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The purpose of this investigation was to examine perspectives 

of women adapted physical activity professionals with 

doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables that 

affect scholarly writing and publication. In-depth interviews 

were conducted with 13 highly productive women in adapted 

physical activity. Data were analyzed utilizing constant 

comparison methodology, and contextual variables and the 

experiences that facilitated or mitigated against writing 

were identified and examined inductively. Three categories of 

contextual variables had strong influences on scholarly 

writing: work settings, relationships with colleagues and 

students, and home settings. Personal variables that 

interacted with contextual variables and impacted on writing 

were age, number of years teaching, tenure, academic rank, 

type of institution, relationship status, sex discrimination, 

and gender stereotypes These personal variables influenced 

scholarly writing, but not in clearly defined ways. The most 

influential personal variables appeared to be relationship 

status and type of institution. Affective domain qualities 

that also impacted on writing were inner drive, 
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self-determination, confidence, passion, and creativity. 

Women adapted physical activity professionals who are high 

scholarly producers have different perspectives about 

scholarly writing and publication. High producers share 

similar affective domain qualities (i.e., internal 

motivation, self-determination, confidence). High producers 

also share similar facilitating factors (i.e., support from 

institution, support from home, access to models or mentors). 

and the ability to use a variety of strategies to overcome 

barriers to writing. The differences in perspectives appeared 

to be more in the degree of perceived support and in the type 

of strategies used to overcome barriers. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Only a small percentage of women adapted physical 

activity professionals write and publish scholarly products. 

An even smaller percentage publish more than one article 

during the course of their careers (Reid & Broadhead, 1995). 

This trend is not specific to adapted physical activity but 

is prevalent throughout the field of kinesiology/physical 

education (Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; Loy, 1979; Schuiteman & 

Knoppers, 1987). Safrit (1979) painted a bleak picture of the 

status of publication and research by women in physical 

education. Women were not publishing as much as men; they 

were not equally represented on the editorial boards of 

scholarly journals, and they were not members of professional 

organizations as often. Safrit suggested that the levels of 

productivity between men and women may be associated with (a) 

differential training in graduate school, (b) support system 

availability, (c) psychological factors, and (d) women's 

affinity for teaching and service. Safrit emphasized that, 

without scholarly publications, women would not meet 

qualification standards for promotion into higher academic 

ranks and positions. 

When Safrit (1984) revisited this topic, the picture had 

not changed much. Although some progress appeared to have 
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been made by women in research in physical education, Safrit 

suggested that this was not really the case. Safrit 

recommended that, in order to grasp the full picture, it was 

necessary to examine (a) the practices of administrators, (b) 

the trends of women to choose careers outside of academia, 

and (c) both overt and covert forms of discrimination against 

women in hiring practices. In this second article, Safrit 

recommended effective mentoring to improve the status of 

women (i.e., a relationship of working together to advance 

the knowledge base) in academic positions. 

Within the adapted physical activity profession, more 

men regularly publish than women, and men constitute the 

majority of the editorial boards of most relevant 

publications (Reid & Broadhead, 1995). Throughout the 

publication of the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly (APAQ) 

journal (1984-1999) women have published only 35% of all 

articles. During this same time span, women have authored 

only 33% of the articles published in Clinical Kinesiology 

relative to adapted physical education/activity information. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this investigation was to conduct a 

qualitative study of the variables affecting scholarly 

writing and publication by women adapted physical activity 

professionals. Participants were 13 women adapted physical 

activity professionals who met the following criteria: (a) 

had completed a doctoral degree with specialization in 

adapted physical activity, (b) had primary job responsibility 

in adapted physical activity, (c) had published four or more 

articles related to adapted physical activity in scholarly 

journals and/or three or more book chapters and/or two or 

more adapted physical activity textbooks between 1984 and 

1998, and (d) had been employed in higher education for 4 or 

more years. Data were collected through in-depth interviews 

and analyzed inductively in accordance with qualitative 

research methods described by Gorden (1992) and Strauss and 

Corbin (1990). Through inductive analysis, hypotheses and a 

grounded theory were developed concerning scholarly writing 

and publication. 

Research Questions 

The broad research question that guided this study was, 

What are women's perspectives concerning writing and 

publishing scholarly products? The following questions helped 

to guide the interview process. 



1. What personal, situational, and environmental

variables do women associate with scholarly writing and 

publication? 

2. What experiences do women have that facilitate the

writing of scholarly products? 

3. What experiences do women have that negatively

impact on writing of scholarly products? 

4 

4. Why do women write for publication? Do their reasons

change with age and/or situation? 

Definitions and/or Explanations of Terms 

The following definitions and/or explanations of terms 

are used throughout this study: 

Scholarly Product: a text book, a chapter in a textbook, or 

an article in a scholarly journal. 

Scholarly Journal: a journal that publishes peer-reviewed 

articles in adapted physical activity (e.g., Adapted Physical 

Activity Quarterly and Clinical Kinesiology) that could be 

classified according to the American Psychological 

Association (1994) types of articles: (a) empirical research, 

(b) review, and (c) theoretical.

Contextual Variables: situational or external variables that 

describe the environment(s) in which women write. These 

variables can include other individuals, work/home settings, 

work/home responsibilities, level of support from work/home, 

etc. 



Feminist Theories: "philosophical analysis of the concept of 

gender and the meaning of sexual difference .... deriving from 

a belief in a commitment to equal rights and opportunities 

for women" (Tierney, 1991, p. 139). 

5 

Critical Theory: a form of social or cultural criticism which 

seeks to understand power in social life in relation to 

historical, social, and material conditions which are not 

stable or fixed in society but are complex, diverse, and 

dynamic (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994). 

Grounded Theory: a theory "that is inductively derived from 

the study of the phenomenon it represents" (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990, p. 23). The purpose of grounded theory is to specify 

the conditions that appear to describe and explain a specific 

phenomenon and the resulting consequences (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990). 

Inductive Analysis: development of a conclusion or grounded 

theory based on the examination of data from specific members 

of a group and verification of the continued existence of 

similar phenomena among other members of a group (Strauss &

Corbin, 1990) . 

Constant Comparison: a method of analysis that compares 

incidents by asking questions such as What is this? What does 

it represent? and then comparing that incident with the next 

and so forth so that examples of similar phenomena can be 

given the same name and the data can be conceptualized into 



themes based on similarities and differences (Strauss &

Corbin, 1990). 

Qualitative Research: a way to seek understanding of the 

"meaning of an experience to the participants in a specific 

setting" (Thomas & Nelson, 1996). The objective of 

qualitative research is to describe, understand, and give 

meaning to experiences. Strauss and Corbin (1990) define 

qualitative research very generally as "any kind of research 

that produces findings not arrived at by means of statistical 

procedures or other means of quantification" (p. 17). 

Assumptions, Delimitations, and Limitations 

Assumptions were 

1. Women are underrepresented in scholarly writing and

publishing in adapted physical activity. 

2. Situational, environmental, and personal variables

impact on writing and publishing of women adapted physical 

activity professionals and thus warrant study. 
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3. Scholarly writing and publishing are important to

tenure and promotion in many colleges and universities. 

4. Interview answers were true, accurate, and complete.

5. Vitas were accurate and complete.

Delimitations were 

1. Participants were 13 women adapted physical activity

professionals who met the following criteria: (a) had 

completed a doctoral degree with a specialization in adapted 

physical activity, (b) had primary job responsibility in 



adapted physical activity (c) had published four or more 

articles related to adapted physical activity in scholarly 

journals and/or three or more book chapters and/or two or 

more adapted physical activity textbooks between 1984 and 

1998, and (d) had been employed in higher education for 4 or 

more years. 

2. Structured settings were used for interviewing.

3. Data were analyzed by the investigator using

inductive analysis and constant comparative methods (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1990). 

Limitations were 

1. Vitas were analyzed by only one person, and no

reliability checks were completed. 

2. The ranking system to create highest and less high

groups was not validated or checked for reliability. 
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3. The researcher had limited experience with inductive

analysis and development of grounded theory. 

Significance of the Study 

Limited research has examined factors that relate to 

scholarly productivity by women (Creamer, 1995; Hunter, 1986; 

Hunter & Kuh, 1987; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; Loy, 1979; 

Safrit, 1979, 1984; Schuiteman & Knoppers, 1987). Research in 

this area is important because scholarly writing and 

publication are often factors in employment, promotion, and 

tenure (Chamberlain, 1988; Hyer, 1985; Safrit, 1984). 

Self-efficacy beliefs and perceptions of the research 



environment are both positively related to levels of 

productivity (i.e., higher self-efficacy is correlated with 

more productivity). The self-efficacy/productivity 

relationship appears to be stronger for men than for women 

(Brown, Lent, Ryan, & McPartland, 1996). 

8 

It has been suggested that part of the development of 

empowerment (i.e., a sense of control over life and its 

events through attainment of personal qualities such as 

self-efficacy, perceived competence, internal locus of 

control, and self-esteem (Blinde, Taub, & Han, 1999)) is 

voicing uncertainties and that a "space for the multiplicity 

of women's voices should and must be made" (Rees-Jones, 

D'Monte, Winning, & Kilmister, 1994, p. 110). Rees-Jones et 

al., emphasize that there is a "need to listen to all our 

voices rather than hearing only one voice" (p. 110). The use 

of qualitative research and a feminist theory framework to 

investigate the complexity and diversity of scholarly 

productivity by woman adapted physical activity professionals 

is essential to understanding how scholarly productivity is 

influenced by social relations (i.e. historical forces, 

cultural ideology, and material conditions of social life) 

and how to involve more women in the production of scholarly 

products (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994). The present study is an 

investigation of the diverse perspectives of women producing 

scholarly publications in the adapted physical activity 

profession. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. This review of 

literature is divided into four parts: (a) a description of 

factors that impact on scholarly writing, (b) a description 

of the inequities in publishing by women physical educators, 

(c) a description of the inequities in publishing by women

adapted physical educators, and (d) a description of theories 

that may help to identify and explain variables that affect 

scholarly productivity of women in adapted physical activity. 

Factors That Impact on Scholarly Writing 

Many factors impact on scholarly writing and 

publication. In a study of 7,484 faculty members from 303 

institutions (Blackburn et al., 1978), factors that tended to 

cluster together and to explain higher publication rates for 

both women and men included higher level of interest in 

research, more communication with faculty at other 

institutions, higher subscription rates to academic journals, 

concerns about promotion and tenure, and consistency between 

personal goals and institution goals (Blackburn et al., 

1978). These factors seemed to impact men more than women 

because, during their careers, men are, "three times more 
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likely than women to have published 11 or more articles 

(Blackburn et al., 1978, p. 137). 

10 

Producers are distinguished from nonproducers by their 

early starts in careers, the development of habitual output, 

and stability of productivity patterns throughout their 

careers regardless of promotion or tenure (Crase, 1987, 

1993). Crase (1987, 1993) stated that highly productive 

scholars get an earlier start in productivity, have earlier 

success, and that these two components are crucial for the 

development of productive researcher-publishers. Highly 

productive scholars who publish early in their careers tend 

to continue to publish throughout their careers (Crase, 

1993). Past scholarly productivity, along with consistently 

being involved with publication, allotment of time slated for 

research, and a commitment to teaching are other factors 

suggested by Lawrence, Trautvetter, and Blackburn (as cited 

in Kovar and Overdorf, 1995) that impact scholarly 

productivity. 

Boice and Johnson (1984) reported that the productive 

writers in their study of 400 faculty at a doctoral-granting 

university, "seemed to work at writing in a regular (as 

opposed to sporadic) fashion, to have little anxiety about 

writing, and to minimize negative attitudes about the 

editorial process" (p. 33). Crase (1993) suggested 

descriptors associated with scholarly productivity were 

perseverance, vigilance, early identification of a research 

.. 
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focus, contemplating ideas during leisure time, extensive 

reading in the literature, development of effective retrieval 

and storage systems, maintaining a sense of balance between 

seriousness and humor, and always learning. 

According to Boice and Johnson (1984), faculty reported 

that factors that most facilitated their writing were self

experiences as a source of help (86%), goal setting (63%), 

revising several drafts (57%), reviewers as a source of help 

(51%), models as a source of help (50%), colleagues as a 

source of help (46%), seclusion (34%), and scheduling time to 

write (32%). Crase (1993) reported similar results. Highly 

productive scholars were employed in supportive institutions, 

were in close proximity to other creative and committed 

scholars, balanced teaching responsibilities with research 

goals, extended their research line by involvement in theses 

and dissertations, communicated and collaborated with other 

effective scholars, and had access to graduate students to 

assist with research projects. 

Research indicates that performance and work behaviors 

of highly productive scholars included focusing on a single 

project, maintaining regular hours for writing, scheduling 

uninterrupted and quiet time and spaces for writing, and 

working long hours with a concentrated focus (Crase, 1993). 

Highly productive scholars reported that they systematically 

worked through the writing process. Highly productive 

scholars began with an outline and worked to the completion 
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of a project; wrote regularly, writing drafts and editing; 

and maintained a "steady flow of research activity via a 

three-stage process: (1) incubating, sorting, and identifying 

research topics for manuscripts; (2) writing, editing, and 

rewriting manuscripts; and (3) monitoring works submitted 

and/or in press" (Crase, 1993, p. 82). 

Crase (1993) suggested that scholars' ability to remain 

focused on scholarly productivity was associated with the 

"exactness and rigor required to be successful as a published 

scholar, the degree of difficulty inherent in producing 

materials acceptable to discriminating colleagues, and the 

friendly exchanges that occur among scholars as issues and 

problems are examined and debated" (p. 80). Faculty reported 

factors that interfered with writing were lack of time (71%), 

other priorities (51%), lack of support (24%), lack of 

encouragement (13%), writing block (12%), worth of 

publication (12%), harsh reviews (7%), and fear of mistakes 

(6%) (Boice & Johnson, 1984). 

All of these facilitators and barriers suggest perhaps 

that scholarly publication is an ongoing process, throughout 

a career, and not one that is ever fully accomplished. 

Faculty may benefit from this process by consistently 

involving themselves with student research, writing, and 

publication. The value placed on scholarly publication and 

the amount of support provided by the institution to research 

and write may strongly impact scholarly writing. 



Demographic factors that may affect scholarly writing 

include age, relationship status, years teaching, tenure, 

academic rank, and type of institution (Astin & Davis, 1993; 

Blackburn et al., 1978; Blau, 1973; Boice & Kelly, 1987; 

Crase, 1987, 1993; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; Lykes & Stewart, 

1986). All of these factors interact with gender. These 

factors are discussed in the following sections. 

Age 

13 

According to the National Center for Education 

Statistics (1999), in 1992 the age distribution of full-time 

faculty was as follows: under age 30, 1%; 30 to 44, 36%; 45 

to 54, 36%; 55 to 59, 13%; 60 to 64, 8%; 65 or older, 5%. 

Across types of institutions (research, doctoral, and 

comprehensive), the age distribution was very similar; most 

faculty were between 40 and 54 years of age. In a study of 

physical education teacher educators in research and 

doctoral-granting institutions, tenured women and men had a 

mean age of 51 and nontenured women and men had mean ages of 

40 and 39, respectively (Goe Karp, Williamson, & Shifflett, 

1996). Age does appear to have an impact on perceptions of 

institutional support. Older faculty perceive that there is a 

more supportive climate within their department than younger 

faculty (Riger, Stokes, Raja, & Sullivan, 1997). 

Quantity of productivity does not appear to be 

indicative of age. As Crase (1987) points out, "it does 

appear, however, that an early beginning and early success as 

---
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a researcher-publisher is crucial in developing a profile as 

a productive scholar" (p. 288). Creativity and productivity 

do not usually terminally stop with age unless individuals 

experience severe disability. Simonton's (1990) research 

supports a continuation of productivity and creativity well 

into the seventh and eighth decades of life with examples of 

creative production at age 100 and older. During the 30s and 

40s individuals tend to peak in amount of productivity, 

Although a decline in the amount of productivity may occur 

later in life, productivity in the 60s and 70s may still 

exceed productivity of the same creators in their 20s. Later 

in life a decline in productivity and creativity is often 

associated with "deterioration of physical health and vigor" 

and/or may be prompted by "increased professional and 

personal responsibilities" (Simonton, 1990, p. 627). In order 

to maintain productivity, Simonton suggests that creative 

individuals will adapt to altered health and/or 

responsibilities by hiring assistants to perform tasks and/or 

collaborating with others. 

Relationship Status 

Historically, academic women were single and childless 

(Clifford, 1993). Academic women not marrying or bearing 

children caused great alarm in the early 1900s because this 

provided a model for young women of educated women, as 

eugenicists and Theodore Roosevelt claimed, "not even 

reproducing themselves" (Clifford, 1993, p. 161). Studies in 
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1930, 1962, and 1978 continued to report similar results. In 

a study of women who received their PhDs between 1877 and 

1924 75% remained single. A 1962 study reported that women 

academicians were six times more likely than men academicians 

to remain single. Of those women who did marry, 36% did not 

have children. A 1978 study reported that 48% of women 

academicians had married, and that 34% of the women had 

children (Clifford, 1993). 

Centra (1974) reported that women with doctorates were 

more likely than men with doctorates to be divorced or 

separated. Women who were married before starting their 

doctoral degrees were the most likely to be divorced or 

separated. Centra suggested that doctoral study placed 

considerable strain on family life, especially if the husband 

was not supportive. Another factor that impacted on the 

higher divorce rate of women was unequal levels of education 

in the first marriage. Women who remarried tended to remarry 

men who had more education than their first spouse. Moreover, 

these women (63%) were more likely married to men.who had 

doctorates or professional degrees such as medicine or law 

(Centra, 1974). 

A more recent study (Goe Karp et al., 1994) reported 

that physical education teacher educators at research and 

doctoral-granting institutions varied considerably in their 

relationship status. Tenured men were the most likely to be 

married (84%) and to have children (81%), while tenured women 
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were the least likely to be married (14%) and to have 

children (16%). Nontenured women were the most likely to be 

single, separated, or divorced (67%), followed closely by 

tenured women (61%). None of the 46 men in the study reported 

their relationship status as 'living with a partner'. Of the 

52 women in the study, 15% reported their relationship status 

as 'living with a partner.' 

Relationship status may impact on scholarly 

productivity. Specifically, married faculty perceive that the 

climate within their department is more supportive than do 

unmarried faculty (Riger et al., 1997). Astin and Davis 

(1993), in a study of over 9500 academics at 98 universities, 

reported that single women had lower rates of publication 

than married women or men. Single women, however, had higher 

rates of published books over their entire careers than 

married women or men. Astin and Davis suggested that single 

women who did not have family obligations perceived they had 

more time for larger projects such as books. Married men 

publish more books than married women, which may be partly 

explained by married men having wives to take care of the 

family responsibilities and thus permit their spouses more 

time for working on large scale projects. 

Single women also have less funding than either married 

women or men (Astin & Davis, 1993). This may help to further 

explain the number of books written by single women because 



less funding is needed to write books than to conduct 

research. Astin and Davis (1993) suggest that 
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Another explanation may be the tendency of single women 

to drive themselves early on to make large-scale and 

visible contributions. Because they are relatively 

isolated from networks and resources, they might feel 

that the best way to secure an unchallenged place for 

themselves in a male-dominated, predominantly 

marriage-oriented academic world is to make a large and 

highly visible academic contribution (p. 419). 

This mentality toward attempting to become a 'super 

academic woman' may, in part, result from the knowledge that 

resources and networks available to men are not as available 

to women (Astin & Davis, 1993). Single women are more at risk 

of overextending themselves than married women because they 

do not have the 'natural' barriers to their time such as 

family responsibilities. Astin and Davis (1993) also 

suggested that married women may enjoy "certain additional 

perks associated with being married in a marriage�dominated 

academic world" (p. 422). Single women may feel forced to 

follow driven and isolated paths to create their own 

visibility and may threaten academic men "by their inability 

or refusal to comply with the sexual stereotype of the 

dependent, invisible, and domestic woman" (Clifford, 1993, p. 

162), which may further perpetuate the cycle of isolation. 



Another consideration of relationship status is the 

number of women with partners or spouses who are also 

academicians. Creamer (1999) reported that an estimated 40% 

of women in higher education have partners or spouses in 

academia. Creamer described three types of collaborative 

relationships with partners or spouses: short-term, 

intermittent, and long-term. 
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Short-term collaborative relationships were 

characterized by coauthorship on a single project that often 

resulted from a unique opportunity. Participants reported 

that short-term collaboration had a relatively low level of 

impact on productivity because it was for such a brief period 

of time. Most participants classified short-term 

collaboration as no different than other collaborative 

efforts in which they had participated. 

Intermittent collaborative relationships were 

characterized by more than one project with gaps of more than 

5 years between publications. Although partners or spouses 

usually shared an area of interest, women typically choose 

not to pursue dual publications more often because of 

concerns of recognition (i.e., not being recognized as a 

scholar in their own right). 

Long-term collaborative relationships were characterized 

by relatively consistent productivity over a time span of 10 

or more years. Long-term collaborative relationships allowed 

for immediate and frequent feedback (i.e., "tearing each 
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other's work apart" (p. 273) was painful but extremely 

beneficial). Ideas were often developed informally over long 

periods of time as a result of many conversations. Long-term 

and continuous incubation period was believed to contribute 

to the quality of the product (Creamer, 1999). 

Number of Years Teaching 

Number of years teaching and age tend to be very 

strongly correlated because older faculty usually have more 

years teaching in higher education. Blackburn et al. (1978), 

reported that the highest producers during the first few 

years of teaching tended to remain relatively high producers 

over their careers. Creamer and McGuire (1998), reported 

that, of the 24 high producers (i.e., 11 or more journal 

articles and/or 11 or more book chapters, and/or 6 or more 

books or monographs) whom they interviewed, 83% said they 

published at least one refereed publication "during the 

doctorate or within two years of completing" (p. 78) the 

doctorate. The participants in this study included 7 men and 

17 women. Faculty employed in a department for more than 10 

years perceived more institutional support than faculty who 

had been working in the department less than 10 years (Riger 

et al., 1997). 

Tenure 

According to the National Center for Education 

Statistics (1999), approximately 65% of full-time faculty are 

tenured. In 1996-1997, 72% of men and 52% of women faculty 
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members were tenured. At 2-year public institutions, 70% of 

the women full-time instructional faculty were tenured 

whereas at, 4-year public institutions, only 49% of the women 

full-time instructional faculty were tenured. At private 

institutions women were less likely to be tenured. In 2-year 

private institutions, and 4-year private institutions, 

respectively, 50% and 44% of the women were tenured (National 

Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 1999). In a study of 

physical education teacher educators, 54% of the women were 

tenured and 70% of the men were tenured (Goe Karp et al., 

1996). Perceptions of institutional support differ between 

tenured, tenure-track, and nontenure-track faculty. Faculty 

with tenure perceived that there was a more supportive 

climate in their institutions than tenure-track or 

nontenure-track faculty (Riger et al., 1997). 

Regardless of the classification of the institution, 

research and publication are weighted heavily in tenure and 

promotion decisions (Ladd, 1979). Tenured faculty had a 

higher rate of productivity than nontenured faculty (Astin & 

Davis, 1993; Blackburn et al., 1978), but the level of 

productivity did not change for individuals once tenure was 

achieved (Crase, 1987). In other words an individual who was 

productive continued to be productive once tenured, and 

individuals who were not productive continued to not be 

productive after tenure. 
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In a study of highly productive scholars (i.e., five or 

more articles in the last 2 years or over 20 articles 

cumulatively), women had a greater increase in productivity 

rate per year following tenure than men (Astin & Davis, 

1993). Prior to tenure men published 2.5 articles per year, 

and women published 2 articles per year. Following tenure 

women increased to 3.5 articles per year, and men increased 

to 3 articles per year (Astin & Davis, 1993). Astin and Davis 

(1993) suggested that this change may be explained by women 

having more family responsibilities earlier in their careers. 

A related explanation may be that it takes women longer to 

become acquainted with the resources available and to develop 

networks essential for publishing success. 

Academic Rank 

Women make up approximately 35% of all full-time faculty 

at all ranks (NCES, 1999). However most women hold lower 

ranks than men (i.e., the higher the rank, the fewer the 

women). Women make up a decreasing percentage of full-time 

faculty as level of rank increases: lecturers, 54i; 

instructors, 50%; assistant professors, 44%; associate 

professors, 32%; and full professors, 18%. In the field of 

education, women comprise 51% of the full-time instructional 

faculty (NCES, 1999). Physical education teacher educators at 

research and doctoral-granting institutions follow similar 

patterns relative to academic rank. Nontenured physical 

education faculty were at lower academic ranks: assistant 
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professor, 83% women and 71% men; associate professor 13% 

women, and 21% men. Not surprising, no nontenured faculty 

held the rank of full professor. Tenured faculty, both men 

and women were at all academic ranks: assistant professor, 

29% women, 6% men; associate professor, 43% women, 44% men; 

full professor 27% women and 47% men (Goe Karp et al., 1996). 

