furthermore, of greater relevance than the statistical significance
of the cohort effect are the implications of this finding for practice. If working collaboratively and
peer-assisted learning leads to improved research outcomes, we argue that these factors might apply
across a number of disciplines. Working collaboratively does not need to be limited to specific disciplines. In our study, all candidates had access to research training through a centralized Graduate Research School, but it was the candidates in receipt of “additional” support, peer-assisted learning, and
training that exhibited significantly higher levels of research productivity and efficacy than their discipline peers. As with Laurance et al. (2013), who demonstrate raised productivity among biology students who publish early in their PhD, our students are required to produce a publication plan at the
outset of their candidature and are encouraged to publish from an early stage. Publishing-as-you-go
provides students with manageable short-term goals (in keeping with their submission deadline). By
the end of data collection, students who have published find that much of their thesis is already written, which, for hybrid formats, reduces the time-to-thesis submission. Doctoral cohort programs
have a role to play in encouraging and building student motivation to publish. In short, the cohort
mentors help students to help themselves. The results point to the potential value of adopting this
research-focused training and support approach (cohort model) across multiple disciplines but tailored
to the norms and needs of the students within the particular fields of research.

S TUDY L IMITATIONS
Despite the significant findings, a shortcoming of our study is that, as a purely quantitative study, we
were not able to assess which of the “support to publish” components or other training and personal
support elements in the cohort program exerted the greatest influence on research productivity and
efficiency. It is difficult to disentangle the compounded effect where a suite of measures is in place,
as in the cohort program. The complexity of variables influencing doctoral performance is captured
by Hlebec et al., (2011, p. 167) who comment:
“Some doctoral students may be very motivated and have excellent study skills, but do not
receive much support from their supervisors or colleagues. Some others might have a conflictive or ambiguous relationship with their supervisors, but compensate for the lack of support from their supervisor with support from their colleagues. Other doctoral students
might be more vivacious, more outgoing, have an excellent relationship with everybody, but
lack the motivation to work systematically on demanding job tasks”.
It may be that different elements of the cohort program in the discipline of health at our institution
met the different needs of various students at specific points in time, or it may be that it is the combined effect of all that the program delivers which is effective in raising productivity and efficacy.
Notwithstanding the limitations of our research, the authors aim to address the shortcomings outlined above by conducting a qualitative study with the same cohort graduates. While we plan to assess
the strength of the effect of the individual support and training components comprising the program, we recognize the complexity of this endeavor.
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CONCLUSION
This paper sheds light on how important it is to publish during doctoral studies. Both publishing during doctoral studies and completing within the recommended time are of value to candidates and
universities alike, but, to date, there has been a paucity of empirical evidence addressing the combined effect of the two variables. This paper addresses a gap in the literature by providing quantitative evidence of the association between publishing during doctoral candidature and time-to-degree
in the disciplines of health, biological sciences, agricultural and environmental sciences, and chemical,
earth, and physical sciences. The finding that publishing four or more articles was associated with a
shorter time-to-degree should be of interest to students who have a choice on the format of their
ultimate PhD submission, particularly where there are concerns that publishing may extend their candidature. The clear evidence that engaging in a supportive cohort program led to both higher research productivity and greater efficiency is a significant finding of relevance to faculty responsible
for researcher training. The authors postulate that it is the combined effect of having a strong emphasis on both timely completion and timely publishing, backed up with concomitant, appropriate
research and publication-focused training, that sets the cohort program graduates apart from their
discipline peers and those from other fields of research. This finding should be of interest to university policymakers and faculty involved in researcher training, regardless of their discipline, institution,
or global locality as it highlights the potential to elevate doctoral student outcomes. Within fields of
research where publishing during candidature is the “norm,” the results presented show that providing candidates with targeted additional support can further raise research productivity and efficiency.
There has been much research into programs or approaches aimed at improving the experience, wellbeing, or completion rates of doctoral students, but the findings of this paper advance past research
by providing insights on the predictors of scholarly efficiency with productivity. While it may be that
candidates who work within cohort programs characterized by a strong performance orientation, surrounded by highly research productive colleagues, are stimulated to raise their own performance
above the median, on a cautionary note, there is a balance to be achieved to avoid burdening scholars
with the pressure to publish. For this reason, encouragement towards timely achievements is best delivered in care and with concern for student wellbeing and personal growth. While these elements
characterize the cohort program, it is important that these characteristics are further investigated via
follow-up qualitative investigations. The quantitative findings presented in this paper provide a sound
baseline of statistically significant evidence from which to design a qualitative study.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors of this paper wish to express their gratitude to the reviewers and editors of this paper
for their constructive comments.