As these data demonstrate, a higher percentage of women 

physical educators in higher education are employed at lower 

ranks than men physical educators in higher education. 

Perceptions of institutional support differ relative to 

academic rank. Specifically, faculty at the rank of full 

professor perceived a more supportive institutional climate 

than faculty at either assistant or associate professor ranks 

(Riger et al., 1997). 

Blackburn et al. (1978) indicated that age and tenure 

were not good predictors of productivity; however it is 

important to remember that these factors are both related to 

academic rank. Full professors tended to publish more 

articles than associate professors or assistant professors 

(Blackburn et al., 1978). At many institutions, tenure was at 

least partially based on number of publications, so it is not 

surprising that higher ranking faculty have more 

publications. Astin and Davis (1993) suggested that the 

increase in productivity for full professors resulted from 

"greater visibility, more invitations for contributed 



articles or chapters, and better resources as a result of 

professional rank" (p. 418). 
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The predominance of males in higher ranking faculty 

positions in graduate schools tends to decrease opportunities 

for women students and junior faculty to be mentored and 

advised by other women who can serve as models (Berg & 

Ferber, 1983). Braxton (1983) indicated that colleagues who 

were productive had a positive effect on faculty research and 

productivity in tenured men who had previously had low 

research levels. No research has been conducted to determine 

if a productive same-gender colleague can also have a 

positive effect on faculty research and productivity of 

tenured or nontenured women. 

Type of Institution 

Research institutions stress scholarship, while 

institutions which are primarily teaching institutions tend 

not to stress research and scholarly writing less (Kovar & 

Overdorf, 1995). In a study of faculty at 303 institutions, 

Blackburn et al. (1978), reported a strong relationship 

between productivity and both school type and institutional 

prestige (prestige was assigned by the American Council on 

Education based on SAT selectivity, affluence, and research 

expenditures). Differences exist, for example, in the 

publication rate between faculty in university settings and 

faculty in 4-year college settings (Blackburn et al., 1978; 

Blau, 1973). Faculty working in high prestige institutions 



publish more than faculty working in low prestige 

institutions (Crase, 1987). 
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Part of these differences may be associated with the 

increased number of opportunities to publish with graduate 

students that are associated with research and 

doctoral-granting institutions. Boice and Kelly (1987) 

reported that women teaching at universities spent more time 

during a typical academic week writing, less time teaching, 

and more time researching than women teaching at 

traditionally women's colleges. Kovar and Overdorf (1995) 

suggested that, although number of "credit hour loads 

assigned for research purposes and administrative duties did 

not significantly predict publication rate, ... higher teaching 

work loads did predict a decreased publication rate" (p. 18). 

The amount of time that faculty spend on specific 

activities differs by type of institution and can impact 

scholarly productivity. According to the National Center for 

Education Statistics (1999), in 1992 full-time faculty spent 

55% of their time teaching, 18% of their time doing research 

and scholarship, 5% of their time participating in 

professional growth activities, 13% of their time on 

administration activities, 3% of their time on outside 

consulting activities, and 7% of their time on service and 

nonteaching activities. Work time distribution varies by type 

of institution. Faculty at comprehensive institutions spent 

more time teaching (60%) than did faculty at either doctoral 
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institutions (47%) or research institutions (40%). Faculty at 

research institutions spent more time conducting research and 

completing scholarship activities (32%) than did faculty at 

either doctoral institutions (24%) or comprehensive 

institutions (14%). Professional growth activities accounted 

for 4% of faculty time at both research and doctoral 

institutions and 5% of faculty time at comprehensive 

institutions. Administration activities accounted for 13% of 

faculty time at research and doctoral institutions and 12% of 

faculty time at comprehensive institutions. Outside 

consulting activities accounted for 2 to 3% of faculty time 

at all three types of institutions. Service and nonteaching 

activities accounted for 9% of faculty time at research 

institutions, 10% of faculty time at doctoral institutions, 

and 6% of faculty time at comprehensive institutions (NCES, 

1999). 

A study comparing women's colleges and universities 

granting doctoral degrees revealed a difference in the amount 

of time spent on research and scholarly writing (~oice & 

Kelly, 1987). Faculty at women's colleges spent almost twice 

as much time teaching and half as much time researching and 

writing than faculty in universities. Faculty in universities 

produced twice as many journal articles as the women's 

college faculties (Boice & Kelly, 1987). At both universities 

and colleges, however, women and men spent an equal amount of 

time as their colleagues in writing, and published at the 
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same rate. Women in either setting perceived more pressure 

than men to publish and also believed there was an 

overemphasis on publishing in higher education. Women faculty 

working at women's colleges felt more uncomfortable with the 

expectations that were placed on writing for publication than 

did either men faculty working in women's colleges or either 

women or men faculty working at universities. 

Two reasons have been suggested for these differences. 

First, prestigious universities tend to employ graduates from 

prestigious universities (Massengale & Sage, 1982). 

Prestigious universities were identified by Massengale and 

Sage (1982) as those with high quality graduate programs at 

universities granting the most doctoral degrees and 

emphasizing research. Programs were assessed, based on the 

perception of the respondents, regarding the "quality of the 

current graduate faculty in physical education and the 

effectiveness of the doctoral training program in physical 

education" (Massengale & Sage, 1982, p. 307). Results of this 

study indicated that physical education programs ranked among 

the top 10 supplied 73% of the doctoral faculty to these same 

10 programs. Among the top 20 programs, 85% of the doctoral 

faculty earned their doctorates from these same 20 physical 

education programs. 

Second, in regard to writing and publishing, professors 

affiliated with prestigious universities authored more than 

one-third of the articles in Quest between the years of 
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1963-1986 (Crase, 1987). In this study, prestigious 

universities were defined as high quality graduate programs 

at universities granting the most doctoral degrees and 

emphasizing research. These are the universities where 

students can gain the most experience in publishing and 

presenting because faculty there are researching and writing. 

Researchers at prestigious universities had enough time to 

conduct research; had available resources such as computers, 

lab assistants, and secretarial services; and described the 

atmosphere of their departments as intellectually stimulating 

(Crase, 1987). 

Another variable related to institutional type that may 

affect writing productivity is educational preparation in 

relation to scholarly writing. Research indicates that 

graduate students must be taught publication and presentation 

guidelines. As Crase (1987) suggested, prestigious 

universities are more likely to produce graduates who know 

how to research and write. Creamer and McGuire (1998) 

reported that 63% of the highly productive scholars they 

studied had completed their doctoral work at Research I 

institutions. Butki and Andersen (1994), however, indicated 

that many sport psychology students did not believe that 

their graduate programs prepared them to be productive 

scholars. Although the men interviewed by Creamer and McGuire 

(1998) reported that they believed their doctoral program 

prepared them to be scholarly writers, about half of the 
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women reported that they did not believe that their doctoral 

programs helped them to develop the skills necessary to be 

productive as scholarly writers. 

Another factor in faculty productivity is the 

discrepancy in the amount of institutional support given at 

universities versus smaller less research-oriented colleges 

(i.e., funding, equipment, facilities, and human resources) 

(Kovar & Overdorf, 1995). An examination of the 1993 National 

Research Council study data suggested that "expenditures for 

libraries were significantly related to departmental research 

productivityn (Dunbar & Lewis, 1998, p. 624). Dunbar and 

Lewis speculated that institutions providing increased 

expenditures for library resources were more likely to be 

providing resources and supports in other areas. Lack of 

institutional support, for both female and male faculty, 

appears to play a large part in scholarly productivity. 

Sex Discrimination and Gender Stereotypes 

Sex discrimination (Lykes & Stewart, 1986) and 

societal/gender stereotypes (Morris et al., 1987, as cited in 

Kovar & Overdorf, 1995) are additional factors associated 

with lack of scholarly productivity. In many universities 

women students are not viewed as being as ambitious or 

dedicated as men students, and so men tend to receive more 

opportunities to publish during graduate school (Berg & 

Ferber, 1983; Sandler, 1993). This fact and many others led 

the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, in 



1971, to publish a report by a task force that examined 

higher education. The task force identified three major 

barriers that blocked full participation by women in higher 

education, which includes opportunities for publication. 

1. Overt discrimination by faculties, deans and 

others acting in official capacities. 
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2. Practical institutional barriers, such as rigid 

admission and residence requirements, and a lack of 

campus facilities and services, which makes 

participation in higher education incompatible with many 

women's other interests and activities. 

3. Ingrained assumptions and inhibitions on the 

part of both men and women which deny the talents and 

aspirations of the later (p. 51). 

Regulations exist that promote nondiscrimination, 

equity, and advancement for women in higher education. Some 

examples of these include Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 

of 1964, which prohibited discrimination in employment on the 

basis of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin; 

Equal Pay Act of 1963, which prohibited differential pay 

rates for women and men doing the same work; Age 

Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967, which prohibited 

discrimination on the basis of age; Executive Order 11375 of 

1968 amended the original Executive order issued by President 

Lyndon Johnson, which prohibited discrimination by all 

federal contractors on the basis of race, color, religion, 
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and national origin, to include discrimination based on sex; 

Title IX, of the Education Amendments of 1972, which 

prohibited sex discrimination in educational institutions 

receiving federal funding; Section 504 of the Rehabilitation 

Act of 1973, which prohibited discrimination on the basis of 

disability; and the Pregnancy Discrimination Act of 1978, 

which provided that pregnant women would be treated the same 

for all employment-related purposes as other persons not so 

affected but similar in their ability or inability to work 

(U.S. Department of Education [DOE] 1997; Sandler, 1973; 

Touchton & Davis, 1991). 

Executive Order 11375 and Title IX have probably had the 

greatest impact on women in higher education. In 1970, the 

Women's Equity Action League (WEAL) filed a class action 

complaint against all universities and colleges in the United 

States. The charges were filed under Executive Order 11375, 

which prohibited discrimination based on gender by all 

federal contractors. Large sums of money are given to 

educational institutions each year in the form of federal 

contracts, so this Executive Order could be used to enforce 

nondiscrimination at universities and colleges by delaying or 

revoking federal contracts from institutions not complying 

with the Executive Order. The class action suit brought by 

WEAL played a major role in changing attitudes toward women 

in higher education. The suit helped to legitimize the issue 

of sex discrimination and made sex discrimination on campuses 



31 

across the country more visible. The threat of losing funding 

caused many universities to develop affirmative actions plan 

committees and to provide 'equity raises' for faculty women 

(Sandler, 1973). 

Title IX has also had a profound impact on higher 

education. In 1971, prior to the passage of Title IX, of all 

of the doctorates earned in the United States only 14% were 

earned by women. In 1996, 40% of all earned doctorates were 

by women. The National Center for Education Statistics (1999) 

predicts that the percentage of women earning doctorates will 

remain at approximately 40% through the year 2000 and 

steadily increase by approximately 1% each year through 2008. 

Title IX has eliminated the gender gap between women and men 

earning bachelor's degrees and (DOE, 1997) and between 1986 

and 1996 the number of women in graduate schools had 

increased by 66% (NCES, 1999). Title IX has helped to "change 

attitudes, assumptions and behavior and consequently, our 

understanding about how sexual stereotypes can limit 

educational opportunities (DOE, 1997, p. 10). However as Fox 

(1989) stated "beyond athletics and formal discrimination in 

admissions ... Title IX has had limited impact. It has not 

reduced the informal sources of bias in higher education, the 

classroom procedures, interaction processes, and systems of 

faculty support" (p. 231). 

A study conducted by Hyer (1985) demonstrated the impact 

of the implementation of affirmative action policies on three 
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institutions. After surveying 183 public and private 

universities granting doctoral degrees, Hyer completed case 

studies on three of the universities that had instituted and 

implemented affirmative action policies. These institutions 

were demonstrating high levels of positive change made on 

behalf of faculty women. Areas in which the three 

universities were similar were (a) personal commitment of 

leaders to the principles and implementation of affirmative 

action, (b) high visibility of affirmative action discussion 

and goals, (c) treatment of affirmative action as a top 

priority within the institution, (d) close monitoring of 

hiring decisions, and (e) effective two-way communication 

between administration and faculty. 

One of the key factors noted by Hyer was the impact that 

the increase in enrollment of female students had on the 

demands to increase women faculty and the demands of the 

women faculty to make both small and large changes. Women 

stood together to voice their concerns and developed systems 

to make their concerns known so that appropriate action could 

be taken (Hyer, 1985). Support from top administrators and 

peers was believed to be the key to the promotion of women at 

these universities, and there was a subsequent increase in 

the proportion of women on each campus, including students, 

tenured faculty, and full professors (Hyer, 1985). 

Although regulations and laws have been established to 

prevent and penalize overt discrimination and many 
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universities now provide facilities for daycare and housing 

for families, the societal/gender stereotypes continue to 

exist and impact the productivity of women in higher 

education (U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

1971). The authors of the Report on Higher Education 

suggested that continued attitudes and societal/gender 

stereotyping were the "most formidable barriers to full 

participation by women in higher education" (U.S. Department 

of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1971, p. 56). The authors 

of the report believed that assumptions of both men and women 

about the roles of women in society "are internalized by 

individuals and incorporated into the structure of our 

institutions without being obvious. Instead, they appear to 

be the natural outgrowth of what society believes to be 

women's proper responsibilities" (p. 56). 

Numerous subtle personal and social barriers continue to 

remain in higher education. Subtle personal and social 

barriers may seem trivial, but they tend to convey the 

following message: 

Women are not as serious professionally, or as capable 

as their male peers, nor are they expected to be 

forceful leaders, to achieve at the same level or to 

participate in formal and informal professional 

activities as fully, as actively, or as successfully 

(Sandler, 1993, p. 176). 



Women are often singled out, overlooked, ignored, or 

otherwise discounted because of their gender. Sandler (1993) 

defined these small, often unnoticed behaviors, as 
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'micro-inequities' and described them as behaviors that occur 

as a result of "preconceptions about the groups with which 

[people] are identified" (p. 177). These micro-inequities may 

decrease the self-esteem and morale of women, may result in 

social and professional isolation, and may decrease 

opportunities to contribute professionally. 

Many factors contribute to micro-inequities. First is 

the lack of women in higher education. Women make up 

approximately 35% of the instructional faculty, are more 

likely to hold lower ranks than men, and are less likely than 

men to be tenured (NCES, 1999). The percentage of women in 

higher education, however, does not reflect the percentage of 

women who earn doctoral degrees. In 1995-96 women received 

40% of the doctoral degrees at all institutions of higher 

education in the United States; this percentage is predicted 

to increase through the year 2008 (NCES, 1999). Men, on the 

other hand, earned 60% of the doctorates but made up 65% of 

the instructional faculty at all institutions of higher 

education. Women with doctorates may choose not to pursue 

careers in higher education; this may exacerbate the problem 

of few same-gender models for women in universities. 

Women faculty in higher education tend to be located at 

less prestigious institutions. At research institutions, 
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women comprise 23% of the full-time faculty; at doctoral 

institutions women comprise 30% of the full-time faculty; at 

comprehensive institutions women comprise 34% of the 

full-time faculty; and at 2-year institutions women comprise 

48% of full-time faculty (NCES, 1999). As stated earlier, 

women are less likely than men to be tenured and more likely 

than men to hold positions of lower academic rank regardless 

of type of institution. At 20 of the most prestigious 

research institutions in the United States, women made up 

only 8% of full professors (NCES, 1999). At these 

institutions over 55% of the total faculty were men full 

professors and only 5% were women full professors (Moore & 

Sagaria, 1993). 

In a report prepared for the Association of American 

Colleges, Sandler (1993), examined literature, campus 

commission reports, and numerous anecdotes reported to 

Association of American Colleges staff members during campus 

visits, to explore the climate experienced by women faculty, 

students, and administrators on campuses throughout the 

United States. She described the climate as 'chilly' for 

women. Regardless of type of institution, because there were 

fewer women faculty on campuses they were more visible and 

scrutinized more closely (Sandler, 1993). Women were thought 

of as representatives for their entire gender instead of as 

individuals. If thought of as individuals they were 

considered anomalies. The low ratio of women faculty to women 
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students tended to increase the number of students that women 

faculty advised. Women were encouraged or wanted to mentor or 

be role models for women students and they spent more time on 

committees "because of their concern to ensure representation 

of women" (Sandler, 1993, p. 179). These expectations and 

responsibilities consumed a tremendous amount of time and 

infringed on the women's ability to conduct research and 

write. 

The second factor that contributes to micro-inequities 

is the preconception of how men and women are expected to 

behave (Sandler, 1993). When women exhibited traits that were 

traditionally considered male attributes, this created an 

uncomfortable atmosphere. Most people were comfortable 

interacting with women in personal and social situations and 

relating to them as mothers, sisters, wives, girlfriends, and 

hostesses, but became uncomfortable when it was necessary to 

relate to women as colleagues, administrators, and students. 

Often social etiquette was inappropriately used in 

professional settings. Examples described by Sandler (1993) 

include 

1. Focusing on a woman's appearance and other 

personal qualities and relationships, rather than on her 

accomplishments. 

2. Addressing women by social terms such as 

'sweetie', 'dear', 'Mrs.' or 'young lady' - words which 
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undercut a woman's professional identity - especially if 

her male colleagues are being addressed as 'Dr.' 

3. Asking women to take care of minor social 

needs, such as expecting women, but not men, to write 

invitations or provide refreshments for department 

meetings or parties. 

4. Using stereotyped words to describe 

accomplishments or behavior, especially words that are 

not applied to men. 

5. Focusing undue attention on women's personal 

lives. 

6. Viewing men and women with identical marital 

and parental status in very different ways. 

7. Presuming that the husband is the primary 

contributor and lead scholar when spouses collaborate or 

are in the same field. 

8. Expecting women to behave in typically 

'feminine' ways, such as being more nurturing and 

'motherly' to both students and colleagues 

(pp. 179-180). 

Each of these examples creates conflicts, for both men and 

women, regarding expectations about how they are supposed to 

behave as women and how they are expected to behave as 

professionals in higher education. These conflicts can lead 

to difficulties in scholarly productivity. 
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The third factor that contributes to micro-inequities is 

the difference between how success is attributed to women and 

men and how women's accomplishments are devalued (Sandler, 

1993). The success of men was typically described as 

resulting from "internal factors such as ability and 

competence, while women's success was often attributed to 

external, unpredictable, and uncontrollable factors such as 

happenstance, or that 'they had to hire a woman' " (Sandler, 

1993, p. 182). Women, regardless of academic rank, were more 

likely than men to attribute colleagues' successes, male or 

female, to external factors such as sponsors, prestigious 

degree, prestigious university affiliation, and collegial 

connections. Men, regardless of academic rank, were more 

likely than women to attribute colleagues' successes, male or 

female, to internal factors such as intelligence, ambition, 

hard work, and having done significant research (Fox & Ferri, 

1992) . 

Women were more likely to attribute their research 

productivity to personal variables such as relationships; 

"having good colleagues, a supportive institutional 

environment, and a spouse or family who provides a structure 

that is facilitative" (Astin & Davis, 1993, p. 417). Men, on 

the other hand, attributed their success to "curiosity, the 

valuing of scholarship, and greater ambition" (Astin & Davis, 

1993, p. 417). In regard to barriers and factors that inhibit 

scholarly productivity women were more likely than men to 
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identify available time as a major factor. Women participated 

in time-consuming activities expected of them such as family 

responsibilities, teaching, and administration. Men believed 

that limited resources were the primary inhibitors (i.e., 

lack of funds, institutional support, or student assistance) 

(Astin & Davis, 1993). If men place less importance on 

external factors, then they are more likely to believe that 

the academic social order is legitimate and equitable, which 

will continue to perpetuate the existing inequities (Astin & 

Davis, 1993). 

Several studies have shown that accomplishments of men 

and women are valued differently and the same accomplishments 

by women are not rated as highly (Paludi & Bauer, 1983; 

Paludi & Strayer, 1985). For example, university students 

were asked to rate identical papers with obviously male or 

female authors. Male authors were consistently rated higher 

than women for the same article. Examples of devaluation of 

women's work include 

1. Women's accomplishments are sometimes 

downgraded or trivialized when equal or even superior to 

those of male peers. 

2. Women's abilities are more likely to be 

questioned, subjected to greater scrutiny and/or ignored 

than those of men. 



3. Women's conversations with other women may be 

viewed as unimportant, while men's conversations are 

seen as important discussion. 

4. Programs, courses, committees, and other 

activities concerning women may also be seen as less 

valuable than other similar activities. 

5. Fields identified with women are often 

downgraded as in the case of home economics, nursing, 

library science, and student affairs (Sandler, 1993, p. 

183-184). 
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The fourth factor that contributes to micro-inequities 

is collegiality (Sandler, 1993). Many men continue to be 

uncomfortable interacting with women as professional 

colleagues and so exclude women from collegial projects. This 

makes it difficult for men to mentor or sponsor women, which 

disadvantages women in recruitment and advancement. As 

Massengale and Sage (1982) pointed out, students with early 

experience in writing and publishing continue to produce 

scholarly products. Without equal opportunities for mentoring 

and sponsorship at the graduate level, women were less likely 

to conduct research and write and were not as productive as 

men in academic positions (Massengale & Sage, 1982). 

Cameron and Blackburn (1981) reported that women who had 

mentors of either gender, performed as well as men in 

publication rate, amount of grants received, rate of 

collaboration, and involvement in networks of women, while 
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women who did not have mentors performed considerably lower 

in each category. Creamer and McGuire (1998) reported support 

for collegiality. Most of the participants in their study 

agreed that "their productivity was sustained by association 

with other scholars who were engaged in research and 

publishing" (p. 79). Exchanging ideas was considered as the 

most instrumental aspect of feedback. Sandler (1993) noted 

that women were considered outsiders in the 'old-boys' 

network where men know and trust other men more than they do 

individual women. Fox (1989) stated that women outside this 

network were shut out of job and research information and 

opportunities that often occurred in this informal setting. 

Disadvantages have an accumulating effect and cause 

women to fall farther and farther behind more advantaged men 

as their careers progress (Blackburn et al., 1978; Moore & 

Sagaria, 1993). Accumulated disadvantages result in less 

desirable positions and less desirable universities, and 

woman's productivity may never reach predicted potential 

(Clark & Corcoran, 1986). Cumulative advantage is a 

theoretical perspective that attempts to explain scholarly 

productivity. Productive scholars were characterized as those 

"who have been advantaged by the resources that are 

associated with location in prestigious institutions and 

recognition gained from accomplishments early in their 

career" (Creamer & McGuire, 1998, p. 73). Specific indicators 

of productive scholars include 
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1. Doctorate earned at a prestigious, research-oriented 

institution. 

2. Interest in research developed early in career. 

3. Mentored by a prominent, senior scholar. 

4. Published early in career. 

5. Initial faculty appointments in research 

institutions. 

6. Extensive collegial networks developed (Creamer & 

McGuire, 1998). 

The key element for scholarly productivity, from a 

cumulative advantage perspective, was the availability of 

resources. These resources began as training, preparation, 

and mentoring in a prestigious department and led to faculty 

appointments in prestigious research institutions. 

Opportunities were present at prestigious research 

institutions to engage in formal and informal collegial 

networks that facilitated continued availability of resources 

(Creamer & McGuire, 1998). 

Another important element in the cumulative advantage 

perspective, is recognition. Some recognition came in the 

form of formal awards and citations or in more informal ways 

(i.e., feedback and reinforcement from colleagues regarding 

publications). When supported by resources accumulated from 

recognition, "reinforcement motivates continued research 

productivity" (Creamer & McGuire, 1998, p. 73-74). Lack of 

reinforcement and recognition leads to women having less 



confidence in their ability to produce scholarly work. This 

lack of confidence may explain why women have a tendency to 

submit manuscripts to journals that are deemed inferior 
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(Iwata & Lent, 1984) and why women experience more discomfort 

than men with the process of editorial review (Boice & Kelly, 

1987). Many women, however, have overcome this "lack of 

sponsorship, exclusion from collegial culture, and 

significant 'role-overloading' with marital and child-care 

demands" (Clark & Corcoran, 1993, p. 411) to become 

successful academicians. 

One disadvantage of not being in the informal 'old boys' 

network is not learning the 'rules' of academia that may not 

be spelled out clearly in the faculty handbook (Aisenberg & 

Harrington, 1993). Although the rules for gaining entrance 

into academia (i.e., requirements for graduation) are 

generally straightforward, the rules for employment and 

professional advancement are more difficult to define and in 

many cases do not exist in any clear form (Aisenberg & 

Harrington, 1993). Rules emerge from a combination of sources 

such as traditions, institution-governing bodies, union 

contracts, and governmental policies. The lack of "guidance 

and instruction in the actual rules of the game" (Aisenberg & 

Harrington, 1993, p. 389), seriously impedes women's 

productivity and morale. Although women professors were more 

likely to provide support in this way than men professors, 

the problem relates to the lack of women in higher education 
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and especially the few women at research institutions who can 

assume the role of professional mentor. 

Exclusion from the inner circle of academia, also 

creates a lack of opportunities to discuss scholarly work, 

teaching, institutional problems, and politics and creates an 

atmosphere of isolation for women, especially when 

difficulties arise (Creamer & McGuire, 1998). Highly 

productive scholars described experiences that suggested 

their active involvement in a culture of scholarship (Creamer 

& McGuire, 1998). This culture was defined as "an 

intellectual and social community that shares an active 

interest in and commitment to research and writing and the 

exchange of ideas" (Creamer & McGuire, 1998, p. 88). Research 

also indicates that men are less likely to collaborate with 

women, and, when they do women tend to be second authors over 

60% of the time (Finkelstein, 1984). Some examples of 

exclusionary practices include 

1. Men talk less to women than to other men, and 

rarely include women in informal activities. 

2. Sometimes men stop talking when a female 

colleague enters the faculty lounge or lunchroom, or 

ignore a woman's attempt to join a conversation. 

3. Women tend to get less feedback than men, 

whether positive or negative, almost as if what they do 

does not matter. 
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4. Men may forget or confuse the names of women 

colleagues more readily than those of male colleagues. 

5. Minority women and disabled women often face a 

lack of collegiality not only from men but from other 

women as well. 

6. Women's collegiality with other women may be 

viewed with suspicion (i.e., women collaborating on 

scholarly activities may be viewed as or kidded about 

being lesbians). 

7. Sometimes men are collegial with women but only 

when no other men are present (Sandler, 1993, 185-186). 

The fifth factor that contributes to micro-inequities is 

that many people relate to women in terms of sexuality 

(Sandler, 1993). Because society places such importance on 

attractiveness, women and men are treated very differently on 

the basis of their appearance. Woman are more often 

'sexualized' (Sandler, 1993). Men are judged on achievement 

whereas women are judged on attractiveness (Sandler, 1993). 

Women's attention or inattention to dress was viewed more 

critically than men's, and women were criticized for not 

dressing 'feminine' enough or for dressing 'too feminine'. 

Women's sexual orientation and professionalism was also 

questioned based on how they dressed (Sandler, 1993). 

According to Sandler (1993) many other factors 

contribute to the micro-inequities between men and women in 

higher education. Some of these include actual cases of 
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sexual harassment, appointments to less powerful committees, 

funding differences, less access to office support, less 

desirable office space, discouragement, intentionally 

subverting women's authority, rule enforcement differences, 

and concerns about covert and overt repercussions if issues 

about women are raised. Very often these factors are rooted 

in tradition and continued even when more overt forms of 

discrimination were changing on campus (Sandler, 1993). In 

the next two sections of this chapter literature are reviewed 

regarding gender inequities in publishing within the 

profession and discipline of kinesiology/physical education 

and within the subdiscipline of adapted physical activity. 

Inequities of Publishing by Women 

Physical Educators 

In the field of physical education, a limited number of 

researchers have examined publication contributions of women 

(Goe Karp et al., 1996; Safrit; 1979, 1984; Schuiteman & 

Knoppers, 1987), productivity and collaborative patterns 

(Knoppers, 1989), structural barriers to publishing for women 

physical educators in higher education (Schuiteman & 

Knoppers, 1987), and contributions of women to exercise 

science and sports medicine from 1870 to 1994 (Park, 1995). 

Each of these articles, with the exception of Park (1995), 

emphasized the inequities in the amount of contributions of 

articles by women and men in the field of physical education. 

To date no research has been found that discusses publication 
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of book, book chapters, or other forms of written publication 

in the field of physical education regarding the inequities 

in these publications based on gender. Each of these articles 

will be discussed in the following section. 

Work Roles of Physical Educators in Higher Education 

Goe Karp et al. (1996) examined the work roles of 

physical education teacher educators' in research and 

doctoral-granting institutions. To examine scholarly 

productivity the 98 participants were grouped by gender and 

tenure status and publications, of all types, over a 2-year 

period were averaged. Nontenured women were the most 

productive group, M = 3.3 publications in 2 years. Nontenured 

men were the next most productive group, M = 2.9 publications 

in 2 years. The number of publications produced by nontenured 

faculty suggests the importance and pressure placed on 

faculty to publish in order to gain tenure. On the other hand 

tenured men published at a slightly lower average rate of 2.3 

publications in 2 years and tenured women decreased 

considerably after tenure to a rate of 1.2 publications in 2 

years. The difference between women and men in publication 

rate after tenure suggests that men either continue to have 

pressure exerted on them after tenure to publish or that they 

have fewer barriers to scholarly productivity after tenure 

than women. Women may, after gaining the security of tenure, 

relax without the pressure of tenure and/or may choose to 

balance their personal and professional lives and spend less 



time in their professional roles. When publication rate of 

articles alone was examined, the rankings remained the same 

except nontenured men published slightly more articles in a 

two year period than nontenured women. 

Author Gender and Collaboration Patterns 
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Knoppers (1989) examined both the gender of authorship 

and the collaboration patterns of authors of articles 

published by physical educators in 14 research-based physical 

education journals between the years of 1980 and 1984. The 

primary authorships of 734 articles were examined. Women were 

primary authors of 29% of the articles and men were primary 

authors of 71% of the articles. Half of the articles 

published by women were authored alone and 41% of the 

articles published by men were authored alone. This suggests 

a lack of individuals of either gender with whom women can 

collaborate on articles or a lack of invitations to 

collaborate with other scholars. Women were more likely to 

collaborate in mixed gender groups (26%) than men (21%), and 

men were more likely to collaborate in same gender groups 

(38%) than women (22%). The majority of the articles 

published with men primary authors were written by men only 

groups. This suggests a lack of other women professionals 

with whom women can collaborate, a lack of men willing to 

publish with women, or a concern of women publishing with 

men. Perhaps women believe that they will be relegated to 



lessor roles or that their suggestions will not be taken 

seriously. 
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It has been suggested that perhaps fewer women publish 

in physical education because there are fewer women in the 

field in higher education. Schuiteman and Knoppers (1987) 

reported a significant difference in publications by men and 

women even when the difference in the number of women and men 

in the field was taken into account. At the time of this 

study (1983-84) women comprised (40%) of the AAHPERD 

membership who were teaching at the college or university 

level and who held doctoral degrees. These are the 

individuals who are the most likely to be publishing, 

however, women published only 29% of the 2,623 articles in 

the 19 refereed physical education journals that were 

examined. Men authored significantly more articles in 

physical education journals between 1979 and 1983. The 

results of this study also indicated that men outnumbered 

women as primary authors (70%) and as secondary authors 

(73%). Even within two subdisciplines that AAHPERD membership 

data indicated had a relatively equal number of women and 

men, sport psychology and motor performance, men authored 

significantly more articles than women. These results were 

similar to those reported earlier by Safrit (1984) and 

clearly show that in physical education men are more 

productive than women. 



Barriers to Productivity for Women Physical Educators 

Many of the same barriers discussed earlier in this 

chapter regarding productivity by women may also have an 

impact on women in the field of physical education. Three 

barriers were highlighted by Schuiteman and Knoppers (1987), 
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(a) differential treatment in graduate school, (b) existence 

of the 'old referees network', and (c) lack of an available 

support network. 

Differential treatment. Differential treatment in 

graduate school may be demonstrated in several ways. As a 

result of the lack of women physical educators in higher 

education, especially at the more prestigious institutions 

(Massengale & Sage, 1982), women graduate students lack same 

gender advisors, mentors, and role models. The few women who 

are on graduate faculty are overburdened with teaching and 

service roles (Sandler, 1993) and may not have time or 

quality time to devote to women graduate students. Men 

faculty members may have a difficult time relating to women 

students and taking them seriously as students, and as a 

result women receive less encouragement and fewer 

opportunities than men (Sandler, 1993). 

Old referees network. The existence of the 'old referees 

network' is an extension of the 'old boys network'. As 

discussed in a later section of this chapter the editors and 

editorial boards of journals are the 'gatekeepers' of what 

knowledge is of value and what knowledge gets disseminated in 



51 

journals. The 'old referees network', the editors and 

editorial board members of the journals, in physical 

education are primarily men. Of the 13 journals that were 

reviewed by Schuiteman and Knoppers (1987) over a 5 year 

period, 1979 to 1983, 88% of the editors were men, and 85% of 

the editorial board members were men. Only three of the 13 

journals had women editors during any of the 5 years and one, 

Motor Skills: Theory into Practice, had a women editor all 5 

years. 

Differences in the gender of 'gatekeepers' may impact on 

the gender of the authors published. Quest published the 

highest percentage of articles by women (49%) and also had 

the strongest representation of women editors and editorial 

board members (51%) during the 5 year period examined 

(Schuiteman and Knoppers, 1987). During the past four years, 

1996 to 1999, women and men were equally represented as 

members of the editorial board of Quest. Men and women were 

also equally (13 men to 14 women) represented as editors and 

associate editors. For each of these issues the editor and 

associate editor were always mixed gender with the exception 

of one issue when there was no associate editor and the 

editor was a woman. This balance in gender however was not 

reflected in the articles published from 1996 to 1999, 71% of 

the articles had men primary authors, and 70% of all authors 

were men. 
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Lack of support system. Lack of strong support systems 

for women was demonstrated in the differences in patterns of 

collaboration by women and men (Knoppers, 1989). Women 

primary authors tended to collaborate in smaller groups, 89% 

of the articles were published by groups of 2 to 3 

individuals, than men primary authors, 91% of the articles 

were published by groups of 2 to 4 individuals. If 

collegiality takes the form of homosociality, as is suggested 

by the research reported earlier in this chapter (Astin & 

Davis, 1993; Boice & Kelly, 1987; Creamer & McGuire, 1998; 

Fox, 1989; Moore & Sagaria, 1993; Sandler, 1973, 1993), then 

homosocial collegiality is a much greater problem for women 

than it is for men and has a much greater impact on scholarly 

productivity of women. Women attributed more of their success 

to personal variables such as good colleagues and a 

supportive environment (Astin & Davis, 1993), and if these 

support systems are not available women will continue to 

confront barriers to publication and not be as productive as 

men. Lack of women with whom to collaborate and/or the 

reluctance of men to collaborate with women partners will 

continue to impact on the productivity of women. 

Contributions of Key Women in Physical Education 

Park (1995) examined the various contributions of women 

in exercise science and sports medicine from 1870 to 1994. In 

this study she did not compare the number of contributions by 

women with contributions by men but highlighted women's 
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contributions. It is important to note that although she made 

not direct comparisons to the contributions of men, a similar 

article written about the contributions of men would require 

considerably more space in a journal. She reported numerous 

publication accomplishments by women between 1870 and 1994. 

Among the notable publishing foremothers were Dr. Mary Putnam 

Jacobi, Clelia Mosher, Josephine Langworthy Rathbone, Gladys 

Scott, Dr. Frances Hellebrandt, Anna Espenschade, and Ruth 

Glassow. These women made great contributions to research in 

physical education and contributed numerous articles, 

chapters and books along with other nontangibles 

contributions such as leadership in the profession and role 

models and mentors for other women in physical education. 

Dr. Mary Putnam Jacobi (1880s) was not involved directly 

in physical education but she was an advocate of calisthenics 

and weight lifting and an early publishing pioneer on the 

positive effects of exercise. Jacobi published over 100 

papers among which she published a series of articles that 

"discussed the value of exercise in relation to circulatory 

difficulties, nervous complaints, backaches, and ovarian 

hyperaesthesis" (Park, 1995, p. 44). 

Another early publishing pioneer in the late 1800s and 

early 1900s was Clelia Mosher, a gymnastics instructor at 

Stanford University. At Stanford she was involved in 

scientific and clinical research and published papers on the 

"muscular strength and the growth of girls, the mechanics of 



female respiration, and ... normal and dysfunctional 

menstruation" (Park, 1995, pp. 48-94). 
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Josephine Langworthy Rathbone was one of the first women 

to receive a master's degree from Wellesley College in 1923. 

She was one of the founders of the American College of Sports 

Medicine and is best known for her textbook Corrective 

Physical Education. This book was first published in 1934 and 

endured through seven editions. It was widely used in 

teaching physical education through the 1960s (Sherrill & 

DePauw, 1997). Rathbone's influence is best known today in 

the field of adapted physical activity and the impact and 

influence of her work continues to this day. Her 

contributions and influence on the work of women scholars in 

adapted physical activity will be further discussed in the 

following section. 

Dr. Frances Hellebrandt was a long time faculty member 

at the University of Wisconsin and a prolific writer. She was 

in charge of the exercise physiology laboratory and the motor 

learning laboratory at the University of Wisconsin and 

published over 160 papers during her career. Along with 

publishing she was active in professional organizations, 

directed numerous research projects at the University of 

Wisconsin and directed much of her research after World War 

II toward rehabilitation medicine (Park, 1995). 

Anna Espenschade was another highly productive scholar 

who also spent a considerable amount of time serving within 
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professional organizations in physical education. She is most 

well known for her many publications in the area of growth 

and development (Park, 1995) including a textbook coauthored 

with Helen Eckert in 1967, Motor Development. She established 

the doctoral program in motor development at the University 

of California at Berkeley (Thomas, 1997). 

Two influential women in the field of biomechanics were 

Gladys Scott and Ruth Glassow. Gladys Scott was an important 

contributor in the areas of biomechanics and in testing and 

measurements. She was the author of Analysis of Human 

Movement: A Textbook of Kinesiology published in 1942, which 

was "an extensively utilized textbook in undergraduate 

kinesiology classes" (Wilkerson, 1997, p. 329). It was 

heralded as the most "comprehensive textbook of its genre 

published during the 1940s (Park, 1995, p. 51). She also 

published, with Ester French, Measurement and Evaluation in 

Physical Education, "one of the first test and measurement 

books for women" (Wilkerson, 1997, p. 329). 

Ruth Glassow was also well know for her contributions to 

biomechanics and most importantly her practical application 

of the basic mechanical principles to teaching physical 

activities. A University of Wisconsin graduate, Ruth Glassow 

returned to the University of Wisconsin as a faculty member 

in 1930 and made numerous contributions in the areas of 

measurement, motor development, and kinesiology. She was the 

coauthor of Kinesiology, published in 1963, a widely used 
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textbook in the field well after she retired in 1962 (Park, 

1995; Wilkerson, 1997). She was well known for her pioneering 

work in the use of photographic and cinematographical 

research methods to measure and analyze movement. 

Indicative of the many contributions of women in the 

field of physical education were the number of women who 

contributed to a book produced by the AAHPER Research Section 

and Council in 1949. Fourteen women, 35% of the authors, 

contributed to the production of Research Methods Applied to 

Health, Physical Education and Recreation. The book was 

coedited by Gladys Scott and Thomas Cureton and the following 

women were contributing authors; Dorothy Ainsworth, Carolyn 

Bookwalter, Louise Cobb, Anna Espenschade, Esther French, 

Pauline Hodgson, Laura Huelster, Ellen Kelly, Marjorie 

Phillips, Margaret Poley, Elizabeth Rodgers, Helen Russell, 

Ruth Glassow, and M. Gladys Scott. However eleven years later 

when another collaborative text, Science and Medicine of 

Exercise and Sports, was edited by Warren Johnson, there was 

a sharp decline in the number of women contributors (14%). 

Only six women contributed to this text: Anna Espenschade, 

Florence Stumpf Fredrickson, Emma McCloy Layman, Eleanor 

Metheny, Celeste Ulrich, and Janet Wessel. This decrease in 

women contributors to large collective volumes may not have 

been indicative of a declining trend because recently The 

History of Exercise and Sport Science (1997) was published by 

the National Association for Physical Education in Higher 
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Education. Although both of the editors were men, 45% of the 

contributors to the 11 chapter volume were women. 

Editors, and Editorial Boards 

Journals are regarded as the primary mode of conveying 

scholarly information and "what is printed in journals 

represents that which is deemed of adequate importance to 

become a link in a paper chain of knowledge in a given field" 

(Moore & Sagaria, 1993, p. 235). Crase (1992) refers to 

editors and editorial boards as the 'gatekeepers of 

knowledge' because "most disciplinary knowledge of any value 

has been created through legitimate research or some sort of 

intellectual theorizing, evaluated and approved by peers, 

then published in a scholarly, refereed journal or book" (p. 

28). Scholarly productivity, in the form of journal articles, 

increases the visibility of a scholar, enhances her/his 

chances of tenure and promotion, and increases her/his 

credibility and legitimacy within the field (Moore & Sagaria, 

1993). Because women do not contribute as many articles to 

journals as men they are not as visible, their tenure and 

promotions chances are decreased, and they are not considered 

as credible or legitimate as men. 

Editors are the gatekeepers of what is published in 

journals. The decisions that editors make are not only based 

on the quality of the article but on it's value and 

legitimacy to the field at a given time. Editors are usually 

selected from among the dominant elite within a field (Crase, 
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1992). Editors in the field of physical education are 

generally full-time academicians and get little if any 

compensation for their editorial duties. Their major 

responsibility is to produce a quality journal. The majority 

of their time is spent overseeing manuscripts, overseeing the 

review process, selecting editorial boards and review panels, 

and sharing communications between authors and reviewers 

(Crase, 1992). 

Editors usually select editorial boards and reviewers, 

some of whom serve in both capacities. Members of editorial 

boards are generally selected because they are established as 

'experts' in a specific area. They tend to be well-known and 

well published within the profession (Crase, 1992). The 

articles published during the tenure of the editor and 

editorial boards reflect what articles and ideas they believe 

are meaningful and legitimate for the field and what 

knowledge gets disseminated (Moore & Sagaria, 1993). 

Editors of scholarly journals are extremely powerful 

individuals. They are committed to the profession and to the 

mission of the professional journal. Editors of journals are 

primarily men. Moore and Sagaria (1993) examined 86 editors 

of journals published in 1988-89 from the areas of 

humanities, area studies, social sciences, science and 

technology, and medical and health sciences. Of the 86 

editors identified 13 (15%) were women and 73 (85%) were men. 

Women held editorships in humanities (5), social sciences, 
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including education and women's studies (4), science and 

technology (2) and medical and health sciences, specifically 

nursing (2). There was a definite male bias in all areas. 

The absence of support systems discussed earlier often 

extends to journals themselves. Safrit (1984) discussed the 

discrepancies in the gender composition of physical 

education/kinesiology journal editorial boards, editors, and 

associate editors. All of the journals in her study had male 

editors; just 13% of the associate editors were females; and 

editorial boards consisted of approximately 14% female 

members. The journals reviewed by Safrit (1984) were Adapted 

Physical Activity Quarterly, Journal of Human Movement 

Studies, Journal of Sport History, Journal of Sport Behavior, 

Journal of Sport Psychology, Journal of Sport and Social 

Issues, Medicine and Science in Sport, Journal of Motor 

Behavior, and Quest. To determine if these discrepancies 

continued to exist 8 of the 9 journals that Safrit examined 

in 1984 were examined in 1999 by the researcher. The Journal 

of Human Movement Studies was not included in the examination 

because it listed 78% of it's editorial board and associate 

editors with initials and it was not possible to determine 

gender with certainty for 15 of 21 individuals. Each of the 

journals was examined to determine the gender composition of 

the editors, associate editors, and editorial board members. 

In 7 of the 8 journals the first issue of 1999 was examined 

and in the remaining journal the last issue of 1998 was 
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examined. In the previous 15 years (1984-1999) there have 

been improvements in the number of women holding positions as 

editors, associate editors, and editorial board members for 

these 8 journals. Women comprised 20% of the editors, 16% of 

the associate editors, and 28% of the editorial board members 

for these 8 journals (see Table 1). A comparison with 

Safrit's (1984) data, without the data from the Journal of 

Human Movement Studies, demonstrates an overall increase of 

13% for women in all three positions. Although this was a 

less then 1% increase per year it was encouraging to note 

that women are in positions to make decisions regarding the 

knowledge base for physical education and that there was some 

support of women in journal leadership positions. There needs 

to continue to be increases in the representations of women 

as editors and members of editorial boards in journals in the 

field of physical education so that this gap continues to 

close. 

Book and Book Chapters 

Books and book chapters along with articles make up the 

majority of publications by physical educators. Because of 

the sheer volume of books on physical education it was not 

possible to examine the differences in gender authorship of 

books and book chapters in physical education for this study. 

A cursory examination of the book shelves in the Texas 

Woman's University library under the topic physical 



Table 1 

Women's Involvement as Editors, Associate Editors, and 

Editorial Board Members 1999* 
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Editor Editorial 
board 

Associate 
editors 

Journal M F u M F u M F 

APAQ 0 1 0 12 7 0 1 1 

J. Motor Behavior 2 0 1 22 4 2 N/A 

J. Sport Behaviors 1 0 0 4 0 0 23 3 

J. Sport & Exercise 

Psychology 1 0 0 16 9 0 1 1 

J. Sport & Social 

Issues 1 0 0 22 18 2 N/A 

J. Sport History 1 0 0 14 3 0 N/A 

Med. & Sci. in 

Sports & Exercise 1 0 0 41 10 3 N/A 

Quest 0 1 0 7 6 0 1 0 

Totals 7 2 1 138 57 7 26 5 

Percentage of Totals 70% 20% 10% 68% 28% 4% 84% 16% 

*Note. Data for the Journal of Sport History were obtained 
from the last issue of 1998. All other data were obtained 
from the first issue of 1999. 



education, however, supports the premise that men publish 

more books then women. 

Inequities of Publishing by Women Adapted 

Physical Educators 
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To date there has been little research completed that 

has examined the contributions of women in the field of 

adapted physical activity. Two exceptions were a content 

analysis of the articles published in the first ten years of 

the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly (Reid & Broadhead, 

1995) and a documentary analysis of the research articles 

published in the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly during 

1997 and 1998 (Sherrill & O'Connor, 1999). As in physical 

education/kinesiology, there are inequities in adapted 

physical activity in the number of women publishing articles, 

books, and book chapters, and in the number of women editors 

and women represented on editorial boards. 

Journal Articles 

Currently there are four scholarly journals that 

primarily publish articles related to adapted physical 

activity: Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, Brazilian 

International Journal of Adapted Physical Education Research, 

which is no longer being published, Clinical Kinesiology, and 

Palaestra. Although an examination of all of these journals 

can not be undertaken within the scope of this study, two of 

the journals used to create the list of potential 

participants for this study, the Adapted Physical Activity 
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Quarterly and Clinical Kinesiology were examined relative to 

gender of primary authors. An examination of the number of 

primary authors in Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly 

demonstrates the discrepancy between men and women writing 

and publishing in this journal. Of the 439 articles published 

in this journal from 1984 to 1999, 271 primary authors were 

men and 155 primary authors were women (i.e., 35% women), 

there was a 3% loss of data because the gender of 13 authors 

could not be determined. Another journal which publishes 

articles relative to adapted physical activity, Clinical 

Kinesiology, published 212 articles from 1984 to 1998 with 

137 men and 69 women (i.e., 32% women) as primary authors, 

again there was a 3% loss of data because the gender of 6 

authors could not be determined. Along with the small number 

of articles published by women, a small number of women and 

men published the majority of the articles. 

Within the field of adapted physical activity a very 

small percentage of professionals publish a large percentage 

of the articles. Reid and Broadhead (1995), documented the 

first 40 issues of the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, 

and listed authors who had contributed to three or more 

articles in the first 40 issues. This list of 45 individuals 

contained only 9 women and one person, Claudine Sherrill, had 

published 14 articles, the most by any author. This list of 

45 authors contributed to 202 of the 290 articles published 

to that point (i.e., 70% of all articles published in APAQ 
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from 1984 to 1993 were published by 45 individuals). In the 

past 5 years, from 1994 to 1999, since the Reid and Broadhead 

(1995) study was completed, the number of women who have 

contributed to three or more articles in the Adapted Physical 

Activity Quarterly has doubled (18) and only 3 of the 

original list of 9 women have not published an article since 

1993. These 18 women contributed to 94 (21%) of the 439 

articles published from 1984 through the first two issues of 

1999. There were 213 women contributors to APAQ from 1984 to 

1999, 8% of the women (18) contributed to 30% of the articles 

written by women, and 21% of the women (44) contributed to 

46% of the articles written by women. These tabulations may 

be slightly inflated as multiple women may have contributed 

to one article. 