REFERENCES
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2020). Australian and New Zealand Standard Research Classification (ANZSRC).
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1297.0
Australian Technology Network of Universities, & Nous Group. (2017). Enhancing the value of PhDs to Australian
industry. https://www.atn.edu.au/siteassets/publications/atn01-phd-report-web-single.pdf
Bagaka’s, J. G., Badillo, N., Bransteter, I., & Rispinto, S. (2015). Exploring student success in a doctoral program: The power of mentorship and research engagement. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 10, 323342. https://doi.org/10.28945/2291
Björk, B. C., & Solomon, D. (2013). The publishing delay in scholarly peer-reviewed journals. Journal of Informetrics, 7(4), 914-923. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2013.09.001
Caparrós-Ruiz, A. (2019). Time to the doctorate and research career: Some evidence from Spain. Research in
Higher Education, 60(1), 111-133. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-018-9506-2

707

Does Publishing During the Doctorate Influence Completion Time?
Choi, Y. H., Bouwma-Gearhart, J., & Ermis, G. (2021). Doctoral students’ identity development as scholars in
the education sciences: Literature review and implications. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 16, 89-125.
https://doi.org/10.28945/4687
Cuthbert, D., & Spark, C. (2008). Getting a GRiP: Examining the outcomes of a pilot program to support
graduate research students in writing for publication. Studies in Higher Education, 33(1), 77-88.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070701794841
D’Alimonte, L. (2016). Why student research sparks passion! Perspectives from a clinician scientist. Journal of
Medical Imaging and Radiation Sciences, 47(3), S8-S9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmir.2016.07.007
Eckmann, M., Rocha, A., & Wainer, J. (2012). Relationship between high-quality journals and conferences in
computer vision. Scientometrics, 90(2), 617-630. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-011-0527-2
Ehrenberg, R. G., Jakubson, G. H., Groen, J. A., So, E., & Price, J. (2007). Inside the black box of doctoral education: What program characteristics influence doctoral students’ attrition and graduation probabilities?
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 29(2), 134-150. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373707301707
European Higher Education Area. (2009). Doctoral education in the Bologna process, updated in 2009.
http://www.ehea.info/cid102847/third-cycle-doctoral-education-2009.html
Fisher, M., Nyabaro, V., Mendum, R., & Osiru, M. (2020). Making it to the PhD: Gender and student performance in sub-Saharan Africa. PLoS One, 15(12): e0241915. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0241915
Gardner, S. K., & Gopaul, B. (2012). The part-time doctoral student experience. International Journal of Doctoral
Studies, 7(12), 63-78. https://doi.org/10.28945/1561
Garwe, E. C., Thondhlana, J., & Saidi, A. (2021). Evaluation of a quality assurance framework for promoting
quality research, innovation and development in higher education institutions in Zimbabwe. Journal of the
British Academy, 9(s1), 127-157. https://doi.org/10.5871/jba/009s1.127
Geven, K., Skopek, J., & Triventi, M. (2018). How to increase PhD completion rates? An impact evaluation of
two reforms in a selective graduate school, 1976–2012. Research in Higher Education, 59, 529-552.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-9481-z
Green, R., Hutchison, E., & Sar, B. (1992). Evaluating scholarly performance: The productivity of graduates of
social work doctoral programs. Social Service Review, 66(3), 441-466. https://doi.org/10.1086/603932
Guerin, C. (2016). Connecting the dots: Writing a doctoral thesis by publication. In C. Badenhorst & C. Guerin
(Eds.), Research literacies and writing pedagogies for masters and doctoral writers (pp. 31-50). Brill.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004304338_003
Hagen, N. (2010). Deconstructing doctoral dissertations: How many papers does it take to make a PhD? Scientometrics, 85(2), 567-579. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-010-0214-8
Hansen, H. F., Aarrevaara, T., Geschwind, L., & Stensaker, B. (2019). Evaluation practices and impact: Overload? In R. Pinheiro, L. Geschwind, H. Foss Hansen, & K. Pulkkinen (Eds.), Reforms, organizational change
and performance in higher education: A comparative account from the Nordic countries (pp. 235-266). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-11738-2_8
Hartley, J., & Betts, L. (2009). Publishing before the thesis: 58 postgraduate views. Higher Education Review, 41(3),
29-44. http://www.highereducationreview.com
Hauss, K. (2020). What are the social and scientific benefits of participating at academic conferences? Insights
from a survey among doctoral students and postdocs in Germany. Research Evaluation, 30(1), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvaa018
Hayward, F. M., & Ncayiyana, D. J. (2014). Confronting the challenges of graduate education in Sub-Saharan
Africa and prospects for the future. International Journal of African Higher Education, 1(1).
https://doi.org/10.6017/ijahe.v1i1.5647
Hicks, D. (2012). Performance-based university research funding systems. Research Policy, 41(2), 251-261.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.09.007