The only other research that examined differences in 

gender in adapted physical activity productivity was a 

documentary analysis of the research articles published in 

the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly during 1997 and 1998 

(Sherrill & O'Connor, 1999). In the interest of determining 

if the goal of editor Sherrill, "to increase the 

representation of females, ethnic groups, geographical 

regions, and individuals with disabilities" (Sherrill, 1997, 

p. 2), was being met in the area of gender, Sherrill and 

O'Connor (1999) examined the author composition of research 

articles. Between 1997 and 1998, 38 research articles were 

published in the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly. Women 
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were lead authors of 45% of these research articles. Because 

most of the articles had multiple authors a total of 100 

individuals contributed to the 38 articles and 43% of these 

authors were women. This is a very encouraging finding and 

demonstrates the capability of women to contribute to 

research and the knowledge base in the field of adapted 

physical activity. 

Editors and Editorial Boards 

As mentioned in the previous section, journals are the 

primary mode of communicating scholarly information, editors 

and editorial boards are the 'gatekeepers' of the knowledge 

of what is published in journals, and men comprise a larger 

percentage of those gatekeepers. In the field of adapted 

physical activity there are very few journals which primarily 

publish articles related to adapted physical activity, 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, Brazilian International 

Journal of Adapted Physical Education Research (no longer 

being published), Clinical Kinesiology, and Palaestra. 

Schuiteman and Knoppers (1987) suggested that the gender of 

the gatekeepers was reflected in the gender of the published 

authors. Journals with more women on the editorial board 

tended to have higher percentages of women authored research. 

In these four adapted physical activity journals in 1999 

women comprise 50% of the editors, 20% of the associate 

editors, and 36% of the editorial boards (see Table 2 for a 

breakdown by journal). To further investigate Schuiteman and 



Table 2 

Women's Involvement as Editors, Associate Editors, and 

Editorial Board Members 1999 in Adapted Physical Activity 

Journals 

Editor 

Journal M F 

APAQ 0 1 

BIJAPER 0 1 

Clinical 

Kinesiology 1 0 

Palaestra 1 0 

Totals 2 2 

Percentage 

of Totals 50% 50% 

Editorial 
board 

M F 

12 7 

6 5 

6 0 

17 12 

41 24 

62% 36% 

u 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2% 

Associate 
editors 

M F 

1 1 

2 3 

11 0 

1 0 

15 4 

75% 20% 

u 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

5% 

66 

Note. Palaestra lists assistant, field, and department 

editors, all are listed in this table under editorial board. 

Note. The information for the Brazilian International Journal 

of Adapted Physical Activity is from 1997, the last year the 

journal was published. 
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Knoppers' (1987) conclusion, the existing data from the 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly and Clinical Kinesiology 

were compared to data on the gender of the editors, associate 

editors, and editorial board members of those two journals. 

As these individuals tend to stay the same throughout the 

year only the first volumes of each year from 1984 to 1999 

were examined. From 1984 to 1999 women comprised 29% of the 

combined editors, associate editors, and editorial board 

members of the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly and 5% of 

the combined editors, associate editors, and editorial board 

members of Clinical Kinesiology. However, although there was 

a much greater percentage of women serving in editorial 

capacities for the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly women 

were primary authors at approximately the same percentage for 

the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly (35%) and Clinical 

Kinesiology (32%). At least for these two adapted physical 

activity journals, the contention made by Schuiteman and 

Knoppers (1987) that journals with more women serving in 

editorial capacities tended to have higher percentages of 

women authored research does not generalize for these two 

journals (see Table 3 and Table 4 for a breakdown of these 

two journals). 

Books and Book Chapters 

There have been numerous books written relative to 

adapted physical activity. Titles have included such key 

words as correctives, adapted, special, developmental, 
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Table 3 

Gender Distribution of Editors, Editorial Board Members, and 

Primary Authors in Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly from 

1984 to 1999 

Editors 

Year M F 

1984 1 0 

1985 1 0 

1986 1 0 

1987 1 0 

1988 1 0 

1989 1 0 

1990 1 0 

1991 1 0 

1992 1 0 

1993 1 0 

1994 1 0 

1995 1 0 

1996 1 0 

1997 0 1 

1998 0 1 

1999 0 1 

Editorial 
board 

M F 

14 4 

17 5 

15 4 

15 4 

15 5 

12 3 

12 3 

10 4 

11 4 

9 4 

11 5 

12 5 

12 5 

12 5 

10 7 

12 7 

Associate 
editors 

M F 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

0 2 

1 1 

1 1 

3 1 

3 1 

3 1 

3 1 

2 2 

2 2 

2 2 

Primary 
Authors 

M F 

21 13 

24 9 

24 13 

16 7 

21 7 

16 13 

21 8 

18 6 

17 7 

17 7 

12 17 

16 10 

15 11 

13 11 

13 11 

7 5 

u 

1 

2 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

(table continues) 
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Table 3 

Gender Distribution of Editors, Editorial Board Members, and 

Primary Authors in Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly from 

1984 to 1999 

Year 

Totals 

%s 

Editors Editorial 
board 

M F M F 

13 3 199 74 

81% 19% 73% 27% 

Associate 
editors 

M F 

20 26 

43% 57% 

Primary 
Authors 

M F U 

271 155 13 

62% 35% 3% 

Note. Book and digest editors are combined with associate 

editors beginning in 1991. 
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Table 4 

Gender Distribution of Editors, Editorial Board Members, and 

Primary Authors in Clinical Kinesiology from 1984 to 1999 

Editors 

Year M F 

1984 1 0 

1985 1 0 

1986 1 0 

1987 1 0 

1988 0 1 

1989 0 1 

1990 0 1 

1991 0 1 

1992 1 0 

1993 1 0 

1994* 1 0 

1995 1 0 

1996 1 0 

1997 0 1 

1998 0 1 

1999 0 1 

Editorial 
board 

M F 

4 0 

4 0 

4 0 

4 0 

4 0 

4 0 

5 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

7 0 

Associate 
editors 

M F 

8 0 

9 0 

9 0 

9 0 

10 0 

10 0 

10 0 

11 1 

10 1 

10 1 

10 0 

10 1 

10 0 

11 1 

11 1 

11 1 

Primary 
Authors 

M F 

13 4 

18 1 

13 2 

10 4 

12 0 

9 6 

9 6 

12 6 

4 10 

6 4 

4 4 

5 8 

9 3 

5 5 

6 5 

2 1 

u 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

(table continues) 
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Table 4 

Gender Distribution of Editors, Editorial Board Members, and 

Primary Authors in Clinical Kinesiology from 1984 to 1999 

Editors 

Year M F 

Totals 12 4 

Editorial 
board 

M F 

91 0 

Associate 
editors 

M F 

159 9 

Primary 
Authors 

M F 

137 69 

u 

6 

%s 75% 25% 100% 0% 95% 5% 65% 32% 3% 

Note. Clinical Kinesiology was known as the American 

Corrective Therapy Journal prior to 1988. 

Note. One issue in 1994 is not tabulated. 
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habilitation, disability, preventive, and remediation. Books 

of activities and games have been targeted at specific 

populations - the physically challenged, special populations, 

handicapped, mentally retarded, retarded, retardates, 

disabled, emotionally disturbed, impaired youth, and 

exceptional learners. Books have been written about and for 

physical education, recreation, and sport for individuals 

with disabilities. There have been books written on 

assessment, evaluation, and fitness rehabilitation for 

individuals with disabilities. An attempt to count all of the 

books that have been written on this topic would be 

time-consuming and serve no real purpose here. There would 

inadvertently be titles and authors left out in an attempt to 

assimilate title and author changes through numerous 

editions. The chronological list of textbooks in adapted 

physical activity from 1890 to 1994, provided by Sherrill and 

DePauw (1997), although not inclusive of all books related to 

adapted physical activity, demonstrates the inequities of 

book publication by men and women authors. There were 76 text 

editions listed and only 26 (34%) of these editions had at 

least one women author, the other 50 editions had no women 

authors. This is similar to the representation of women 

primary authors in the Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly 

(35%) and in Clinical Kinesiology (32%) from 1984 to 1999. 

The most influential direct and indirect link to women 

authors of textbooks in adapted physical education can be 
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traced to Teachers College, Columbia. Lillian Curtis Drew 

wrote Individual Gymnastics: A Handbook of Corrective and 

Remedial Gymnastics in 1922. Josephine Rathbone, who followed 

Lillian Curtis Drew at Columbia from 1930 to 1957 (Sherrill & 

DePauw, 1997), wrote seven editions of Corrective Physical 

Education, first published in 1934, it was used for over 30 

years to teach physical education at colleges and 

universities. Two of Rathbone's students, Evelyn Davies, now 

retired from Indiana University, and Claudine Sherrill, at 

Texas Woman's University, both contributed textbooks to the 

field of adapted physical activity. Davies with coauthor 

Arthur Daniels published two editions of Adapted Physical 

Education. Sherrill, as sole author published five editions 

of what is now titled Adapted Physical Activity, Recreation 

and Sport: Crossdisciplinary and Lifespan. The legacy of 

Rathbone does not however stop with these two women. Three of 

Evelyn Davies' women students, Jean Pyfer, Janet Seaman, and 

Sue Gavron and three of Claudine Sherrill's women students, 

Karen DePauw, Carol Huettig, and Jo E. Cowden have also 

published textbooks in the field. Jean Pyfer was added as a 

coauthor with William Crowe and David Auxter for the fourth 

edition of their textbook Principles and Methods of Adapted 

Physical Education, Carol Huettig was added to this same book 

with the 1993 seventh edition. Janet Seaman and Karen DePauw 

teamed up to coauthor The New Adapted Physical Education: A 

Developmental Approach and Karen DePauw and Sue Gavron 
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published Disability and Sport in 1995. Jo E. Cowden recently 

extended this legacy to her students publishing Pediatric 

Adapted Motor Development and Exercise: An Innovative 

Multisystem Approach for Families and Professionals with L. 

Kristi Sayers and Carol Torrey, graduates of the University 

of New Orleans. 

Another established author, Janet Wessel, who developed 

the I CAN and ABC instructional systems and wrote numerous 

curriculum and instruction based materials, joined with 

Lauriece Zittel, a graduate of Oregon State University, to 

develop SMART START: A Preschool Movement Curriculum for 

Children of All Abilities, and to coauthor I CAN - K-3 in 

1998. Several other women Oregon State University graduates 

have published books during the past several years including 

Susan Kasser, Inclusive Games: Movement Fun for Everyone, and 

Lauren Lieberman with coauthor Jim Cowart, Games for People 

with Sensory Impairments. The importance of women as role 

models and the importance of women faculty actively assisting 

students and young professionals in the field of adapted 

physical activity is emphasized by this impressive list of 

publications by women in adapted physical activity. 

A number of edited adapted physical activity books have 

included chapters by various authors. There has also been an 

increasing number of books which include at least one chapter 

on a topic related to adapted physical activity. A sample of 

7 edited adapted physical activity books was examined to 
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ascertain the gender composition of the authors. There were a 

total of 225 contributors for the 7 edited books, 74 (34%) 

were women and 147 (65%) were men, there was a 2% loss of 

data as the gender of 4 contributors could not be determined. 

In the articles, books, and chapters examined here, women in 

adapted physical activity were consistently publishing less 

than men, approximately 34% overall. 

These findings demonstrate a consistency in percent of 

publication regardless of type of publication. They also 

demonstrate a trend toward an increase in the number of women 

publishing in adapted physical activity and an increase in 

the number of women serving as editors and on editorial 

boards. However, the percentage of men and women contributing 

to the knowledge base in adapted physical activity remains 

unequal. An examination of selected theories may help 

identify variables relating to scholarly productivity of 

women in adapted physical activity and may lead to an 

understanding of why women do not contribute as many 

scholarly publications in the field of adapted physical 

activity. 

Theories 

Several sociological theories may contribute to 

understanding perspectives of women adapted physical activity 

professionals concerning scholarly writing and publication. A 

theory is defined as a "general principle supported by a 

substantial body of scientific evidence which explains 
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observed facts" (Bothamley, 1993; p. 523). Theories are used 

by sociologists to combine all of the information known about 

the social world to develop a general framework to eArplain 

how social life is organized and why social life is organized 

in a certain way. The supposition is that if social life can 

be explained, then strategies can be developed to organize 

societies in more efficient and more satisfying ways (i.e., 

more controllable). The difficulty with this supposition is 

that individuals with different perspectives have created 

different theories (Coakley, 1997). Different perspectives 

reflect the diversity and complexity of different societies 

and no one perspective (i.e., theory) can tell us everything 

that we need to know to understand and explain social life. A 

brief discussion of the historical context of women in higher 

education will help to explain the choice of theories used to 

help guide this study. 

Historical Context of Women in Higher Education 

Historically, opportunities for men and women to obtain 

higher education and to participate in scholarly activities 

have been unequal. Discussing the origins of women in modern 

science Schiebinger (1989) outlines the struggles of women to 

obtain higher education and to participate in higher 

education as faculty and scholars. Throughout Europe women 

were denied access to education and when they did manage to 

acquire education they were denied access to academic 

organizations and institutions. Even in 1911, despite having 
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outstanding credentials (i.e., including a Nobel prize won in 

1903), Marie Curie was denied election to the prestigious 

Academe des Sciences in Paris (Curie, 1938). 

In the United States higher education grew rapidly 

during the early to mid 1800s. Support for the education of 

women was a result of the prevailing view that educating 

women would help them to be better wives and mothers, 

especially for their sons (Rossiter, 1982; Woody, 1929). A 

major opponent of education for women was Dr. Edward Clarke. 

In Sex in Education he contended that "exposing young women 

to the rigors of a higher education intended for men 

overtaxed their capacities, drew blood away from the 

reproductive system, and thereby led to invalidism, mental 

collapse, infertility, and worse" (Woloch, 1992). Along with 

invalidism Clarke was concerned that the rigors of higher 

education would cause women to become more masculine in 

nature. Clark's concerns regarding the health of women were 

unfounded and refuted by physician Mary Putnam Jacobi in 

1876. However, there was growing evidence in the 1890s that 

educated women were marrying less often, marrying later in 

life, and bearing fewer children. The results of Shinn's 

study (as cited in Woloch, 1992) in 1895 indicated that 80% 

of women in the general population were married and only 28% 

of women college alumni were married. Shinn contended that 

the "college woman is not only more exacting in her standards 

of marriage, but under less pressure to accept what falls 
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below her standard than the average women, because she can 

better support and occupy herself alone" (Shinn, 1895, as 

cited in Woloch, 1992, p. 470). The historical context of the 

inequalities of women in higher education and the barriers to 

cholarly writign that confront women in higher education 

helped to determine the theoretical framework that guided 

this study. 

Two theories are examined in the following section: 

critical theory, and feminist theory. These theories were 

selected because they take into account the diversity of and 

complexity of social life and attempt to make the world more 

fair and open to diversity for all people, including women. 

These two theories attempt to understand power (i.e. 

authority), "where power comes from, how power works in 

different situations and in different aspects of people's 

lives, and how power shifts as people struggle over the many 

issues that affect their lives" (Coakley, 1997, p. 41). 

Critical Theory 

Critical theory was founded on the criticisms of society 

and knowledge. Critical theory targeted it criticisms toward 

Marxian theory, positivism, sociology, modern society, and 

culture. Criticalists justified their approach because the 

criticisms were connected with creating positive change in 

society (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994). Critical theorists were 

not content, as other traditional theorists were, to remain 
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neutral and provide descriptions and explanations of society, 

they also provided suggestions for change. 

The school of critical theory was initiated by a group 

of German neo-Marxists who were dissatisfied with the 

tendency of Marxian theory toward a focus on economic 

determinism (i.e., that political or historical developments 

are determined by the economic system, or by the distribution 

of power over economic resources) while neglecting other 

aspects of social/cultural life (Ritzer, 1996). Critical 

theory is defined as a theory which stresses "cultural and 

intellectual developments in place of the more traditional 

Marxist concern with the economy and with class" (Bothamley, 

1993, p. 129). 

Critical theorists also criticized positivism. 

Positivism's philosophical underpinnings were criticized 

because of their focus on economic determinism, acceptance of 

a single scientific method applicable to all fields of study, 

and the belief that human values could be kept out of 

scientific inquiry (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994). Critical 

theorists did not believe the contention of the positivists 

that because the social world is a natural process the 

"general laws of science can be applied without question to 

human action" (Ritzer, 1996, p. 285). 

Sociology was criticized by critical theorists for 

making the method of science the essential aspect of study. 

Horkheimer, Adorno, and Marcuse, three critical theorists 



80 

from the Frankfurt school, were shocked by the contention 

that sociologists in the United States believed scientific 

research could "describe and accurately measure any dimension 

of human behavior" (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994, p. 139) and 

accept research as an end in itself (Ritzer, 1996). 

Sociologists were criticized for only doing the research and 

not doing anything with the results. Critical theorists 

further contended that sociology was guilty of being too 

focused on society as a whole and ignoring individuals within 

society and thus ignoring the interaction between society and 

the individual. 

Modern society was also a target of critical theorists 

criticisms, especially modern societies' emphasis on 

repression and domination by cultural elements. Individuals 

in power determined the goal, and the rational of modern 

society was to find the most efficient means to reach the 

determined goal. Human values of justice, peace, and 

happiness were not considered (Ritzer, 1996). Marcuse, who 

stayed in the United States instead of returning to Germany 

after World War I, described the society in the United States 

as being irrational (Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994). These 

irrationality were stated by Ritzer (1996) 

It is irrational that the rational world is destructive 

of individuals and their needs and abilities; that peace 

is maintained through a constant threat of war; and that 

despite the existence of sufficient means, people remain 



impoverished, repressed, exploited, and unable to 

fulfill themselves (p. 286). 

81 

Marcuse's primary focus was on modern technology. He believed 

that modern technology was not the problem but that it's use 

to make it easier for individuals in power to dominate people 

would result in a society of people who would not be capable 

of thinking critically or negatively about society (Ritzer, 

1996). 

Finally, critical theorists criticized culture and the 

controlling forces of 'mass culture.' Critical theorists were 

concerned with the falseness of mass culture, they believed 

that it pacified, repressed, and stupefied people . Another 

part of culture that critical theorists were concerned with 

was the production of knowledge. Of utmost concern was the 

independent nature of universities which were only focused on 

increasing their influence outside the walls of academia 

(Ritzer, 1996). 

Critical theory focuses on human activity and the 

various ways in which human activity affects larger social 

structures. Critical theory takes into account the 

constraints that are imposed by history, cultures, and the 

economic realities of every day life. These constraints are 

seen as limitations that can be negotiated to develop the 

social order and to improve on the relationships of people in 

society, (i.e., more fair and open). Critical theory accounts 

for the diversity and complexity of people (gender, race, 



ethnicity, etc.) and focuses on studying and developing the 

world into a more fair place for all populations (Coakley, 

1997). 
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Coakley (1997) suggests that critical theories are 

"confusing" (p. 42) and Kincheloe and McLaren (1994) are wary 

of generalizing critical theory, because there are many 

variations. Coakley's contention of confusion is based on 

critical theory's being based on three key ideas instead of 

just one. 

1. Agreement and conflict exist simultaneously in 

social life. 

2. Agreement and shared values are never permanent in 

any society because they depend on never-ending 

processes of negotiation, compromise, and coercion 

between various groups. 

3. Bases for conflicts in any society change from one 

location to another as there are changes in historical 

circumstances and the political and economic 

organization of social life (p. 42). 

Based on these three key ideas the following section presents 

some examples of how critical theory might be helpful in 

examining the concerns of scholarly productivity. 

Critical theory and scholarly productivity. Agreement 

and conflict exist simultaneously in higher education as a 

result of the various expectations of the institution. 

Agreement exists that scholarly productivity is expected of 
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all faculty by the institution. Conflict exists for faculty 

because a number of other expectations such as committee 

assignments, advising responsibilities, and teaching 

responsibilities are required. Along with expectations are 

institutional barriers that tend to impact on women to a 

greater degree than they do on men (i.e., work time 

distribution, lack of resources and support, and attitudes of 

colleagues). These expectations and barriers impact on the 

ability of women to produce scholarly work (Astin & Davis, 

1993; Clark & Corcoran, 1993; Creamer, 1995; Creamer & 

McGuire, 1998; Lykes & Steward, 1986; Sandler, 1993). 

The lack of permanent shared values, discussed by 

Coakley, may impact on women's scholarly productivity, not so 

much because they are not permanent but, because women, very 

often, have little input into the processes of negotiation 

that create the changes (i.e., they are not in the 'old boys' 

network that is most often instrumental in the creation of 

change in institutions) (Berg & Ferber, 1983; Fox, 1989; 

Sandler, 1973, 1993). If there are more women in higher 

education and/or as women become more powerful in higher 

education, women will have more opportunities to exert 

influence and control over the process of changing values 

within higher education. 

The changing of conflicts over time and location based 

on circumstances can impact on women's scholarly productivity 

either positively or negatively. If the changes are positive, 
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such as affirmative action (Hyer, 1985), the climate for 

being productive changes in such a way as to provide more 

support from the institution and fewer barriers. Another 

example is that more and more women are entering higher 

education as students and faculty (NCES, 1999), this shift 

toward women becoming the majority may create a change in how 

the accomplishments of men and women are viewed (Paludi & 

Bauer, 1983; Paludi & Strayer, 1985) and how women are 

treated as colleagues (Cameron & Blackburn, 1981; Creamer & 

McGuire, 1998). If circumstances remain the same then women 

will continue to be treated unequally in all aspects of 

higher education. 

Kincheloe and McLaren (1994) expanded Coakley's three 

ideas and combined aspects of several critical theories to 

define a criticalist as a researcher who accepts seven basic 

assumptions about society. 

1. All thought is fundamentally mediated by power 

relations that are social and historically constituted. 

2. Facts can never be isolated from the domain of 

value or removed from some form of ideological 

inscription. 

3. The relationship between concept and object and 

between signifier and signified is never stable or fixed 

and is often mediated by the social relations of 

capitalist production and consumption. 



4. Language is central to the formation of 

subjectivity (conscious and unconscious awareness). 
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5. Certain groups in any society are privileged 

over others and, although the reasons for this 

privileging may vary widely, the oppression that 

characterizes contemporary societies is most forcefully 

reproduced when subordinated accept their social status 

as natural, necessary, or inevitable. 

6. Oppression has many faces and focusing on only 

one at the expense of others often elides the 

interconnections among them. 

7. Mainstream research practices are generally, 

although most often unwittingly, implicated in the 

reproduction of systems of class, race, and gender 

oppression (pp. 139-140). 

The following section briefly examines ways that these seven 

assumptions may fit within the society of higher education. 

In higher education there are individuals who are more 

powerful than others. Men are traditionally more powerful 

than women in higher education. Historically institutions of 

higher education were founded and run by men for the purpose 

of educating men (Rossiter, 1982; Woody; 1929). Men have 

always outnumbered women as faculty in higher education 

(NCES, 1999; Touchton & Davis, 1991) and minority status is 

usually equated with having less power. There are more men at 

the more prestigious institutions and these institutions tend 
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to be more powerful because they have more money, larger 

number of faculty, and produce more research, than smaller 

less prestigious institutions. Each of these factors create 

power relationships where men are more powerful than women in 

higher education. 

The second, third, and sixth assumptions that Kincheloe 

and McLaren (1994) suggest are related to the context in 

which individuals are involved. Science (i.e., experimental 

research) has in many ways attempted to isolate and separate 

specific variables from their contexts and then based on 

these isolated parts attempted to explain the entire 

situation. What Kincheloe and McLaren (1994) are suggesting 

is that the parts do not necessarily equal the whole and that 

the parts must be examined within the context in which the 

situation takes place. They are suggesting that one piece of 

the puzzle can not be examined without the rest of the 

pieces. For the purposes of this study, for example, the 

number of publications can not be used to explain why women 

write and what barriers or influences have impacted on their 

writing. These barriers and influences can in turn not be 

examined outside the context in which they occur. For 

example, in this study it is necessary to examine women 

within the context of higher education and within the context 

of relationship status (i.e., to examine how scholarly 

productivity occurs for women in their roles as caretakers, 

spouses, partners, ranked and tenured faculty, 
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administrators, daughters, and mothers). Without this 

context, oppression could only be examined as related to a 

single factor and as research demonstrates, women in higher 

education are oppressed and held back from their full 

potential in a variety of ways (Astin & Davis, 1993; Creamer, 

1995; Moore & Sagaria, 1993; Sandler, 1993). 

Language is an important issue in how women are 

perceived in higher education. As discussed in the section on 

sex discrimination and gender stereotypes women are not taken 

as seriously professionally as men. Discrimination and gender 

stereotyping was not based on their level of productivity or 

research but on the basis of a subjective judgment that is 

perpetuated by subtle personal and social barriers (Sandler, 

1993). Women and men are expected to play different roles in 

society and these roles (i.e., helper, sexual being, 

caretaker) are reinforced by behaviors and use of language 

especially by men (Paludi & Bauer, 1983; Paludi & Strayer, 

1985; Sandler, 1993). 

As discussed earlier in this section, men are in the 

positions of power in higher education. Women at various 

times have in specific ways fought against discrimination 

(Sandler, 1973), which is a manifestation of that power, but 

the power in higher education has remained unequal. However, 

in many ways women have accepted their status as natural, 

necessary, or inevitable (Clark & Corcoran, 1986; Fox, 1989; 

Fox & Ferri, 1992). Changes which have been made to combat 
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inequalities (Hyer, 1985) have created more opportunities for 

women to assume more power within institutions. 

The final assumption, that research practices tend to 

reproduce inequalities of class, race and gender, is 

supported by the lack of research that actually examines 

these factors. Studies that do not take these factors into 

account and have homogeneous participants can not assume to 

generalize to other individuals who do not fit the 

participant profile. In conducting research using 

white-heterosexual-males as participants, other individuals, 

who are not the individuals in power continue to be 

oppressed. 

Critical theory and sport. Critical theory has been used 

in research on sports to explain why and how sport 

experiences are socially constructed by certain groups of 

people and how the context of sports impact on the 

development of orientations and beliefs of participants. 

Birrell and Richter (1994) examined how slow-pitch softball 

teams in two different communities of women were constructed, 

why the women played, and how alternatives to dominant forms 

of sport were created. Messner (1992) examined the 

development of gender identities relative to male athletes 

and how elite sport shaped men's masculinity. Foley (1990) 

examined how sport in a small town reflected and reproduced 

existing gender, race, ethnic, and economic inequities within 

the town. The following sections present some speculations on 



how critical theory could be used to examine scholarly 

productivity of women in adapted physical activity. 
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Critical theory and scholarly productivity of women in 

adapted physical activity. Critical theory may help to 

explain (a) where power in writing and publication comes 

from, (b) how situational, personal, and environmental 

variables are impacted by power, and (c) how power shifts as 

women struggle through the process of writing and publishing 

within the framework of their own lives. In order to 

understand productivity of women in adapted physical activity 

in higher education it is essential to examine the context in 

which productivity takes place. Context of the writing of 

women can not be examined by tracing the quantity of 

products, such as traditional researchers whose task is 

interpretation based on description, have done. It may be 

beneficial to use critical theory to make a closer 

examination of the women who are productive and discuss the 

interrelatedness of writing and publication within their 

particular context as women in the field of adapted physical 

activity in higher education. The next step would be to 

attempt to make changes to remove barriers and to provide 

facilitation for scholarly productivity. Kincheloe and 

McLaren (1994) state that "inquiry that aspires to the name 

critical must be connected to an attempt to confront the 

injustice of a particular society or sphere within the 

society" (p. 140). Critical theory is viewed as the first 



step toward making changes in society to address injustices 

(Coakley, 1997; Kincheloe & McLaren, 1994; Ritzer, 1996). 
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Critical theory goes beyond the empiricists' objective 

description of experience toward a more subjective 

interpretation of experience. Feminist theories are critical 

theories that are based on specific experiences of women 

within society. Feminist theories are discussed in the 

following section. 

Feminist Theory 

Like critical theory, feminist theory is a difficult 

theory to define because there are many different feminist 

theories based on the viewpoints of different feminist 

factions (i.e., radical feminists, socialist feminists, 

liberal feminists). As a result of different perspectives of 

feminism no one feminist theory has been readily agreed upon 

by all feminists (Olesen, 1994; Osmond & Thorne, 1993; 

Stacey, 1993). Feminist theory is rapidly expanding and 

expresses widely differing and often completely divergent 

positions (Powell, 1996). Feminist theory does assume the 

centrality, normality, and value of women's experiences and 

the assumption that women can be the central focus of 

research (Olesen, 1994). Most feminists would agree that 

At the very least a feminist is someone who holds that 

women suffer discrimination because of their sex, that 

they have specific needs which remain negated and 

unsatisfied, and that the satisfaction of these needs 
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would require a radical change (some would say a 

revolution even) in the social, economic, and political 

order" (Delmar, 1994, p. 5). 

Feminist theories have in general been used to describe, 

explain, and predict the how and why of inequalities, 

differences, and oppression experienced by women (Olesen, 

1994; Stacey, 1993), and more recently the differences among 

particular groups of women (Donovan, 1992; Grant, 1993). In 

the words of Gatens (1992), "there can {not} be a theory of 

woman, for this would be to accept that woman is some (one) 

thing" (p. 134). In other words because of the acceptance 

that each woman has diverse lived experiences one theory can 

not be used to explain all women's experiences, and the 

development of several feminist theories has found acceptance 

(Olesen, 1994; Osmond & Thorne, 1993). 

Feminist theories, in general, are "based on a 

combination of the lived experiences of women and evidence 

that women have been systematically devalued, exploited, and 

oppressed in many societies" (Coakley, 1997, p. 44). Feminist 

theories attempt to expose and challenge women's 

subordination as well as offer an "analysis and explanation 

of how and why women have less power than men, and how this 

imbalance could be challenged and transformed" (Stacey, 1993, 

p. 50). Using feminist theories involves providing for more 

visibility to women in particular contexts. Like all critical 

theorists, feminist theorists guide research to cause change. 
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Feminist theories aim to facilitate social changes that will 

challenge oppression, improve conditions for women, and lead 

to empowerment (Coakley, 1997; Delmar, 1994; Stacey, 1993). 

Two major goals of feminist theories are the 

identification of discrimination and unequal opportunities 

for women, and an understanding of the underlying 'gendered' 

structure of social life (Coakley, 1997). As stated in 

previous sections of this chapter women have not been 

represented equally in higher education. Historically women 

have been denied access to education and recognition of their 

accomplishments (Rossiter, 1982; Schiebinger, 1989; Woody, 

1929). There are fewer women in faculty positions (NCES, 

1999), fewer women in higher ranks (Goe Karp et al., 1996; 

NCES, 1999), and fewer women with tenure (Goe Karp et al., 

1996; NCES, 1999; Riger et al., 1997) than men. These 

inequalities impact on the quantity and quality of support 

and opportunities for scholarly productivity available to 

women (Astin & Davis, 1993; Creamer, 1995; Berg & Ferber, 

1983; Riger et al., 1997). 

Gender in higher education. Social constructions that 

have been developed from values and experiences of men, and 

which serve as the standards for an organization, are 

considered to be 'gendered' (Coakley, 1997). In higher 

education, the traditions, expectations, and roles of faculty 

members have been constructed by the majority population in 

higher education (i.e., men). Historically women were in the 
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role of teacher at teaching institutions, and men were in the 

role of researcher at research institutions. Scholarly 

productivity was related to type of institution by Blackburn 

et al. (1978} and the type of work done at the different 

institutions (Boice & Kelly, 1987}. Researchers, who tended 

to be at more prestigious institutions, published more than 

faculty at less prestigious (i.e., teaching) institutions 

(Crase, 1987). Women are more likely to be in smaller 

colleges and universities than men (NCES, 1999}, where 

opportunities to research and publish are not as prevalent 

(Boice & Kelly, 1987; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995). Feminist 

theory focuses on making changes to incorporate and recognize 

the values and experiences of women in all areas of higher 

education. 

Benefits of using feminist theory. Feminist theory may 

help explain the structure of the writing and publication 

process which has been formed by the ways administrators, 

faculty, and editors think about gender. For the purposes of 

this study, feminist theory may be beneficial in three key 

ways (Fraser, 1989}. First, feminist theory can help give a 

historical perspective of how social realities were developed 

and how they have changed over time. For example in adapted 

physical activity publishing women have authored articles, 

books, and chapters at least as early as 1922 when Lillian 

Curtis Drew wrote Individual Gymnastics: A Handbook of 

Corrective and Remedial Gymnastics (Sherrill & DePauw, 1997}. 
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Since the inception of the Adapted Physical Activity 

Quarterly in 1984, women have been a part of the 

'gatekeepers' for this international journal. The first issue 

listed 2 women associate editors and 4 women editorial board 

members. 

Second, feminist theory can give an understanding of how 

identities were formed and what conditions initiated change. 

In adapted physical activity no research has been completed 

to examine identity of women high scholarly producers and 

what their experiences have been relative to writing. In 

order to determine how this identification occurs and under 

what conditions high producers are successful more research 

is needed. The results of such research may have a great 

impact on the productivity level potential of young women 

professionals in adapted physical activity. 

And last, feminist theory can help to provide an 

understanding of how, despite oppression and subordination, 

women have continued to be a part of the development of the 

present culture within adapted physical activity. For example 

in adapted physical activity, a small group of women (n = 9), 

contributed to 22% of the articles written by the 45 highest 

producers in the leading journal in the field (Reid & 

Broadhead, 1995). During 1997 and 1998 women published almost 

half of the research articles in the leading journal in the 

field (Sherrill & O'Connor, 1999). There are women who are 

productive scholars in adapted physical activity. In order to 



increase the number of women contributing to the knowledge 

base in adapted physical activity research relative to 

successful women's experiences is necessary. 
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Feminist theory viewpoints. Feminist theories offer two 

opposing viewpoints for examining 'difference' (a) 

differences between men and women and (b) differences among 

women (Grant, 1993; Kelly, Burton, & Regan, 1994; Olesen, 

1994; Reinharz, 1992). Those who study differences between 

men and women propose that women's experiences are different 

from those of men; therefore the part that women have played 

in the construction of culture is different (Berg, & Ferber, 

1983; Clifford, 1993; Goe Karp et al., 1996). The use of 

feminist theory to guide this type of research suggests two 

assumptions. First, is the assumption that gender is an 

overwhelming influence in the divisions of social life and 

that use of other theories ignores the interaction between 

gender and power. Second, is the assumption that research has 

the potential to bring about change either directly or 

indirectly in the lives of women (Maynard, 1994). Hall (1996) 

suggests that this type of change-oriented research can lead 

to decisions to make changes in the lives of the researcher 

and the participants and thus contribute to empowerment. 

Historically this viewpoint fits well within the idea of 

women sharing the same experiences, and forming a unique 

'female identity' (i.e., concept of 'we women') (Delmar, 

1994). This perspective forces researchers to move away from 



repeating homogeneous research that, for many years, has 

targeted white-middle-class- heterosexual-males and 

generalized the results to individuals of both genders. 
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Feminist research has been criticized for its exclusive 

concern with differences of gender (i.e., as a biological 

difference) to the exclusion of other differences (i.e., 

race, ethnicity, lesbianism) found within the context in 

which women live their lives (Clough, 1994); however, much of 

the research completed by feminists has shown the "tremendous 

diversity of the meaning of womanhood, across cultures and 

over time" (Delmar, 1994, p. 21). Difference is "concerned 

with the mechanisms by which bodies are recognized as 

different only in so far as they are constructed as 

possessing or lacking some socially privileged quality or 

qualities" (Gatens, 1992, p. 135). Not, for example, based on 

the differences of biological gender as Dr. Edward Clarke 

proposed in the late 1800s. He suggested that women were not 

biologically capable of higher level thinking and higher 

education would lead them to become invalids and masculine 

(Woloch, 1992). Feminist researchers have, especially in the 

United States, moved away from the view that gender equates 

to biological sex. The more supported conceptual framework 

is that gender is "socially constructed in ways that 

(deceptively) make the biological often seem determining" 

(Osmond & Thorne, 1993, p. 604). Many factors within 



different societies and different cultures create different 

experiences for women. 
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The opposing viewpoint (i.e., examining the differences 

among women) creates a dilemma because it challenges 

traditional assumptions (i.e., that gender is the definitive 

influence and that there is a concept of 'we women'). 

Individuals who study differences among women, instead of 

differences between women and men, focus on the "diversity in 

race, ethnicity, religion, class, sexuality, age, and 

disability among women" (Hall, 1996, p. 40) and on diversity 

in education, employment, lifestyle, and scholarly 

productivity. This more recent trend in researching women has 

moved research away from the focus on women as 'marginalized 

special issues' and toward researching women as the central 

focus, not in relation to men, but in relation to other women 

(Osmond & Thorne, 1993). Use of this viewpoint assumes that 

all women do not share the same experiences and that external 

situations and internal responses help to create unique 

identities (Delmar, 1994). Theorists supporting this 

viewpoint do not refer to "we women" or to collective 

attributes, traits, or needs of women. They emphasize, 

instead, that all woman are different. Used in this context, 

difference "does not have to do with biological 'facts' so 

much as with the manner in which culture marks bodies and 

creates specific conditions in which they live and recreate 

themselves" (Gatens, 1992, p. 133). This creates a research 
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focus on gender 'relations' as opposed to gender. Much of the 

recent research that focuses on women is guided by feminist 

research methodology. 

Feminist theory in relation to women's ways of knowing. 

A study conducted by Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule 

(1986) demonstrates the importance of examining the 

differences among women. Using a diverse group of women the 

researchers described how "women view reality and draw 

conclusions about truth, knowledge, and authority" (p. 3). 

The results demonstrated that women had five different 

perspectives or 'ways of knowing.' 

Silence was the first 'way of knowing' described. The 

women in the study who fit within this perspective tended to 

be the youngest participants as well as the most socially, 

economically, and educationally impoverished. Silence was not 

intended to mean without sound. Silence was intended to mean 

without voice (i.e., without power). These women denied 

themselves voice and were dependent on others for direction. 

They did not believe they could learn from others, they 

wordlessly obeyed authorities, and they demonstrated 

powerlessness by maintaining the "extreme sex-role 

stereotypes" (p. 29) of passivity and incompetence (Belenky 

et al. , 1986) . 

Received knowledge was the second way of knowing 

described. The women in the study who fit within this 

perspective were listeners. They were very open to listening 
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to what others had to say and receiving knowledge but they 

did not demonstrate confidence in their ability to 

contribute. They tended to believe what other people said was 

very concrete and dualistic (i.e., black and white) and that 

knowledge originated outside of themselves. Receivers or 

listeners tended to believe that "receiving, retaining, and 

returning the words of authoritiesn (p. 39) equated with 

learning and if they listened carefully they would be able to 

do the right thing when faced with a decision (Belenky et 

al., 1986) . 

Subjective knowledge was the third way of knowing 

described. The women who fit into this perspective were 

described as emerging from being listeners to having some 

voice. Where they had been passive receivers of knowledge 

they were now becoming active seekers of knowledge, they were 

no longer content with being static. Women were going "from 

silence to a protesting inner voice and infallible gutn (p. 

54). They were learning that instead of the truth coming from 

other people that they could know the truth themselves. Women 

in this study who fit within this group of knowers were said 

to be moving toward being their own authorities and beginning 

to have voice (Belenky et al., 1986). 

Subjectivist knowers were the largest and most diverse 

subgroup, almost half the sample. Subjectivists ranged in age 

from 16 to 60 and were located in every setting, class group, 

ethnic group, and educational setting. Truth for subjective 
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knowers was personal, private, and subjective, and was 

described as being intuitive. Subjective knowers were 

perceived as being at a disadvantage, at least in American 

society, because of the emphasis on rational and scientific 

thought. Despite the diversity within this group there were 

also some similarities. Women in the subjective group tended 

to come from less supportive and less stable families who 

were not achievement-oriented. The impetus for change from 

receiver to subjective knower was most commonly a result of 

"some crisis of trust in male authority in their daily lives, 

coupled with some confirmatory experience that they, too, 

could know something for sure" (p. 58). The transitional 

period was often marked by a turning away from male authority 

figures and these women "consider turning for answers to 

people closer to their own experience - female peers, 

mothers, sisters, grandmothers" (p. 60). Eventually in 

subjectivism women rely on the inner expert, this was not 

described as an easy time, but was fraught with difficulty in 

identifying this new way of knowing, and having confidence in 

themselves (Belenky et al., 1986). 

Procedural knowledge was the fourth way of knowing 

described. The women in this study who fit within this 

perspective tended to be the most privileged. They were the 

most homogeneous group ranging in age from late teens to 

mid-twenties, and were attending or were recent graduates of 

prestigious colleges. Many of these women were experiencing a 
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transition from subjective knowing into procedural knowledge, 

which was described by the researchers as reasoned 

reflection. For most of them the transition occurred as a 

result of some conflict with authority in which "authorities 

attempted to inflict their opinions in areas in which the 

women believed they had a right to their own opinions" (p. 

88). As a result of this conflict the women believed that 

authorities were attempting to silence them and the women's 

reactions were an attempt to defend their subjectivism. 

Reasoned reflection was characterized by conscious and 

deliberate systematic analysis to identify the truth. Women 

in this group understood that "truth is not immediately 

accessible, that you cannot 'just know.' Things are not 

always what they seem to be. Truth lies hidden beneath the 

surface, and you must ferret it out" (Belenky et al., 1986, 

pp. 93-94). 

These women learned that in order to know something they 

must carefully observe and analyze the situation. They 

learned that there were procedures, skills and techniques to 

follow to get to the point of knowing. The important goal for 

this group was the task of "acquiring and applying procedures 

for obtaining and communicating knowledge" (p. 95). These 

women learned to examine situations in a variety of ways and 

to pay attention to external factors and be much more 

objective than the subjective knowers who had a tendency to 

listen to what they wanted to hear. The researchers described 
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two distinct groups of procedural knowers, those who used 

"impersonal procedures for establishing truth" (p. 102), 

separate knowing, and those for whom which "truth emerges 

through care" (p. 102), connected knowing. Women often spoke 

in both separate and connected knowing voices (Belenky et 

al., 1986). 

Separate knowers were doubters who attempted to find 

errors, contradictions, and omissions to refute a 

proposition. These women found it difficult, however, to 

argue their position because of self-doubts and because those 

to which they would present the argument were in authority 

positions, in this particular case most often teachers. 

Separate knowers were frustrated with not having a voice of 

their own, there was a tendency for separate knowers to echo 

the voice of others. Separate knowers were struggling to find 

a single voice, their own voice. Women who were more 

emotionally invested in their positions were less separate 

and more connected to what they were learning and what they 

knew (Belenky et al., 1986). 

Connected knowers are strengthening their own 

convictions that knowledge based on personal experience can 

be trusted more then knowledge based on authority. Connected 

knowers are learning to empathize with others to gain 

knowledge for other people's experiences. Connected knowers 

wanted to believe, they did not want to be doubters as 

separate knowers were, "believing feels real to them, perhaps 
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because it is founded upon genuine care and because it 

promises to reveal the kind of truth they value - truth that 

is personal, particular, and grounded in firsthand 

experience" (p. 113) . 

Connected knowers were interested in learning what 

experiences other individuals had that brought them to make a 

particular decision. In learning about the facts and 

experiences of others, connected knowers began to learn more 

about other ways of thinking. As a result of trusting that 

other people's experiences were true, in that they were 

opinions, connected knowers believed their goal was to 

understand other's experiences, not to judge. Connected 

knowers feet confident that they can "utter half-baked 

half-truths and ask others to nurture them" (Belenky et al., 

1986, p. 118). Collaborative explorations, with known and 

trusted individuals, were common with connected knowers. 

Personalities, different experiences, and other ways of 

thinking were accepted and nurtured. Like separate knowing, 

connected knowing requires thought, but it also was rooted in 

the relationships with people or objects, and required 

feeling (Belenky et al., 1986). 

Constructed knowledge was the final way of knowing 

described. The women in this study who fit within this 

perspective tended to be very articulate and reflective and 

they were very aware and cared about other people's lives. 

The researchers described them as self-conscious, but used 
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this term in a positive way "aware of their own thought, 

their judgments, their moods and desires" (Belenky et al., 

1986, p. 133). These women are more completely described by 

the following 

Each concerned herself with issues of inclusion and 

exclusion, separation and connection; each struggled to 

find a balance of extremes in her life. Each was 

ambitious and fighting to find her own voice - her own 

way of expressing what she knew and cared about. Each 

wanted her voice and actions to make a difference to 

other people and in the world (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 

133) .

The construction of knowledge took place for the women in 

this study when they moved outside the 'given' and turned 

their quest for knowledge inward. They gave their inner voice 

and self more attention and allowed that voice to become a 

larger part of themselves until they believed they had a 

sense of what they knew and how they wanted to think and to 

be. In doing so they did not dismiss the experiences they had 

in their lives but many experiences took on new meanings. In 

embracing themselves they were wary of a perceived male 

shortcoming "the tendency to compartmentalize thought and 

feeling, home and work, self and other. In women, there is an 

impetus to try to deal with life, internal and external, in 

all its complexity. And they want to develop a voice of their 
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complexity" (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 137). 
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The basic insight of constructivist thought is that "All 

knowledge is constructed, and the knower is an intimate part 

of the known" (p. 137). Women began to understand that 

answers were context dependent and also dependent on the 

reference point of the individual doing the asking. Experts 

were not shunned but qualifications were more closely 

examined. Being self-conscious, as described earlier, and 

being passionate knowers, were both important in becoming a 

constructivist. Constructivists understood the difference 

between people talking at them and talking to them, sharing 

ideas as opposed to holding forth with ideas (Belenky et al., 

1986). Constructivists, those described as having found their 

voice, were still, in some situations both at work and at 

home, unheard and unheeded. This forced silence was 

frustrating and caused anger, constructivists needed to be 

heard and have their ideas validated by other people. Some 

women actively sought environments in which they could 

receive confirmation and validation for their ideas and 

thoughts. Women continued to struggle with social 

expectations and the pressure to accept the status quo 

"Although persistent in their efforts to be heard and to hold 

on to their new sense of voice, constructivist women can end 

up accommodating the needs and ground rules of men out of the 
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sad wisdom that change does not come easily" (Belenky et al., 

1986, p. 148). 

These different ways of knowing may relate to scholarly 

productivity in that women high producers use their voices 

and perhaps learn about their voices in different ways. They 

may move between different ways of knowing depending on their 

age, marital and family status, positions within the 

institution (i.e., tenure and academic rank), institutional 

type, and level or type of support received from the 

institution as well as from colleagues, family, and friends. 

These different ways of knowing may impact greatly on high 

scholarly producers because they are working in institutions 

in which men continue to dominate. 

Feminist theory in relation to women's development. 

Carol Gilligan's (1982) work on psychological theory and 

women's development, demonstrates another way in which the 

differences of women are different from those of men and the 

importance of examining the differences among women. The 

differences that Gilligan described may impact on how women 

interact with men colleagues, men administrators, and the 

institution of higher education, which is dominated by men. 

Gilligan (1982) was a pioneer in using women's voice to 

expand the concept of women's moral development beyond 

comparisons to men. She suggested that "when the observer is 

a woman, the perspective may be of a different sort" (p. 5). 

By researching women's responses to moral dilemmas she 



107 

developed a conception of morality that contrasted greatly 

with the work of Piaget and Kohlberg, which was based on 

research on the moral development of men. Women were more 

likely to have a morality based on responsibility and care, 

making decisions based on the context of the situation and 

not basing decisions on impersonal and impartial rules or 

rights, which is how most men tended to make moral decisions 

(Gilligan, 1982). Women were more likely to base decisions on 

the consequences of actions by examining relationships and 

interactions and not on discrete parts of the dilemma. 

Gilligan's (1982) explanation of the disparity between 

the human development models and women's experience differed 

from those who believed that women were failing to develop 

properly. This was the persistent theme throughout the field 

of psychology resulting from the interpretations being based 

on research conducted using male participants. Gilligan 

(1982) hypothesized that the representation of women in human 

development was limited and that women's voices were omitted 

in these representations. The purpose of her studies was to 

present a clearer representation of women's human 

development. Gilligan's (1982) research reflects the "central 

assumption of [her] research: that the way people talk about 

their lives is of significance, that the language they use 

and the connections they make reveal the world that they see 

and in which they act" (p. 2) . 
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Gilligan (1982) presented evidence of the importance of 

including women's experiences in the interpretation of human 

development. She concluded that "in the different voice of 

women lies the truth of an ethic of care, the tie between 

relationship and responsibility, and the origins of 

aggression in the failure of connection" (p. 173). Moral 

dilemmas were seen in terms of varying degrees of conflicting 

responsibilities between self and others . Gilligan's (1982) 

research recognizes differences in social experiences and 

interpretation and importance of the "contextual nature of 

developmental truths" (p. 174). 

Feminist theory in relation to women's leisure and 

scholarly productivity. Many factors have been identified 

that impact on leisure perceptions for women (Henderson, 

Bialeschki, Shaw, and Freysinger, 1989). These factors may 

facilitate or constrain leisure. The following section 

briefly discusses leisure and presents some of the factors 

that may impact on women's leisure time and women's use of 

leisure time for scholarly writing. Perceived freedom and 

motivation are the two dimensions that help to define a 

leisure experience. Perceived freedom along with intrinsic 

motivation lead to pure-leisure, and perceived freedom and 

extrinsic motivation lead to leisure-work. Perceived freedom 

appears to be the stronger element in defining an experience 

as leisure. 
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Results of research indicate that women spent more time 

teaching than researching (Boice & Kelly, 1987) and women 

tended to have higher teaching and advising loads than men 

(Astin & Davis, 1993; Sandler, 1993). With a greater amount 

of work time taken up by teaching and advising there is less 

time to research and write and so in order to be productive, 

scholarly writing must be completed away from work. If women 

do scholarly writing in nonwork time then can scholarly 

writing be defined as leisure? 