708

Churchill, Lindsay, Mendez, Crowe, Emtage, & Jones
Hlebec, V., Kogovsek, T., & Ferligoj, A. (2011). The influence of social support and personal networks on doctoral student performance. Metodoloski Zvezki, 8(2), 157. https://ibmi.mf.uni-lj.si/mz/2011/no2/hlebec.pdf
Horta, H., Cattaneo, M., & Meoli, M. (2019). The impact of Ph.D. funding on time to Ph.D. completion. Research Evaluation, 28(2), 182-195. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0068839
Humphrey, R., Marshall, N., & Leonardo, L. (2012). The impact of research training and research codes of
practice on submission of doctoral degrees: An exploratory cohort study. Higher Education Quarterly, 66(1),
47-64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2273.2011.00499.x
Jackson, D. (2013). Completing a PhD by publication: A review of Australian policy and implications for practice. Higher Education Research & Development, 32(3), 355-368.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2012.692666
Jowsey, T., Corter, A., & Thompson, A. (2020). Are doctoral theses with articles more popular than monographs? Supervisors and students in biological and health sciences weigh up risks and benefits. Higher Education Research and Development, 39(4), 719-732. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2019.1693517
Kahn, J. H., & Scott, N. A. (1997). Predictors of research productivity and science-related career goals among
counseling psychology doctoral students. The Counseling Psychologist, 25(1), 38-67.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000097251005
Kogovsek, T., Hlebec, V., & Ferligoj, A. (2011). From busy bees to science geeks and party animals: A typology
of Slovenian doctoral students. Metodoloski Zvezki, 8(2), 121. https://ibmi.mf.uni-lj.si/mz/2011/no2/kogovsek.pdf
Kwiek, M. (2018). High research productivity in vertically undifferentiated higher education systems: Who are
the top performers?. Scientometrics, 115(1), 415-462. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-018-2644-7
Kyvik, S., & Olsen, T. B. (2014). Increasing completion rates in Norwegian doctoral training: Multiple causes
for efficiency improvements. Studies in Higher Education, 39(9), 1668-1682.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2013.801427
Larsen, P., & von Ins, M. (2010). The rate of growth in scientific publication and the decline in coverage provided by Science Citation Index. Scientometrics, 84(3), 575-603. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-010-0202-z
Laurance, W. F., Useche, D. C., Laurance, S. G., & Bradshaw, C. J. A. (2013). Predicting publication success for
biologists. BioScience, 63(10), 817-823. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2013.63.10.9
Leland, A. S., Firestone, W. A., Perry, J. A., & McKeon, R. T. (2020). Examining cohort models in the education
doctorate. Studies in Graduate and Postdoctoral Education, 11(3), 249-262. https://doi.org/10.1108/SGPE-012020-0004
Martín-Martín, A., Orduna-Malea, E., Thelwall, M., & López-Cózar, E. D. (2018). Google Scholar, Web of Science, and Scopus: A systematic comparison of citations in 252 subject categories. Journal of Informetrics,
12(4), 1160-1177. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2018.09.002
Mason, S., & Merga, M. (2018a). A current view of the thesis by publication in the humanities and social sciences. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 13, 139-154. https://doi.org/10.28945/3983
Mason, S., & Merga, M. (2018b). Integrating publications in the social science doctoral thesis by publication.
Higher Education Research and Development, 37(7), 1454-1471.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2018.1498461
Mbogo, R. W., Ndiao, E., Wambua, J. M., Ireri, N. W., & Ngala, F. W. (2020). Supervision challenges and delays
in completion of PhD programmes in public and private universities: Experiences of supervisors and
graduate students in selected universities in Nairobi, Kenya. European Journal of Education Studies, 6(11), 261277. https://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejes/article/view/2838
McGagh, J., Marsh, H., Western, M., Thomas, P., Hastings, A., Mihailova, M., & Wenham, M. (2016). Review of
Australia’s research training system. Australian Council of Learned Academies.
https://acola.org.au/wp/PDF/SAF13/SAF13%20RTS%20report.pdf