Leisure is defined in most instances as time away from 

work or nonwork time (Henderson et al., 1989). This 

definition has been problematic in defining leisure time for 

women, because work is equated generally with paid labor, and 

it presents a problem here because scholarly productivity is 

work. A better definition for the purposes of examining the 

use of time away from the institution to do scholarly writing 

is the perception of an activity being leisure. This broadens 

the definition to include "events, activities, social 

interactions, or even brief, fleeting moments which are 

perceived, experienced, and remembered as leisure [which] are 

significant contributors to the quality of life" (Henderson 

et al., 1989, p. 57). 

Women may use leisure time to write for a variety of 

reasons that are also associated with reasons that women 

chose certain leisure activities. They may chose to write for 

leisure because they enjoy writing, writing may be relaxing 
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for them, or writing may be important for self-expression. 

Writing during leisure time may also be a necessity and not 

necessarily be an activity that is perceived freely. One of 

the most often given reasons for not doing writing during the 

work day is the lack of time to accomplish all of the other 

job related responsibilities (NCES, 1999). Highly productive 

writers may compartmentalize work and leisure time and use 

some of their available time for pure-leisure and some of 

their available time for work-leisure (Henderson et al., 

1989). 

Gender role expectations, discussed in the next section, 

may play a large part in women using leisure time for 

writing. If women are primary caretakers then the 

responsibilities of the caretaker role drastically reduces 

the amount of available leisure time. Leisure time is spent 

writing because it is the only time that is available that is 

not taking away from anyone else's needs. Women who share 

more responsibility for care taking and household tasks with 

a spouse or significant other are more likely to have more 

leisure time and a greater perceived freedom for leisure time 

use (Henderson et al., 1989). Women who do not have spouses 

or young children are more likely to have more leisure time 

and may spend more leisure time writing. 

Feminist theory in relation to gender roles. Gender 

roles are social constructions. They are not based on 

biological sex but are assigned based on society's concept of 
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appropriate roles and behaviors for women and men. In the 

United States, passive, nurturing, and dependent behaviors 

have been emphasized for women, and individual achievement, 

aggressiveness, and independent behaviors have been 

emphasized for men (Sage, 1998). The influence of gender 

roles come primarily from parents in the manner of 

differences in behavior toward sons and daughters (Sage, 

1998). As a result of the assignment of gender roles 

inequalities between men and women have been accepted by much 

of society including higher education (Morris et al., 1987 as 

cited in Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; Sandler, 1993). In higher 

education gender role expectations create conflicts for women 

because of the way society expects them to behave: passive, 

nurturing, and dependent; and how they are expected to behave 

as professionals: achievement oriented, aggressive, 

independent. The value of women's work is decreased because 

women are not expected to achieve to the highest standards 

(Paludi & Bauer, 1983; Paludi & Strayer, 1985). Devaluation 

of accomplishments may lead to a decrease in women's 

self-concept and self-esteem. 

In the work of Belenky et al. (1986), development of 

voice was attributed to rules about speaking and listening 

within the household, roles of the parents as teachers, 

discussion of feelings and intimacies, the types of 

conversations experienced (i.e., sharing, nurturing, 

reasoning, competition), and differences in conversations 
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with mothers and fathers. Use of voice was connected with 

gender role expectations within the family. Silent knowers 

were least likely to be involved in dialogue within families 

and dialogues were more likely to be of a hierarchical or 

violent nature when they did occur. Women were treated as 

passive receivers of knowledge, they were talked to and not 

talked with. Receivers were not aggressive or rebellious. 

Silent and received knowers did not demonstrate masculine 

gender roles, they remained passive and dependent on others 

for knowledge. 

Women who were more independent and less passive were 

the subjective knowers. They sought truth outside of the 

family and sometimes ignored what their parents told them 

while striving to create their own truth. They were more 

likely to vent their rage and be aggressive than silent or 

received knowers. Some mothers of subjectivists were 

described as 'super moms' and were independent and 

self-sufficient while others were passive-aggressive, 

manipulating until they got what they wanted; both types of 

mothers were admired. Mothers who exhibited more traditional 

gender role behaviors, "selflessness, dependence, and 

avoidance of speaking out were held in contempt" (Belenky et 

al.,1986, p. 174) by their daughters. 

Women who were procedural knowers were more likely to 

come from homes that were characterized by "connections, 

care, mutuality, and reciprocity" (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 
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176). Mothers were described as having a strong voice. 

Fathers listened with care which daughters valued, but were 

not necessarily admired because speaking out was accepted as 

a given for men. The connectedness between mothers and 

daughters was attributed to mothers being the primary care 

giver; "The female infant nurtured by her mother has only to 

affirm her connectedness and sense of sameness as she begins 

to develop an understanding of gender and of her own identity 

as a person in the world" (Belenky et al., 1986, p. 177). 

Women who were connecting and integrating external 

information with their own voices were most likely to see 

both of their parents as being intelligent and emotional 

(i.e., sharing cross-gender roles). Women however depicted 

their fathers as being more separate knowers and mothers as 

being more connected knowers (Belenky et al., 1986), which 

matches the gender role expectations of independent males and 

nurturing females. 

Within the family women in higher education are in 

conflict because they are not fulfilling the traditional role 

of mothering and domestic nonpaid labor. Women who work 

however, do not relinquish these roles for the role of the 

professional but are expected to perform all three roles 

(Sage, 1998); this is extremely time consuming and can impact 

on available time to do scholarly writing. Women who are 

successful in higher education may do so by taking on more 
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masculine gender roles. High producing women may demonstrate 

individual achievement, aggressiveness, and independence. 

Feminist theory in relation to scholarly productivity. 

It is important to identify factors and interactions of 

factors that create differences in the experiences of women 

in order to better understand how gender is constructed and 

how experiences impact women's behaviors and beliefs (Clough, 

1994). Some of the socially constructed factors relevant to 

the present study include marital and family status, years 

teaching, tenure, academic rank, type of institution, sex 

discrimination and gender stereotypes and the interactions of 

these factors within each woman's specific context. It is 

important to recognize that gender alone does not create 

differences in the experiences of scholarly productivity but 

that differences are created by the specific context in which 

each woman is publishing (Astin & Davis, 1993; Creamer, 

1995). To that end the differences among women should be 

examined. The results of this type of research can help to 

create opportunities for women who are not high producers to 

learn from the experiences of those who are high producers 

and provide opportunities to create changes in their own 

lives to increase scholarly productivity. The results of this 

type of research can also help to inform those faculty who 

may be in positions to influence graduate students or young 

professionals to facilitate scholarly productivity. One of 

the ways to accomplish this goal is to listen to and 
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critically examine the perspectives of women who have had 

similar experiences in writing and publishing but have come 

to those experiences from different standpoints. As Stacey 

(1993) states, "the challenge remains for difference to be an 

empowering exchange, rather than a threat,, (p. 64). 

Historically this change toward examining the differences 

between women, instead of examining the differences between 

men and women, took place in the 1980s and the new goal of 

feminism is to develop "an anti-oppressive feminist praxis 

which aims to both account for, and take account of, the 

complex interplay of multiple sources of oppression (and 

areas of privilege) in women's lives (Kelly et al., 1994, p. 

28). Women's ways of knowing, women's development, women's 

leisure, and women's gender roles all may play a part in 

women's scholarly productivity. In order to study the 

interactions of all aspects of women's life, qualitative 

methodology, which emphasizes a principle of "coherence and 

interdependence" (Lincoln & Guba, p. 39) is a useful tool 

because "no single aspect can be studied without considering 

the implication of the other factors" (Henderson et al., 

1989, p. 8). 

Feminist theory and qualitative methodology. One of the 

ways to examine the factors and interactions of factors that 

impact on the scholarly productivity of women is by using 

qualitative methodology that allows the researcher to use 

'women's voice' to collect, analyze, and interpret 
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experiences relative to the phenomena being examined. 

Feminist methodology is not, for the most part, new or 

different methods of conducting research. Feminist 

methodology uses existing methods or variations of existing 

methods from a feminist perspective (Reinharz, 1992). Of 

course, as discussed earlier there are many forms of feminism 

and therefore many feminist perspectives. The central point 

of feminist research, however, remains the value of examining 

the lives of women. 

Olesen (1994) and Reinharz (1992) make supporting 

arguments for the use of (feminist) qualitative methodology 

in the study of women. First, in feminist qualitative 

methodology the participants and the researcher(s) become the 

'knowers', and their experiences and interpretations are the 

data. The assumption of this argument is that women are best 

able to provide information and interpretation of their own 

experiences. However, as Kelly et al. (1994) pointed out, 

focusing only on women excludes documents and texts and male 

participants and institutions which may help to explain ways 

oppression of women was structured and reproduced. 

Second, feminists have suggested that male-oriented and 

influenced frameworks for research are inappropriate for the 

study of women (Gilligan, 1982). From a male-oriented 

perspective young girls were seen as flawed in their moral 

development. Using a feminist perspective and methodology 

Gilligan (1982) determined that girls were actually 
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demonstrating patterns that were appropriate for them. If 

research methods downplay or ignore the interaction of gender 

and power in society and culture then they are not 

appropriate for studying phenomena related to women 

(Reinharz, 1992). Much of male-oriented research has been 

quantitative and this has led feminists to move more toward 

qualitative research and in particular most recently toward 

interviewing research methodology (Kelly et al., 1994). 

Reinharz (1992) suggested that one of the principal 

means for generating information directly from participants 

is through the use of interviews. Open-ended interviews allow 

the researcher to generate theory that can later be tested 

using quantitatively based methods. Reinharz (1992) stated 

that by "listening to women speak, understanding women's 

membership in particular social systems, and establishing the 

distribution of phenomena accessible only through sensitive 

interviewing, feminist interview researchers have uncovered 

previously neglected or misunderstood worlds of experiences" 

(p. 44). 

And third, feminist research strives to recognize and 

utilize diversity. The centering of white feminists' 

formulation of women's place in the world based on their 

views and perceptions was attacked by nonwhite feminists 

whose viewpoints and experiences were very different from the 

white feminists concept (Olesen, 1994). Qualitative 

methodology provides a framework for researching women with 
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different lived experiences (i.e., African American women, 

lesbians, Latino women) and women who had "been rendered 

invisible by male-dominated frames, and by feminists blinded 

by these cultural norms" (Olsen, 1994, p. 160). 

Feminist theory recognizes that all women are different 

and similar at the same time. Therefore it is essential that 

feminist researchers recognize and utilize as much diversity 

in their research as possible (Reinharz, 1992). An excellent 

example of using a diversity of women was the study conducted 

by Belenky et al. (1986) discussed earlier. During the 

research project, on women's cognitive styles and 

development, the researchers interviewed 135 women, who were 

recent alumnae, current students, or women who were part of 

human service agencies receiving support in parenting their 

children, what they termed 'invisible colleges'. Women were 

selected to provide diversity of age, interest, academic 

performance, ethnic background, and economic status. The 

diversity of the population provided the researchers with an 

opportunity "to see the common ground that women share, 

regardless of background" (p. 13). The approach and goal of 

feminist research is summarized by Kelly et al. ( 1994) "our 

position as feminist researchers ... is one in which we are 

part of the process of discovery and understanding and also 

responsible for attempting to create change" (p. 28). The 

following section briefly describes three research projects 

completed using qualitative feminist methodology. 



119 

Examples of qualitative feminist research. Along with 

the Belenky et al. (1986) and Gilligan (1982) studies other 

examples of the use of qualitative feminist methodology 

include Clark and Corcoran (1986) and Creamer (1995). Clark 

and Corcoran (1986) examined the perspectives of the 

professional socialization of women faculty utilizing 

feminist methodology. The researchers examined sponsorship 

processes, advantages and disadvantages that affected career 

progress and satisfaction, and perceived sex-based 

discrimination relative to educational preparation, and 

employment processes such as review procedures, assignments, 

rewards, and recognition. Data were gathered using interviews 

with women tenured faculty and the experiences of these women 

demonstrated the variety of ways that they had overcome early 

disadvantages to reach tenured status (i.e., lack of 

sponsorship, exclusion from collegiality, and 

'role-overloading' from marital and family responsibilities). 

Qualitative feminist methodology allowed the researchers to 

better understand the "quantitatively based sex differences 

in academic careers that have been established in numerous 

empirical studies" (Clark & Corcoran, 1986, p. 39). Scholarly 

productivity of women has also been studied using qualitative 

feminist methodology. 

Creamer (1995) studied the scholarly productivity of 23 

women academicians using interview methodology. The purpose 

of Creamer's study was to examine the factors that support 
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and inhibit scholarly writing and publication. Results 

indicated that women share some similar life experiences 

relative to training, type of institutional employment, and 

ethnicity. However, the richness of the research was related 

to the diversity in rank, number of years in higher 

education, year in which doctoral degree earned, and 

marital/family status when the women sought tenure. With the 

exception of graduate preparation the responses of the women 

varied across the five categories identified: personal 

qualities, graduate preparation, institutional and 

organizational factors, professional associations, and family 

responsibilities (Creamer, 1995). This research allowed for 

the emergence of key constructs that summarized the factors 

in each woman's context and the behaviors of personal agency 

that produced highly productive scholars. The results of this 

type of research can be used to help empower other women in 

graduate preparation and careers to become productive 

scholars. 

Social construction of gender. An increase in the number 

of women high producers in adapted physical activity may be 

possible by using feminist theory to challenge the reasons 

that persons believe there are differences between men and 

women as well as differences among women, (i.e., a change 

from a biological or genetic determinism for differences 

toward a social constructionism). Part of this challenge is a 

move toward the social construction of gender. Social 
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constructionism purports that differences "are not natural, 

fixed or universal but specific to their social, cultural and 

historical context" (Stacey, 1993, p. 68). Within the social 

constructionist framework knowledge is not a reflection of 

society but a result of interactions within society (Gergen, 

1985). This concept was supported in higher education by a 

study on the perceived gender roles of university faculty 

(Street, Kromrey, & Kimmel, 1995). Both women and men scored 

most woman highest on the scale of compassion; a traditional 

female sex role trait, and scored most men highest on 

intellect and power; traditional male sex role traits. When 

asked to rank themselves, women rated themselves highest on 

compassion and intellect equally and men rated themselves 

highest on intellect followed by power and compassion 

equally. 

Social constructionism is difficult for some people to 

accept because it emphasizes change, challenge, 

discontinuity, and contradiction; this causes discomfort and 

challenges the ways things are presently being accomplished, 

as well as the viewpoints that have been held for years 

(Sandler, 1993). Many barriers to women's scholarly 

productivity were not related to their biological gender but 

to attitudes of others toward the role they were expected to 

play in higher education (Astin & Davis, 1993; Creamer & 

McGuire; 1998; Menges, & Exum, 1983). These roles include the 

exploitation of women within the class system of academia to 
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further the careers and professional success of men (Rich, 

1992). Rich suggests that not only must there be more study 

of women's topics, but that the work of women in academia 

must be acknowledged and no longer suppressed or credited to 

men (Paludi & Bauer, 1983; Paludi & Strayer, 1985). 

Feminist theory and scholarly productivity of women in 

adapted physical activity. For the purposes of this study the 

interpretations of the experiences and values of women who 

are high scholarly producers in adapted physical activity can 

be used to more fully describe, explain, and predict the 

changes necessary to create a more equatable environment for 

women in higher education and a greater appreciation of the 

value of research about women. The use of qualitative 

methodology and critical theory, namely feminist theory, to 

frame the experiences (i.e., perspectives) of high producing 

women scholars in adapted physical activity relative to 

writing and publishing scholarly products, allows for an 

interpretation of the data beyond the empiricists 

interpretation of "irrefutable facts" (Kincheloe & McLaren, 

1994). The subjective interpretation of the experiences of 

women scholars in adapted physical activity using a feminist 

theory framework allows the questions of this study to be 

addressed. 

1. What personal, situational, and environmental 

variables do women associate with scholarly writing and 

publication? 
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2. What experiences do women have that facilitate the 

writing of scholarly products? 

3. What experiences do women have that negatively 

impact on writing of scholarly products? 

4. Why do women write for publication? Do their reasons 

change with age and/or situation? 



CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. In this 

chapter, the following topics were addressed (a) 

participants, (b) instruments, (c) procedure, and (d) data 

analysis. 

Participants 

Participants were 13 women adapted physical activity 

professionals who met the following criteria: (a) had 

completed a doctoral degree with specialization in adapted 

physical activity, (b) had primary job responsibility in 

adapted physical activity, (c) had published four or more 

articles related to adapted physical activity in scholarly 

journals and/or three or more book chapters and/or two or 

more adapted physical activity textbooks between 1984 and 

1998, and (d) had been employed in higher education for 4 or 

more years. The sampling design used was purposive, conducted 

in several stages with selection from the final list of 

potential participants determined by their accessibility at 

four major professional conferences. This sampling design was 

selected in order to provide the highest probability of 

obtaining data that would demonstrate variations within 
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categories and allow searching for negative cases (i.e., 

those cases that did not fit the emerging picture), as 

recommended by Strauss and Corbin (1990). 
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Numerous sources were reviewed to develop a list of 

potential participants who had published (a) two or more 

articles in scholarly journals and/or book chapters or (b) 

one or more textbooks. As indicated in Chapter 1, a scholarly 

journal was defined as one that publishes peer-reviewed 

articles in adapted physical activity that can be classified 

according to the American Psychological Association (1994) 

types of articles: (a) empirical research, (b) review, and 

(c) theoretical. Journals that met these criteria were 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, Clinical Kinesiology 

(previously American Corrective Therapy Journal), Quest, and 

Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport. The first two of 

these journals were chosen because they publish research 

articles in the field of adapted physical activity. Quest and 

Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport were selected 

because they are primary publications for general physical 

education reviews, research, and theory and therefore 

occasionally include articles on adapted physical activity. 

Since the primary journal in adapted physical activity, 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, began distribution in 

1984, this year was utilized as a starting point to examine 

journals, books and chapters for potential participants. A 

list of all women publishing adapted physical activity 



articles (N = 219) in these journals between 1984 and 1998 

appears in Appendix A. 
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To determine textbooks and chapters in textbooks in 

adapted physical activity/physical education published 

between 1984 and 1998, computer searches were conducted, and 

several long-term teacher trainers in adapted physical 

activity were consulted. Key terms that guided this search 

were adapted physical activity, adapted physical education, 

special physical education, developmental physical education, 

individualized physical education, physical education for 

handicapped, physical education for disabled, and disability 

sport. A list of all women (N = 30) publishing textbooks or 

chapters in textbooks between 1984 and 1998 appears in 

Appendix B. 

From the initial lists of potential participants 

(N = 235), the researcher (with the assistance of three 

long-term teacher-trainers in adapted physical activity) 

adhered to the following steps to develop a list of women who 

met the specific criteria for participation in this study. 

First, all women who did not hold doctoral degrees were 

eliminated from further consideration. This reduced the pool 

of potential participants to 110 women. Second, those women 

who did not specialize primarily in adapted physical activity 

or hold teaching assignments that were primarily in adapted 

physical activity were eliminated from the sample. This 

reduced the sample size to 54 women. Third, those women who 
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had not published four or more articles and/or three or more 

book chapters and/or two or more books between 1984 and 1998 

were eliminated from the sample. This final step reduced the 

potential participant list to 16 women. 

From this list of 16 women, potential participants were 

selected over a period of 8 months using the following 

criteria (a) attendance at conferences at which the 

researcher was present, (b) agreement to interview, and (c) 

availability to interview during the conference. Participants 

were interviewed until the criterion of theoretical 

saturation was met (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Theoretical 

saturation is reached when (a) no additional data is being 

added to categories, (b) categories are dense with diverse 

data, and (c) relationships between categories are 

established and validated (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). The researcher reached the point of 

theoretical saturation after analysis of interview data 

provided by 13 women authors. 

The letter of invitation (see Appendix C) was issued in 

one of three ways: (a) personal contact at a conference, (b) 

mail, or (c) email. The first of these was primarily 

implemented at the 1998 conference of the American Alliance 

for Health, Physical Education; Recreation and Dance 

(AAHPERD). At this conference, the researcher attended the 

annual meeting of the Editorial Board of the Adapted Physical 

Activity Quarterly, where she briefly reported on her 
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proposed research and requested the assistance of board 

members in personally introducing her to as many potential 

participants as possible. During personal contact with 

individuals the researcher gave the potential participant a 

letter of invitation and information card and asked if she 

would be willing to engage in an interview during the 

conference or at a later date. A copy of the information card 

appears in Appendix D. Individuals not located during the 

AAHPERD conference were contacted by email or regular mail to 

determine their willingness to participate in the study and 

to determine possible dates and places for interviews. 

Interviews not conducted during the AAHPERD conference were 

completed throughout the summer and fall of 1998 during trips 

to professional meetings held in Washington, DC, Rochester, 

NY, and Minneapolis, MN. 

The permission of the Texas Woman's University Human 

Subjects Review Committee to conduct the study was obtained 

before leaving for the 1998 AAHPERD conference. A copy of the 

permission letter and the consent form to be signed by 

participants appears in Appendix E. 

The rights of the participants were protected using the 

following procedures: 

1. Data were collected only after approval from the 

Human Subjects Review Committee at Texas Woman's University 

was obtained and a signed consent from was obtained from the 

participant. 



2. Participants were informed of their rights both 

verbally and in writing. 
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3. Participants were informed that they had the right 

to withdraw from the study at any time and have any data they 

had contributed returned or destroyed. 

4. Participants were assured that their identities 

would be kept confidential and that results would not be 

released in any individually identifiable form. 

5. Participants were assured that all audiotapes, 

transcripts, and identifying codes would be kept in a locked 

file. 

6. Participants were assured that all audiotapes, 

transcripts, and identifying codes would be destroyed within 

5 years. 

7. Participants were assured that only the investigator 

would listen to the audiotapes or would read the complete 

transcripts. 

Instruments 

Two instruments were used to collect data: (a) an 

interview guide and (b) a copy of each participant's current 

vita. Following is a description of each. 

Author Interview Guide 

The interview guide consisted of open-ended questions 

and probes (see Appendix F). Three steps suggested by Gorden 

(1992) were followed to develop relevant questions: (a) 

objectives of the interview were clarified, (b) information 
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was specified to achieve those objectives, and (c) concrete 

questions were formulated to obtain the information. Two 

guidelines were used to develop questions that motivated the 

interviewee to provide the information. First, specific 

criteria were used to guide selection of the specific words 

used in the questions and probes: (a) words were used that 

were clearly understood (i.e., common terminology), (b) 

words were used that established the relationship between the 

interviewer and the interviewee (i.e., outsider versus 

insider), and (c) words were avoided that would load the 

questions with either positive or negative connotations 

(Gorden, 1992). Second, open-ended questions were chosen so 

as not to bias the answers and because many possible answers 

were unknown to the investigator prior to the research 

(Gorden, 1992). 

Completion of two semesters of formal training in 

qualitative research and participation in a qualitative 

research project at the 1996 Paralympics in Atlanta (Sherrill 

& Wilhite, 199?) provided background that helped the 

researcher to develop the author interview guide and conduct 

interviews. Additionally, to assure that the interview guide 

met the qualitative research criteria of truth value (i.e., 

relationship of data to reality) and transferability (i.e., 

the application of the results to similar situations or 

within similar contexts) (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990; Thomas & Nelson, 1996), the researcher (a) 
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requested dissertation committee members to review questions 

and (b) tested various wordings of questions during pilot 

study interviews. 

Pilot study interviews were completed with several women 

who met the criteria for the study. Pilot study interviews 

were conducted in order to refine questions and probes, and 

helped the researcher practice her interviewing skills. The 

questions and probes that appeared to best elicit data appear 

in Appendix F. 

Participant's Current Vita 

Participants were requested to supply the researcher 

with a current vita. The vitas were used to help the 

researcher validate interview data and obtain demographic 

information for the sample as a whole. 

Procedure 

Qualitative interviewing methodology was selected for 

this study because it is descriptive in nature and allows the 

voices of the participants to be heard. Thomas and Nelson 

(1996) described qualitative research as focusing on "the 

essence of the phenomena" (p. 367). Thomas and Nelson (1996) 

suggested several assumptions in rationalizing the use of 

qualitative research. First, each person views the world 

differently based on his or her own perceptions (i.e., 

subjectively). Second, the researcher is primarily interested 

in describing, understanding, and eliciting meaning from the 

phenomena. Third, there is no manipulation of variables as in 
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experimental research (i.e., data are gathered in a natural 

setting that is not controlled). And finally, hypotheses are 

not preconceived but are developed from the observations 

(i.e., qualitative research is an inductive process, not 

deductive as in quantitative research). 

Each interview lasted approximately 45 to 60 min. During 

the interviews, the researcher followed Gorden's (1992) 

suggestions regarding nonverbal behavior to increase the 

probability of acquiring relevant information from the 

interviewee. These suggestions were (a) seating arrangements 

approximately 4 ft (1.22 m) apart, (b) a body position that 

indicates interest and attention (i.e., leaning forward, 

facing the interviewee), (c) appropriate eye contact, (d) a 

calm, but alert facial expression, and (e) a tone of voice 

that is flexible as well as demonstrating an accepting, 

nonthreatening, and nonjudgmental attitude. Probe questions 

were used to elicit relevant information throughout the 

interview, to insure that the objectives of the interview 

were met, and to draw out specific examples relative to each 

question. 

Field notes were kept throughout the process of 

interviewing. Field notes consisted of (a) a day-to-day log 

and (b) a personal log. The day-to-day log was a listing of 

appointments for interviews; this log noted the name of the 

participant, time of day the interview took place, where the 

interview took place, and how long the interview lasted. See 
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Appendix G for sample log sheets. As suggested by Lincoln and 

Guba (1985) and Spradley (1980), the personal log was a diary 

of (a) thoughts of the researcher on the perceived emotional 

state of the participant, (b) expanded notes on the 

environment in which the interview took place, (c) the 

researcher's personal reactions to the process of the 

interview (i.e., reactions to informants), and (d) the 

researcher's notes about the experience of actually doing the 

research (i.e., ideas, fears, mistakes, confusions, 

breakthroughs, problems). Field notes were recorded directly 

following each interview. The researcher spent 5 to 10 min 

jotting down notes while the information and ideas were still 

fresh. Field notes were used, as suggested by Lofland and 

Lofland (1995), to help remember the context in which the 

interview took place (i.e., environment, emotional state) and 

to support the process of analyzing the data. The researcher 

also developed and followed a checklist (see Appendix H) for 

guiding the interview and field notes process as well as to 

insure that all necessary procedures and tasks were 

completed. 

All interviews were audiotaped and then transcribed into 

written format. Transcripts of interviews were mailed to each 

respondent for confirmation and clarification (i.e., member 

checks) in order to assure the validity of responses 

(Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993). HyperRESEARCWM 

(ResearchWare, 1994) computer program for Macintosh was used 
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to assist in the organization, storage, retrieval, and 

analysis of data. HyperRESEARCWM was chosen because it 

allowed the researcher to import typed interview text from a 

word processing program, code data more than one time, code 

the same data different ways, and retrieve, export, and print 

coded text to a word processing program for more in-depth 

analysis. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis began as soon as the first interviews were 

completed. As recommended by Marshall and Rossman (1995), 

"data collection and analysis go hand in hand to promote the 

emergence of substantive theory grounded in empirical data" 

(p. 112). Analysis and interpretation of field notes were 

achieved through reading through previous notes, listening to 

interviews, and speculating as to what perspectives the 

participants held and why they held these perspectives. The 

constant comparative method was used to ground the results in 

the data and build theory (Marshall & Rossman, 1995; Strauss 

& Corbin, 1990). The constant comparative method continuously 

compares one observation or interview statement with the next 

and then with previous statements. The researcher compared 

specific instances with others and looked for similarities, 

discrepancies, and odd happenings that did not appear to fit 

with what was emerging. 

The constant comparison method of analysis requires that 

data be coded for use in analysis. Coding was completed 
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following the five-step process outlined by Gorden (1992) as 

follows: 

1. Coding categories were defined and a determination 

of what would be coded and how it would be defined was 

completed. 

2. Category symbols were assigned so that information 

could be found quickly. 

3. Relevant information was coded. 

4. Reliability of the codes was tested by coding the 

same data at two different times. 

5. Sources of unreliability were located, the process 

was evaluated, and changes were made in the coding procedures 

if necessary. 

Throughout the process of analysis the researcher 

developed individual schematics (see Appendix I) from the 

coded categories to document ideas and link subcategories to 

categories. This procedure helped to determine if 

relationships existed between categories and to analyze how 

these relationships were interrelated (Strauss & Corbin, 

1990). 

During the process of analyzing data, the researcher 

contacted participants by telephone, email, and in person to 

clarify and confirm information. In order to maximize the 

validity of the results of the study, the researcher defined 

and adhered to several concepts throughout the entire study. 

The term truth value, which is equated with internal validity 
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in quantitative research, is an accurate representation of 

multiple perspectives that have been arrived at through 

inquiry directly from individuals holding multiple 

perspectives (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Threats to truth value 

or trustworthiness include (a) history, (b) observer effects, 

and (c) selection problems. The researcher followed the 

strategies suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to decrease 

threats to truth value: (a) prolonged engagement with the 

participants, (b) persistent observation to determine the 

relationships of variables to writing and publication, (c) 

triangulation of the data with other points of view and/or 

other sources of data (i.e., vitas, journals, books), (d) 

collecting referential adequacy materials (i.e., literature), 

(e) debriefing with peers and professionals outside the 

context of the study, (f) member checks to determine if 

interpretations of the data were consistent with the reality 

of the participants, and (g) searching for negative cases 

that did not match the emerging hypotheses (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985) . 

In analyzing data and writing the report, the researcher 

was concerned also with transferability; equated with 

external validity in quantitative research. Transferability 

is the ability to take what is learned from one situation and 

apply that learning in another situation (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). The level of transferability is determined by the 

amount of application of the findings in other situations 
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with other individuals (Erlandson et al., 1993; Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985). Some authors use the terms generalizability or 

user generalizability as a synonym for transferability 

(Thomas & Nelson, 1996), but most qualitative researchers do 

not use these terms because they contend that generalizations 

are not possible from results of qualitative research because 

of the specificity of the perceptions to the context in which 

they occur (Erlandson et al., 1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 

Marshall & Rossman, 1995). Transferability thus depends 

largely on the contextual similarity between individuals 

studied and not studied. To facilitate transferability, the 

researcher described as fully as possible the context in each 

participant's scholarly life. 

One of the ways that qualitative research is utilized is 

to build grounded theory (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). In order to build grounded theory, the data 

must be interpreted and translated into concept statements. 

Then the concepts must be "related to form a theoretical 

rendition of reality" (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 22). 

According to Strauss and Corbin (1990), grounded theory 

is one that is inductively derived from the study of the 

phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, 

developed, and provisionally verified through systematic 

data collection and analysis of data pertaining to that 

phenomenon. Therefore, data collection, analysis, and 

theory stand in reciprocal relationship with each other. 
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One does not begin with theory, then prove it. Rather, 

one begins with an area of study and what is relevant to 

that area is allowed to emerge (p. 23). 

Development of grounded theory is an attempt to merge 

data into a "holistic portrayal of the phenomenon" (Thomas & 

Nelson, 1996, p. 374) in order to describe and understand the 

underlying variables that give meaning to the data (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). Description and analysis of the phenomenon of 

scholarly writing and publication by women adapted physical 

activity professionals will result in the development of 

hypotheses and grounded theory that aim to explain operative 

variables (i.e., those variables or themes which exert 

influence on scholarly writing). 

The broad research question that guided this study was, 

What are women's perspectives concerning writing and 

publishing scholarly products? Emphasis was on identifying 

the variables that impact on the writing and publishing of 

scholarly products including contextual variables (i.e. the 

personal, situational, and environmental contexts in which 

women write), experiences that facilitate and encourage 

continued writing, and experiences that negatively impact on 

the production of scholarly writing. Each of these variables 

was joined together to form profiles of writing by women in 

adapted physical activity and to examine the similarities and 

differences within and between the profiles. 



 
CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. Specific 

research questions were (a) What personal, situational, and 

environmental variables do women associate with scholarly 

writing and publication? (b) What experiences do women have 

that facilitate the writing of scholarly products? (c) What 

experiences do women have that negatively impact on writing 

of scholarly products? and (d) Why do women write for 

publication? Do their reasons change with age and/or 

situation? In this chapter, findings are presented under the 

following major headings (a) group demographics, (b) highest 

producers, (c) less high producers, (d) gender concerns, and 

(e) why women write for publication.

Group Demographics 

Participants were 13 women adapted physical activity 

professionals who met the following criteria: (a) had 

completed a doctoral degree with specialization in adapted 

physical activity, (b) had primary job responsibility in 

adapted physical activity, (c) had published four or more 

articles related to adapted physical activity in scholarly 
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journals and/or three or more book chapters and/or two or 

more adapted physical activity textbooks between 1984 and 

1998, and (d) had been employed in higher education for 4 or 

more years. These women comprised 81% of the population 

identified as the most productive women scholarly writers in 

the field of adapted physical activity. 

Personal Demographics 

Participants ranged in age from 33 years to 64 years, 

M = 47.77, SD= 9.32. Participants taught in higher education 

for a total of 230 years, M = 17.69, SD= 9.99, with a range 

of 4 to 38 years. The median number of years teaching was 19. 

Ten participants were tenured, and 3 were not tenured. 

Academic ranks were full professors (n = 8), associate 

professors (n = 1), and assistant professors (n = 4). Three 

women held administrative positions. Family structures were 

living alone (n = 3); in heterosexual relationships (n = 4); 

in lesbian relationships (n = 3); in relationships that were 

not clearly defined (n = 3). Of the 13 participants, 4 had 

been or were currently married; 4 had children; and 2 had 

been divorced. Children were reared by mothers living alone 

or in heterosexual or lesbian relationships. 

Participants taught at 11 different universities, which 

were categorized by the Carnegie Foundation criteria (1998) 

as follows: Research I (n = 4), Research II (n = 0), Doctoral 

I (n = 4), Doctoral II (n = 1), and Master's I Comprehensive 
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Research Universities I These institutions offer a full 

range of baccalaureate programs, are committed to 

graduate education through the doctorate, and give high 

priority to research. They award 50 or more doctoral 

degrees each year. In addition, they receive annually 

$40 million or more in federal support. 

Research Universities II These institutions offer a full 

range of baccalaureate programs, are committed to 

graduate education through the doctorate, and give high 

priority to research. They award 50 or more doctoral 

degrees each year. In addition, they receive annually 

between $15.5 million and $40 million in federal 

support. 

Doctoral Universities I These institutions offer a full 

range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to 

graduate education through the doctorate. They award at 

least 40 doctoral degrees annually in five or more 

disciplines. 

Doctoral Universities II These institutions offer a full 

range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to 

graduate education through the doctorate. They award 

annually at least 10 doctoral degrees in three or more 

disciplines, or 20 or more doctoral degrees in one or 

more disciplines .... 
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Master's (Comprehensive) Colleges and Universities I 

These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate 

programs and are committed to graduate education through 

the master's degree. They award 40 or more master's 

degrees annually in three or more disciplines (Boyer, no 

date, p. 1). 

The Carnegie Classification is widely used as a guide for 

information about extent of degree programs, commitment to 

graduate programs, research priority level, number of 

doctoral degrees awarded, and amount of federal support 

received annually. 

Publication Demographics 

Participants published a total of 312 articles in 76 

different journals (State/Regional journals were grouped 

together as one journal). Journals were grouped as research, 

applied, and other. Research journals were those that 

predominately publish peer-reviewed articles that can be 

classified according to the American Psychological 

Association (1994) types of articles: (a) empirical research, 

(b) review, and (c) theoretical. Applied journals were those 

that predominately publish peer-reviewed articles that do not 

fit in the research category and which are more directly 

applicable in nature. The other category was used to classify 

journals that did not fit in either the research or the 

applied journals categories. 
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Participants published 134 articles (43%) in 25 research 

journals, 89 articles (28.5%) in 25 applied journals, and 89 

articles (28.5%) in 26 other journals (see Table 5). 

Participants published most frequently in Adapted Physical 

Activity Quarterly (APAO) (n = 60). This was to be expected 

as APAO is the major research journal in adapted physical 

activity. The second most frequent journal in which 

publications appeared was Palaestra (n = 26), which focuses 

on concerns of practitioners. The Journal of Physical 

Education, Recreation, and Dance (n = 20) and Perceptual and 

Motor Skills (n = 19) were the only other journals in which 

participants published 10 or more articles. These top four 

journals accounted for 50% of all the articles published by 

the 13 participants in the study. As shown in Table 5, the 

participants contributed articles to 76 different journals 

plus numerous state and regional physical education journals 

from 1969 to 1998 (1969 is the earliest publication recorded 

on any vita). During the past 5 years (1994 - 1998), a total 

of 83 articles were published by the 13 participants, 

M = 6.38, SD= 5.64, with a range of 1 to 21. 

As a group, the participants published or copublished 39 

books (4 books were coauthored by 2 different participants) 

and 66 chapters in books related to adapted physical 

activity. Multiple editions of a book were only counted once. 

During the past 5 years (1994 - 1998), a total of 15 books 

were published by 10 of the participants. Five participants 
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Table 5 

Frequency of Journal Publication by Participants from 1969 to 
1998 

Journal Articles 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly 60 

Palaestra 26 

Journal of Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance 20 

Perceptual and Motor Skills 19 

Physical Educator 9 

Clinical Kinesiology (formally American 

Corrective Therapy Journal) 

Able Bodies 

8 

7 

Physical Education Review (formally European Physical 

Education Review) 6 

Brazilian Journal of Adapted Physical Education Research 5 

Journal of Visual Impairment and Blindness 5 

Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport 5 

Resources in Education 4 

Australian Educational and Developmental Psychologist 3 

Deafblind Perspectives 3 

Quest 3 

Therapeutic Recreation Journal 3 

Women in Sport and Physical Activity Journal 3 

American Annals of the Deaf 2 

(table continues) 
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Table 5 

Frequency of Journal Publication by Participants from 1969 to 
1998 

Journal 

Exceptional Child Education Resources 

Exceptional Education Quarterly 

Human Movement Science 

International Council on Health Physical Education 

Articles 

2 

2 

2 

and Recreation Journal 2 

Journal of Applied Research in Coaching and Athletic 2 

Journal of School Health 2 

Mental Retardation 2 

Motor Skills Theory into Practice 2 

Advocate 2 

Newsletter of the American Academy of Physical Education 2 

Physician and Sportsmedicine 2 

Sport Science Review 2 

Swimming Technique 2 

Teaching Exceptional Children 2 

State/Regional Physical Education Journals 50 

Journals Publishing 1 Article 43 

Total Number of Articles Published 312 
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published 2 books; 5 participants published 1 book; and 3 

participants published no books during the past 5 years. 

During this same time period, a total of 20 chapters were 

published by 5 of the participants. Two participants 

published 7 chapters; 1 participant published 3 chapters; 1 

participant published 2 chapters; and 1 participant published 

1 chapter. 

As a group, the participants published an average of 

1.34 articles (SD= .84) per year, with a range of .37 to 

3.05 articles. Eight of the participants averaged one or more 

articles per year. Each participant averaged 24 articles 

(SD= 24.92) in her career, with a range of 3 to 93 articles. 

Research articles were published at a rate of .54 per year; 

applied articles at a rate of .40 per year; and other 

articles at a rate of .40 per year. 

Participants published or copublished an average of 3 

books (SD= 2.48) each during their careers. Four books were 

coauthored by more than one member of the participant group 

and 4 participants accounted for 64% of the total number of 

books published. Two of the participants did not publish any 

books during their careers. Participants published an average 

of 5.08 chapters (SD= 5 . 61) each during their careers. Two 

participants accounted for 53% of the total nwnber of 

chapters published. Two participants did not publish any 

chapters during their careers. 
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During their careers, participants published a total of 

417 articles, books, and chapters. Each participant averaged 

32.08 publications (SD= 31.83) during her career. Each 

participant averaged 1.89 publications per year for her 

career. During the past 5 years (1994 - 1998), a total of 118 

articles, books, and chapters were published by the 

participants. Articles made up 75% of this aggregate 

publication total, books 9%, and chapters 16%. Participants 

published an average of 1.82 publications per year during the 

past 5 years. Comparing each participant's number of articles 

per year over her career to her number of articles per year 

during the past 5 years showed an increase in productivity 

rate per year for 4 of the participants, a drop for 8 of the 

participants (1 of these participants had only been teaching 

for 4 years}, and remained the same for 1 participant who had 

been teaching for 5 years. 

Demographic information presented in this section helps 

to establish the level of scholarly writing productivity for 

this group of women. An examination of contextual variables, 

discussed in the next section, along with the demographic 

information, is used to identify similarities and differences 

in variables that affect scholarly writing. 

Contextual Variables 

Contextual variables are those situational or external 

variables that describe the environment(s} in which women 

write. These variables can include other individuals, 
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work/home settings, work/home responsibilities, level of 

support from work/home, etc. An examination of the context in 

which each woman writes is essential to answering the 

research questions established in this study because the 

questions relate to women's perspectives concerning writing 

and publishing scholarly products. 

Each woman in this study comes from a unique background, 

and her lived experiences are hers alone. No two women in 

this study can be compared as if they were exactly the same; 

that would be like trying to compare apples to oranges. 

However, the women in this study can be compared based on 

similarities and differences in age, years teaching, tenure, 

academic rank, and type of institution. Other factors such as 

family structure, administrative duties, and relationships 

with colleagues, family, and significant others, combined 

with demographics, allowed the researcher to situate the 

woman within the context in which she writes. 

Grouping of Women 

A number of different ranking systems were created and 

examined to determine if participants should be grouped into 

categories according to scholarly productivity. Rankings 

examined were (a) total number of articles, books, and 

chapters published over career; (b) total number of articles, 

books, and chapters published during past 5 years 

(1994 - 1998); (c) average number of articles, books, and 

chapters published per year over career; and (d) average 
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nwnber of articles, books, and chapters published during past 

5 years (see Appendix J for an explanation of how ranked 

points were calculated). Ranked points were then combined, 

and a total score calculated for each participant. Visual 

inspection of the rankings appeared to produce two distinct 

groups, and a Mann-Whitney U Test revealed that the two 

groups were significantly different from each other (TI= 15, 

Q = .003). The highest (HH) producers consisted of the top 5 

ranked women, and the LH (LH) producers consisted of the 

bottom 8 ranked women. The following section presents 

findings for each group. 

Highest Producers 

Each of the women in this group met the following 

criteria: (a) had averaged more than two publications per 

year throughout their careers, and (b) had seven or more 

publications during the past 5 years. 

The following personal demographics were associated with 

the HH scholarly producers for this study. Participants in 

the HH producers group ranged in age from 33 to 64 years, 

M = 50, SD= 10.26. Participants taught in higher education 

for a total of 95 years, M = 19, SD= 11.19, with a range of 

4 to 38 years. The median number of years teaching was 21. 

Four participants were tenured, and 1 was not tenured. 

Academic ranks were full professors (n = 4) and assistant 

professor (n = 1). One woman in this group held an 

administrative position. Family structures were heterosexual 
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relationships (n = 1), lesbian relationships (n = 2), or in 

relationships that were not clearly defined (n = 2). No women 

in this group were married and only one had children. HH 

producers taught at Research I (n = 3), Doctoral I (n = 1), 

and Master's I Comprehensive (n = 1) institutions. 

The following publication demographics were associated 

with the HH scholarly producers for this study. Each HH 

producer averaged 58.4 publications (SD = 37.28) during her 

career with a range of 13 to 116 publications. During the 

past 5 years (1994 - 1998), each HH producer averaged 12.2 

publications per year (SD = 4.92) with a range of 6 to 21 

publications. 

To examine the interrelationships between contextual 

variables (i.e., relationships between other individuals, 

work settings, home settings, responsibilities, level of 

support from work/home) and scholarly writing a schematic was 

drawn for each woman (see Figures 1 and 2 for the highest and 

lowest producers in this group). Each color in the schema 

indicates an area of the woman's life that impacted on 

scholarly productivity (i.e., green = work, 

yellow = education, orange = professional others, 

purple = students, blue = writing, pink = home). Personal 

feelings, beliefs, and affective domain qualities are grouped 

together on the left side. Interactions in the schema are 

interpreted by the direction of the arrow. For example in 

Figure 1 'home setting/child care' interacts for the HH 



EDUCATION 

Get it done - move on 
Program did not meet 

personal needs 

sacrifice 

HOME 
SETTING 

Relationship is 
give and take 

Time taken away 
from personal 

life 

opportunities 
High self-esteem 
Not discipline 
Stimulating( 
Creative ) 
Challenging 

To get things out I want 
Takes time away from writing 

WRITING 
Helps acceptance of work 

out/inside field 
Fiddle w /ideas?-..,.-~ 
Think time .J 

PROFESSIONAL 
OTHERS 

Figure 1. Schematic HH producers (highest individual in 

group, based on ranked point total score, see Appendix J) 
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Figure 2. Schematic HH producers (lowest individual in group, 

based on ranked point total sco re, see Appendix J). 
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producer with 'writing/writing time'. In some instances the 

interactions were bidirectional. For example in Figure 1 

'home setting/time taken away from personal life' interac·ts 

with 'writing/does not feel like a sacrifice' (i.e., this 

high producer does not feel as if she is making a sacrifice 

when writing time takes away from home life). In this way the 

links between the contextual variables could be visually 

inspected and women could be compared to each other to 

ascertain commonalities and differences. Contextual variables 

that seemed to influence HH producers most were work 

settings, specifically support, and responsibilities; 

relationships between professional colleagues and students; 

and level of support from home. To a lesser degree personal 

practices, histories, and affective domain qualities of each 

woman also seemed to impact on scholarly writing. 

Work Setting 

In the HH producers group, 4 of the 5 women were at 

Research I or Doctoral I institutions. Expectations of the 

university for faculty writing were linked with requirements 

for promotion and tenure as well as the value that the 

university placed on scholarly writing. However, despite the 

expectations of the institutions, most HH producers indicated 

that their scholarly writing was done over and above their 

regular job responsibilities, during their leisure time, and 

at home. The perceived value that the university placed on 

scholarly writing impacted on expectations and support from 
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the ability of HH producers to write. 
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Expectations. The actual process of writing for each of 

these women was isolated from the work environment but was 

partly driven by the expectations of the university in which 

they taught, other reasons for writing will be discussed 

later in the chapter. The institutions where the HH producers 

worked expected scholarly productivity, however, often times 

during the work day women prioritized other aspects of their 

jobs higher than writing or the institutional expectations 

provided barriers to writing during the work day. 

Expectations of the university influenced the amount of time 

women could spend writing. One example of how other 

responsibilities of the job impose on writing time was given 

by the administrator in the group. She said: 

Well, I think that obviously my job and how it continues 
to evolve, inside the university and other things that I 
get myself involved in really get in the way [of 
writing], or I allow them to impose on that time. 

Another HH producer linked the expectations of the university 

for service on committees and assigned administrative duties 

with the lack of time to write. She stated: 

I think some people just move on to the next task, and 
you get so involved with committees and student work, or 
you'll be given an administrative assignment, something 
like Director of Grad Studies or something that's really 
major ... Corning up with new ideas for doing it better and 
better just consumes your time and writing; you really 
have to be disciplined to sit down and do it. 
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Job expectations more specifically got in the way of 

having uninterrupted blocks of time to write. As a result of 

teaching loads, committee assignments, course preparation, 

and other work responsibilities, there was not time during 

the regular work day for writing and so writing was 

accomplished outside of the work environment. Illustrative of 

this was: 

Having too many assignments to have time to just really 
sit down and do it [writing]. I, as a personality ... 
prefer uninterrupted time blocks. I'm not very good at 
setting aside two hours a day, that's not enough. I'd 
rather have a weekend and blitz. And sometimes ... the 
assignments that I've been given at work interfere with 
that. 

When asked how she fits writing into her work schedule, one 

woman responded: 

I just don't. I can't do that. The only kind of writing 
I would do during the every day schedule would be like a 
committee report or something like that but a real piece 
of scholarly writing I don't do it that way. 

Expectations and responsibilities of the job also got in the 

way of doing the type of scholarly writing that HH producers 

would have enjoyed doing. Illustrative of these were: 

Well I don't write integrative papers. I rarely have 
done that, but I really like doing that sort of thing. 
One of the reasons I've rarely done that [is] that they 
take a lot of time. So I essentially write research 
papers because it's much more straight forward. I would 
like to have, if I had time, I would probably like to 
pull material together and reflect on ideas and look at 
new ways of approaching issues. But that's real time 
consuming. 

From the point of view of enjoyment, I do not have the 
time to enjoy the process [of writing] as much as I 
would like. 
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Responsibilities and job expectations also took away from 

'think time' that one woman said was essential to the writing 

process for her. She said: 

I'm not probably doing justice to what goes into the 
writing process for me because a lot of it is the 
discussions and the time that I think about things which 
could be on planes, it could be ... when I'm running or 
something .... So I'm formulating a lot of thoughts. 
Having more meetings and other things interfere with 
that quality time that I get to think about things and 
then I know I want to put into writing. 