709

Does Publishing During the Doctorate Influence Completion Time?
Merga, M. K., Mason, S., & Morris, J. E. (2020). ‘What do I even call this?’ Challenges and possibilities of undertaking a thesis by publication. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 44(9), 1245-1261.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0309877X.2019.1671964
Monzer, N., Herzog, W., Löwe, B., Zipfel, S., Henningsen, P., Rose, M., Lehmann, M., Giel, K. E., Marten-Mittag, B., Fischer, F., & Hartmann, M. (2019). Reviving the clinician scientist: A best practice model. Psychotherapy and Psychosomatics, 88(2), 114-115. https://doi.org/10.1159/000495693
Morss, K., & Murray, R. (2001). Researching academic writing within a structured programme: Insights and
outcomes. Studies in Higher Education, 26(1), 35-52. http://doi.org/10.1080/03075070020030706
Mouton, J. (2011). Doctoral production in South Africa: Statistics, challenges and responses. Perspectives in Education, 29(3), 13-29. https://journals.ufs.ac.za/index.php/pie/article/view/1691
Murray, R., & Newton, M. (2008). Facilitating writing for publication. Physiotherapy, 94(1), 29-34.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physio.2007.06.004
National Health and Medical Research Council. (2018). National statement on ethical conduct in human research.
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research2007-updated-2018
Nimer, M. (2009). The doctoral cohort model: Increasing opportunities for success. College Student Journal, 43(4).
Niven, P., & Grant, C. (2012). PhDs by publications: An ‘easy way out’? Teaching in Higher Education, 17(1), 105111. https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2012.640086
Olibie, E. I., Agu, N. N., & Uzoechina, G. O. (2015). Characteristics of post graduate education research mentoring in universities in Nigeria: Curricular enhancement strategies. Journal of Curriculum and Teaching, 4(1),
156-166. https://doi.org/10.5430/jct.v4n1p156
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2015). Frascati manual 2015: Guidelines for collecting
and reporting data on research and experimental development, the measurement of scientific, technological and innovation
activities. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264239012-en
Pinheiro, R., Geschwind, L., Foss Hansen, H., & Pulkkinen, K. (2019). Reforms, organizational change and performance in higher education: A comparative account from the Nordic countries (p. 326). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-11738-2
Pinheiro, D., Melkers, J., & Youtie, J. (2014). Learning to play the game: Student publishing as an indicator of
future scholarly success. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 81, 56-66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2012.09.008
Ramlall, S., Singaram, V. S., & Sommerville, T. E. (2020). Doctorates by thesis and publication in clinical medicine: An analysis of examiners’ reports. Perspectives in Education, 37(1), 130-147.
https://doi.org/10.18820/2519593X/pie.v37i1.10
Roberts, G. (2002). SET for success: The report of Sir Gareth Roberts’ review. http://www.educationengland.org.uk/documents/pdfs/2002-roberts-review.pdf
Robins, L., & Kanowski, P. (2008). PhD by publication: A student’s perspective. Journal of Research Practice, 4(2),
M3. http://jrp.icaap.org/index.php/jrp/article/view/136/154
Sharmini, S., Spronken-Smith, R., Golding, C., & Harland, T. (2015). Assessing the doctoral thesis when it includes published work. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, 40(1), 89-102.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2014.888535
Shin, J. C., & Cummings, W. K. (2010). Multilevel analysis of academic publishing across disciplines: Research
preference, collaboration, and time on research. Scientometrics, 85(2), 581-594.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-010-0236-2
Shin, J. C., Jung, J., Postiglione, G. A., & Azman, N. (2014). Research productivity of returnees from study
abroad in Korea, Hong Kong, and Malaysia. Minerva, 52(4), 467-487. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11024-0149259-9

710

Churchill, Lindsay, Mendez, Crowe, Emtage, & Jones
Shin, J. C., Postiglione, G. A., & Ho, K. C. (2018). Challenges for doctoral education in East Asia: A global and
comparative perspective. Asia Pacific Education Review, 19(2), 141-155. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-0189527-8
Skopek, J., Triventi, M., & Blossfeld, H.-P. (2020). How do institutional factors shape PhD completion rates?
An analysis of long-term changes in a European doctoral program. Studies in Higher Education, 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1744125
Spronken-Smith, R., Cameron, C., & Quigg, R. (2018). Factors contributing to high PhD completion rates: A
case study in a research-intensive university in New Zealand. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education,
43(1), 94-109. https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2017.1298717
Taylor, S. (2019). The good supervisory practice framework. UK Council for Graduate Education. https://supervision.ukcge.ac.uk/good-supervisory-practice-framework/
Teferra, D. (2015). Manufacturing and exporting excellence and ‘mediocrity’: Doctoral education in South Africa. South African Journal of Higher Education, 29(5), 8-19.
https://journals.co.za/doi/pdf/10.10520/EJC182521
Thune, T., Kyvik, S., Sörlin, S., Olsen, T. B., Vabø, A., & Tømte, C. (2012). PhD education in a knowledge society: An
evaluation of PhD education in Norway. Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, Research, and Education.
https://www.nifu.no/publications/951985/
Torka, M. (2020). Change and continuity in Australian doctoral education: PhD completion rates and times
(2005-2018). Australian Universities’ Review, 62(2), 69-82. http://www.aur.org.au
van Lill, M. H. (2019). A study of the doctoral pipeline: Time-to-degree in selected disciplines at South African universities
[Unpublished PhD thesis. Stellenbosch University.]
van Rooij, E., Fokkens-Bruinsma, M., & Jansen, E. (2019). Factors that influence PhD candidates’ success: The
importance of PhD project characteristics. Studies in Continuing Education, 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0158037X.2019.1652158
Watts, J. (2013). To publish or not to publish before submission? Considerations for doctoral students and supervisors. Educational Practice and Theory, 35(1), 1101-1107. https://doi.org/10.7459/ept/34.1.05
Wildgaard, L., & Wildgaard, K. (2018). Continued publications by health science PhDs, 5 years post PhD-defence. Research Evaluation, 27(4), 347-357. https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvy027
Williams, K., & Grant, J. (2018). A comparative review of how the policy and procedures to assess research impact evolved in Australia and the UK. Research Evaluation, 27(2), 93-105. https://doi.org/10.1093/reseval/rvx042
Wilson, S., & Cutri, J. (2021). Novice academic roles: The value of collegiate, attendee-driven writing networks.
International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 16, 149-170. https://doi.org/10.28945/4700
Ynalvez, R., Garza-Gongora, C., Ynalvez, M. A., & Hara, N. (2014). Research experiences and mentoring practices in selected East Asian graduate programs: Predictors of research productivity among doctoral students in molecular biology. Biochemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 42(4), 305-322.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bmb.20794
Ynalvez, M. A., & Shrum, W. M. (2011). Professional networks, scientific collaboration, and publication
productivity in resource-constrained research institutions in a developing country. Research Policy, 40(2),
204-216. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.10.004
Zhou, E., & Okahana, H. (2019). The role of department supports on doctoral completion and time-to-degree.
Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory and Practice, 20(4), 511-529.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025116682036

711

Does Publishing During the Doctorate Influence Completion Time?

AUTHORS
Meryl Pearce Churchill, PhD is a researcher in the Division of Tropical
Health and Medicine at James Cook University. Meryl has worked in both
academic and professional roles supporting teaching and learning in tertiary institutions in Africa and Australia. She is passionate about enhancing the student experience, improving educational outcomes, and increasing student employability.

Daniel Lindsay, PhD is a research fellow with expertise in quantitative
methodology and statistics. He has worked as a biostatistician on various
projects and publications and has a diverse interest in health and education-related research.

Diana Mendez, BVsc, MPH, PhD, is an academic engaged in postgraduate research training at James Cook University, Australia. She works as a
researcher, a Cohort Doctoral Studies Program mentor, coordinates two
postgraduate research methods subjects, and supervises several higher-degree research candidates. She facilitates and develops new research capacity-building activities, such as workshops, writing circles, journal club, tailored to the needs of working health professionals.

Melissa Crowe, PhD is the Head of the Cohort Doctoral Studies Program in the Division of Tropical Health and Medicine at James Cook
University. Melissa has 13 years experience working in research education
and a total of 25 years experience teaching in the tertiary sector. Melissa
is enthusiastic about improving the higher degree by research experience
and supporting research candidates to completion.

712

Churchill, Lindsay, Mendez, Crowe, Emtage, & Jones
Nicholas Emtage, PhD is a researcher and data analyst (Information &
Systems) in the Planning, Performance and Analytics Division of Services
and Resources at James Cook University. He has worked in a variety of
research projects associated with the social dimensions of natural resource management as well as higher education student success, retention, and completions.

Rhondda Jones, PhD, is an Emeritus Professor in the Division of Tropical Health and Medicine at James Cook University. She is a population
ecologist and biostatistician and also provides statistical support and
training to postgraduate research students.

713