Responsibilities of teaching, administrative work, time 

spent with students, and having their minds on a variety of 

different problems made it difficult for HH producers to 

create time to think and write. Illustrative of concerns in 

this area are the following two quotations: 

Teaching, my program, the usual administrative muck you 
have to do. Teaching ... if you have students they take 
time, they come to you, they want things. Just the time 
you put into thinking about ... how you can facilitate 
their development. And of course my program. I have 
usually had 60 to 100 children. They have varying sorts 
of disabilities .... They jump into your head at various 
times and they distract you from other things you might 
be doing. So I simply don't have blocks of time to do 
the thinking and for the writing. 

As far as the work environment goes, I would say that 
about 99% of it took away from time and energy that 
could be spent in writing, research, etc. And ... first 
and foremost are the heavy teaching loads ... the loads 
have gotten more sensible over the years in that now 
we're supposed to be doing about twelve credits. But all 
through most of my professional life I was between 
eighteen to twenty work units and a lot of those were 
independent studies, theses, dissertations, so this did 
not leave much time. 



157 

In addition to teaching loads the university often had other 

expectations: "the hard thing for me is ... for a while I had a 

twelve credit load plus ... the supervising of student 

teachers." The impact of responsibilities and expectations on 

writing time was summed up by the following: 

The writing process takes time and so you do need to 
have time. 

Different points in the semester took more time: "the 

hardest part is when there's a lot of committee assignments 

and at the points in semesters where students are trying to 

finish up their own work, and those times are just about 

impossible [to write]." Also being involved with 

organizations both inside and outside the university limited 

research and writing time: "I ... spent a good number of years 

in ... active involvement in organizations, president, 

vice-president, secretary, whatever and ... if you're spending 

your extra energy in making an organization work, that 

doesn't leave much for research." 

Lack of confidence and lack of time because of 

responsibilities and expectations took away from time 

required to write articles utilizing collected research and 

combined as a reason that one HH producer had not been more 

productive. She explained: 

I was writing down the other day how many ... papers I 
actually have the data collected for and papers to come 
out. I probably have about 15 papers worth of data and 
that's an indicator to you of the difference [in] the 
research process and the writing process. So the 
research process I've just gone along and done it, the 
writing, it's only in the last couple of 3 years that 



I've really started to develop and feel comfortable 
about putting my information out. 
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Institutional philosophies (i.e., value placed on 

writing by the university) were different depending on the 

type of university. There were, for example, increased 

expectations for productivity generally associated with 

Research I institutions. One woman, who had spent her entire 

career at a Doctoral I institution recalled that her decision 

to not pursue jobs at Research I Institutions was related to 

her lack of confidence and her self-concept early in her 

career. 

Now that I'm the age that I am and I've had the 
experiences ... I'm relatively sure that I probably could 
have gotten tenure and succeeded at the big universities 
... but at the time I really deep down probably didn't 
think I could do it. I spent a lot more time thinking 
about what I wanted to do than actually applying 
self-discipline and sitting down at a desk and working . 
. . . So if we think about self-concept as a factor and 
work-site I'm not quite sure, you bring that with you 
and how long it stays with you I don't know but I 
definitely think it affects writing and publication .... 
It's funny because writing, self-concept now-a-days we 
think it's specific and I should have had no difficulty 
with writing and publication specific self-concept. So I 
don't know what happened because an overall global 
self-concept ... doesn't match up with specific 
self-concept in regard to writing. Although it may be 
that in the early days I wasn't as confident about my 
writing abilities. 

A benefit of being at a Doctoral I institution was 

opportunities to write and work with graduate students. 

Illustrative of this was: 

I came ... to [a Doctoral I institution] ... and I'm sure 
that choice of university to teach ... made a big 
difference in how much I wrote and how important writing 
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was because whenever you affiliate yourself with a 
graduate program ... if you're going to direct master's 
theses and doctoral dissertations, then it makes sense 
to learn as much as you can about writing and help those 
people get published. 

HH producers at Research I Institutions were expected to 

seek publication in journals that were referenced in more 

scholarly indexes. HH producers were frustrated by the lack 

of indexes in which APAO was referenced. One HH producer 

said: 

I'd like to be able to publish in journals that are 
referenced in the Citation Index and get more exposure 

that way. It would be nice if Adapted Physical Activity 

Quarterly would [be cited in the index], but it's not 
there, so I'm trying some other venues and they're not 
as accepting of the work. 

Expectations of the university were not as high for 

scholarly productivity for one woman at a Master's I 

Comprehensive institution. The lack of pressure at a teaching 

institution was beneficial for HH producers especially early 

in their careers. One HH producers advised young 

professionals to: 

Put some effort into [their] teaching. I think that if 
you don't feel good about that and your rapport with 
your students, then you're not going to feel good about 
what you're doing. Most people don't expect you to do a 
lot of research in that first year anyway and if you do 
more power to you, but if you don't that's okay. 

Regardless of the type of institution, ambiguity between 

expectations and emphasis often created a sense of confusion. 

It was difficult for one HH producer at a Doctoral I 

institution to reconcile the confusion and mixed messages 
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also had high expectations for scholarly productivity. She 

said: 
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A lack of emphasis, when you're told over and over again 
that your university is primarily a teaching university. 
They may want you, on your resume, to show publications 
and this and that and the other thing but, the value 
system that they emphasize is teaching. 

Expectations for tenure and research were linked with 

the value the institution placed on writing and with reasons 

for writing. Illustrative of this was: 

I basically see research in relation to tenure as 
teaching people to give back something. We get so much 
from our profession. The question of what do you give 
back to your profession, the creation and preservation 
of knowledge base is a fair requirement to ask people to 
give back. 

The expectations of the institution for scholarly 

productivity as well as teaching and service responsibilities 

made it extremely difficult for HH producers to complete 

scholarly writing as part of their work day. Expectations of 

teaching and service did not allow time for scholarly 

writing. All of the HH producers performed scholarly writing 

tasks during personal or leisure time. 

Institutional support. The value that the institution 

placed on scholarly writing influenced how much and what type 

of support women received. Released time was a type of 

institutional support. Despite university expectations for 

scholarly writing, only one woman mentioned having released 

time, given by the university, to provide the time for 
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scholarly writing. At a Research I institution, where 

released time may be more prevalent than at other 

institutions, institution-supported breaks allowed her to 

have large blocks of time in which to work uninterrupted. She 

stated, "it's delightful when we have our breaks because you 

actually can take some time, a large lump of time, and really 

get into something." Having a sabbatical on a regular basis 

allowed her to be productive for a long period of time: "We 

have sabbatical[s] every 3 and a half years. My last 

sabbatical ... I ... spent that block of time really getting some 

research written up and so that was really very helpful too, 

just the pragmatics of having time." 

With the exception of sabbaticals, there were not other 

types of released time given to high producers. Without 

released time other aspects of the job suffered and choices 

about how to prioritize time were sometimes difficult. 

Illustrative of difficulties was: 

I think my teaching suffers a little bit. Because I 
remember being in the middle of an article and saying 
'shit, I don't have time to go to class. I am so into 
this, I'm ready, and then after class ... I have this, and 
I have this, and I'm not going to have time to finish 
this, and I'm on a roll'. So I do think a lot of times I 
run to class and go 'shit what am I talking about' .... I 
grab my folder that I put out, and I don't remember what 
I'm talking about. Although I get good teaching scores I 
still feel like I could do a better job. 

Choices to prioritize writing over other activities were 

common. One HH producer stated: 

Sometimes ... I'll be in my office on a Saturday, 
correcting an article, painfully going through something 
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and I'll be like 'shit ... it's a nice day out what am I 
doing here?' 

Support services (i.e., secretarial services, computer 

technology, statisticians) from the institution was another 

type of institutional support. Availability of support 

services was facilitative for high producers. Financial 

support facilitated research and writing for HH producers. 

Illustrative statements about financial support were: 

[The university gave] me $800 or $1,000 to do some 
research, or to do a program or go to a conference and I 
felt real supported. 

I've been able to get funding fairly regularly, mainly 
smaller grants but enough to cover my needs. 

Writing groups and technical support were available and 

facilitated scholarly writing. As one woman at a Research I 

institution stated: 

There are a number of writing groups in the department 
that people form at their own initiative. Sometimes just 
the colleagues, sometimes the doc students, or even 
master's students at times .... There are a lot of 
workshops, there are centers where you can go and have 
people edit your work. So [the university] provided a 
lot of services. 

To get people with known data, already collected, moving 
toward the writing part of [the research]. And that has 
actually worked pretty well because we have some 
deadlines of 'come with at least 2 pages written by this 
date.' That's worked a little bit. I don't think it's 
motivated anybody to go out and do research who hasn't 
already done it. It's more of the writing phase. 

Library resources and technology facilitated scholarly 

writing. Illustrative statements were: 

Excellent librarian resources at the university have 
been a plus ... over the years almost everything I've 
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wanted was in the library or else the librarians were 
willing to order them for me, find them for me. In the 
last five years or so the librarians have gotten even 
better, probably internet helped them get better, 
but ... that's been a definite ... support. 

I also can write at home too, [because] I have a 
computer, [I] just bring the disks back and forth. 

It helps now with email to be able to ... email a 
colleague and say 'do you know anything about this or 
can you send me an article on this' ... we'll help each 
other. 

Technology could also, at least temporarily, make writing 

more difficult. As one HH producer explained: 

Learning new technology, word processing, new stat 
assumptions, and teaching, sometimes seems just too many 
challenges. 

When support services were not available scholarly 

writing was hindered. One woman stated: 

For a number of studies I employed statisticians out of 
my own money, it would have been nice if the university 
had supplied statisticians on their money .... I could 
have used students to do stats but I've always felt ... if 
you ask graduate students to do that kind of thing they 
ought to be coauthors and/or they ought to be paid ... , 
maybe both .... So general lack of support services. 

Institutional support for HH producers was demonstrated 

in several ways. HH producers were supported with released 

time, financial, library, and technology resources, and 

writing groups. Colleagues also provided support for HH 

producers. 

Collegial support. The value that the institution placed 

on writing in combination with the value that the women 

placed on writing influenced how much and what type of 
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support women received. At Doctoral I institutions, the value 

that the HH producers placed on writing did not match the 

value that the institution, which emphasized teaching, placed 

on writing. In this situation HH producers perceived 

themselves as different from most of their colleagues. 

Illustrative statements about perceived differences were: 

You begin to feel out of step, or ... that your priorities 
are different from others and it ... makes you marginal or 
it makes you a minority group .... If everybody else ... is 
talking about teaching, or talking about anything ... over 
the years there have been very few people in my work 
place who talk about research or talk about writing or 
publication .... So I guess ... the collegiality was missing 
is maybe the word that I'm looking for. 

From time to time I have the distinct feeling that a 
colleague feels threatened or alienated or ... colleagues 
sometimes wish I would be more like they are ... and ... so 
again marginalization .... When you're part of a faculty 
and your interests or your productivity is greater or 
markedly different from that of others, then I think 
that's a cost because in the long run you're not as 
accepted, you're not part of the gang that sits in the 
lounge and chatters and talks and eats together ... 
because you're hunting for every little minute where you 
can get something done. 

When you don't follow [colleagues] you're sitting out 
there alone. 

Three or four years ago [when the university] had a 
review of the position of academic women in the 
university [the results were] particularly helpful 
because it was quite clear from the review that there 
was discrimination against women and so some of the 
isolation that I felt and some of the concerns that I 
had, that it was me thinking those things rather than 
something social and imposed, once it became clear that 
in fact this was a process and it wasn't just in my head 
then I was able to ... sort of let go of a lot of, I guess 
emotion that was really interfering with my work. 



The value that colleagues placed on scholarly writing 

impacted on the type of support women received, especially 

early in their careers if women did not have confidence in 

their writing abilities. And the value that the institution 

placed on writing and the value that colleagues placed on 

writing did not help facilitate confidence or improve 

scholarly writing. Illustrative statements were: 
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I submitted this really good research article ... and they 
sent it back with ... 'Accept but it needs this and this 
and this and this'. And I was upset and so disturbed 
about the whole thing that I put it in a drawer. I 
didn't try to revise it because I didn't realize that 
most papers are accepted conditionally and publication 
depends on making revisions. I just thought I was a 
total failure and there was no one up and down the halls 
to talk to that you'd share that kind of thing. 

It's hard to feel confident enough to send something in 
by myself .... I feel like I have the ideas, I have my own 
creativity, I feel ... like I'm always generating new 
things I don't even have enough time to write all the 
things .... The biggest thing to me is not just the 
confidence, but the skill and the support and the 
feedback on something .... I've gotten some negative 
feedback from people in the field on my review of other 
people's articles that made me just question myself and 
what I know ... So my biggest problem now is feeling my 
confidence is not [at] the level I'd like it to be ... and 
I don't have the support to ... get where I want to be 
with that. 

One of the ways that colleagues demonstrated support was 

when they asked HH producers to present in their area of 

specialization and when they sought out the HH producers for 

their opinion. This was especially beneficial in the 

development of confidence and self-esteem early in their 

careers. One assistant professor stated: 



He would ask me to come and talk to his classes about 
things that I knew a lot about and he would ask my 
opinion on things .... When he was revising his book he 
asked me to review some chapters in his book and make 
changes. 

166 

Colleagues were supportive when they were aware of 

writing: "if somebody sees something [I've written], they're 

pretty supportive." However often colleagues outside of the 

field in which articles were published were unaware of the 

writing the HH producer had done. Illustrative of these were: 

I think one of the hard things for me is that a lot of 
things that I publish; ... I'll probably publish ... half 
[disability] stuff and half ... pedagogy .... And so 
sometimes ... people won't even know some of the things I 
do cause they're in [disability]. And ... people in 
[disability] don't know that I do the other stuff. 
Because if I write an article in a pedagogy journal, 
like in a physical education journal, even though it 
might be on [disability], those people don't see that. 

I remember ... __ wanted to nominate me for [an award] 
and ... I sent her a copy of my vita and she looked at it 
and she said 'I had no idea you were doing all this 
other stuff outside adapted.' And it was one of those 
moments that I tucked away in the back of my head. And I 
thought ... people outside of adapted know more about the 
totalness of my work than the people in adapted do. 

At larger institutions high producers perceived they had 

more support because of the increased number of colleagues 

with whom they could collaborate. For example a high producer 

at a Research I institution stated that she: "always had 

enough colleagues to do whatever work [she was] doing." Along 

with colleagues within the university she always had 

colleagues outside the university who she collaborated with 

as well: "I'm not hurting for colleagues even though I'm the 
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only [adapted physical educator] and will be the only one 

forever." 

Philosophical match. HH producers had been employed at 

their current institutions between 4 and 38 years, 

M = 19.6, which suggests that they were philosophically 

matched (i.e., the value that the institutions placed on 

writing and the value that the women placed on writing were 

similar) and satisfied with their institutions. All of the HH 

producers made some reference to the importance of matching 

personal philosophies with the philosophy of the institution. 

Illustrative of the importance of philosophical matching were 

statements regarding advice for young professionals: 

It's harder to get [jobs] now and once you get a job you 
want to keep it, so you want to find the one that suits 
you to start with. 

You need to think about what your ratio of teaching, 
research, and service are. What you feel comfortable 
with and what experience you have and then work up to 
that. Because, I think ... for me ... right now at [a 
Master's I Comprehensive institution], it's really 
comfortable because ... whatever I do, I feel like I get 
some support and recognition. 

Be very careful about what you want in a job, what 
motivates you, and to chose a job, if you have a choice, 
that's in synch with that. Not necessarily go with the 
top rank research universities unless research is your 
love. To look at the tenure and promotions requirements 
at the universities that you're considering and to talk 
with people who have been through that and know that 
those kinds of requirements don't seem onerous to you, 
they seem like what you want to do. 

Find a good match ... one has to pay attention to the 
constraints of job getting and all that .... I think we 
need to pay attention to what our personal goals are, 
where we are. But to look for a match where one feels 
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comfortable in what the program is doing, what the 
challenges are, not to be afraid to roll up their 
sleeves and ... go to work on some stuff. But ... not to buy 
into the quote-unquote prestige of a university or these 
kind of things. I don't think that works. In the long 
run it doesn't serve the person well at all. 

Another HH producer gave this advice at the conclusion of the 

interview: 

Hold out for a job that allows them to do the things 
that they love. To not be afraid to change jobs if you 
don't have essentially what you want in a position .... On 
the other hand be realistic because ... I feel a lot of 
young people think that the grass is greener in the 
other job and it may not be. There's a real strength in 
staying in one job a long time because the longer in 
that job ... the more freedom you have. 

Personal philosophy as well as institutional philosophy 

impacted on the type of writing HH producers believed was the 

most valuable for the field of adapted physical activity. One 

HH producer at a Master's I Comprehensive institution stated: 

I think to me ... in our field especially, I would hope 
that people will recognize scholarly productivity that's 
practical based. Because I think so many times we get 
caught up in writing these big highfalutin research 
articles that the lay person or practitioner, the 
regular [physical education] teacher doesn't really know 
how to implement the information. So I just hope that we 
as a field don't get away from the practical part of it. 

Following up her comment she discussed the need for a journal 

that focused more on articles that would help the general 

physical educator to implement information. She said: " ... we 

need some research application type stuff and ... Palaestra is 

a little bit like that but it would be cool if we had a 

journal that was like research-to-practice, like how do you 

implement all this information." 



Philosophy of the Research I institution and it's 

perceived emphasis on data-based research was reflected in 

Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly. For HH producers this 

created a decreased number of publishing outlets for their 

work. As one woman said: 
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I found myself thinking that here we have a journal 
[APAOland it's really based upon Research I Institution 
level, which is mostly men, and reinforcing their 
students and the same thing, and we're into a spiral 
that just puts it right down this path that is not open, 
really open to new ideas. 

HH producers who's work was not accepted by other 

professionals in adapted physical activity struggled to get 

articles accepted. Illustrative of this was: 

That [article] almost didn't get published and it's even 
under 'Viewpoint' and it almost didn't get 
published .... It ... put out the concept ... that no one was 
talking about before .... That work ... almost didn't get 
published and it was because it was ... different. 

As HH producers became more well known their work was more 

respected and accepted by colleagues within the field of 

adapted physical activity as well as professionals outside 

the field of adapted physical education. As one HH producer 

stated: 

I think it's different now because of the name and 
reputation that I have. When I publish outside of our 
field, everybody is really fascinated by the work ... it's 
all very ... positive because they are just not familiar 
with physical activity or someone who wants to look at 
the body in a different way, and put out there ... that we 
need to reconceptualize body from a disability 
perspective. 
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HH producers described different facilitators and 

barriers to scholarly productivity. Expectations of their 

jobs had the most influence on HH producers ability to do 

scholarly writing in their work setting. Expectations of 

their jobs were created by the value that the institution 

placed on scholarly writing, research, teaching, and service. 

The most common sentiment regarding institutional 

expectations was that they took time away from writing. HH 

producers described institutional and collegial support as 

being either a facilitator or a barrier to scholarly 

productivity. HH producers seemed satisfied with their 

decisions to work at particular institutions which may be 

attributed to a philosophical matching between the 

institution and the individual. Collegial support was 

negatively impacted when there was a difference between the 

value that the HH producer placed on scholarly writing and 

the value that the colleague placed on scholarly writing. 

When philosophies and goals were matched colleagues were more 

supportive of HH producers. The following section discusses 

relationships with colleagues and students. 

Relationships with Colleagues and Students 

One positive aspect of the work environment for HH 

producers was the interactions that occurred with 

professionals colleagues who publish in and outside the 

field, with colleagues who do not publish, and with students. 

Although HH producers felt "out of step" and "marginalized," 
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especially in institutions that were considered or perceived 

as primarily teaching institutions, HH producers also were 

positively impacted by interactions with colleagues. 

Interactions with colleagues provided models, encouragement 

and support, collaboration, and networking opportunities. 

Interactions with colleagues helped HH producers develop 

confidence in their writing ability. Interactions with 

students were encouraging and motivating for HH producers. 

Interactions were characterized by HH producers in the 

following statement: "individual human beings who care about 

the work, are passionate about what we do, and want to put 

some ideas out to affect change." 

Collaboration. All of the HH producers discussed 

collaboration and how it impacted positively on their writing 

productivity. Collaboration occurred with colleagues in and 

outside the university as well as with students who were 

writing theses and dissertations. Collaboration with young 

professionals occurred most often to help facilitate young 

professionals early writing and foster confidence. 

Collaboration with students was most often in the form of 

specific mentoring for scholarly writing. 

Sometimes collaboration was initiated with HH producers 

because another professional recognized the value of their 

work. This type of collaboration was motivating and 

encouraging to HH producers. Illustrative of this was: 

The textbook ... idea began ... [when he] was looking for a 
coauthor for his book and ... was sort of ... courting me 
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academically. I don't know who had recommended me to him 
but he had me come up to his university and speak a 
number of times and he kept saying 'Oh, I really want 
you to get involved ... I think I'd really ... like your 
work and if I did maybe you'd like to be coauthor.' 

Collaboration was also initiated by HH producers to 

provide support for female colleagues when the departmental 

environment in general was not supportive to women. HH 

producers at Research I institutions stated: 

and I have essentially joined forces to make sure 
that we continue to develop our research and our area 
because we certainly feel as though we don't get the 
support from the males in th~ department. 

When I came to our department [she] was essentially 
isolated. They talked about how she spent so much time 
out of the department raising the children. I used to go 
into the head of [the] department and talk to him about 
how I thought, I didn't use the word discrimination, but 
I would tell him what a good job [she] was doing and 
so ... she at least had a positive advocate. So that I 
guess, in some sense my working, helping her, in fact 
assisted me to write because I had to take the role of 
leader. 

HH producers initiated collaboration with young 

professionals because they believed that collegial 

relationships could be especially beneficial for young 

professionals. Illustrative of this was: 

I don't know if I'd say for women especially, but at 
those universities with heavy teaching loads and other 
commitments; it's hard to put the time in on research. I 
think for many people a collegial relationship is a good 
thing especially when getting started. To collaborate 
with someone who's already well established. 

Sometimes HH producers were encouraged to initiate 

collaboration with other faculty members by administrators. 

They did not believe it was extremely beneficial, especially 



for more established faculty, although it might be more 

beneficial for younger professionals. An HH producer at a 

Research I institution stated: 
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I know that I've collaborated with a few people at my 
department chair's request in writing grants, having 
them assist with one of my projects and I haven't ever 
seen it lead to them writing one on their own, or taking 
the lead when working with other people. I think it 
might work with grad students in that regard but I think 
there's some faculty members who are already kind of set 
with where they're at in life. I think probably it would 
work better early in a career rather than in mid or late 
career. 

Most often HH producers initiated collaboration. HH 

producers recognized that another individual's ideas and 

expertise could strengthen a product. HH producers also 

recognized that collaboration with students especially, was 

an important part of their job responsibilities. Illustrative 

of this was: 

I'd say 90% of the time I [initiate collaboration]. I 
recognize I've got some of the expertise but not all 
that I need to accomplish a project, and that it would 
be stronger with that contribution, so I do. Definitely 
with my students I do. Occasionally they may have an 
idea for research but I would initiate it in the sense 
[of] helping them carry it to another level, becoming 
myactive with it. 

Some HH producers needed another professional to 

initiate writing, a specific invitation, or an expression of 

faith in their writing. A HH producer at a Research I 

institution recalled writing her first article and how she 

felt the first time she saw something of her own in print: 

I had never published anything. I hadn't published my 
dissertation. A friend and colleague whom I went through 
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the doctoral program with, wrote to me and asked me if I 
would write a piece for a special [journal] issue ... that 
she was editing. So really that particular thing that 
she asked me to do actually got me started. Because I 
couldn't say no and so that was it. So that was another 
one of those important turning points, you actually get 
a publication out and see it and you say 'I can do it' 
and I think that's pretty important. So that was just a 
friend in essence doing facilitating. 

Interactions with students to collaborate on articles 

were rewarding for HH producers. Although it was part of 

their job expectations, and took time away from their own 

writing, collaborating with students was fun and motivating 

for HH producers. One HH producer, with a heavy load of 

graduate students stated: 

In terms ... of ... research writing, I think the peak is 
definitely collaboration with graduate students. That's 
probably the most fun thing of anything else ... they 
motivate me because you don't want to let down another 
person. 

Benefits of collaboration included motivation and 

encouragement. Positive collaboration experiences were 

motivating and encouraging for HH producers but negative 

experiences were difficult and frustrating. Illustrative of 

these were: 

I feel a lot more motivated when I'm working with 
someone who's responsive and responds back .... When 
someone emails me and says 'Hey how's it going, when are 
you going to send me such and such' it keeps me on top 
of things. 

The worst times ... for me, or ... when I just lose steam, 
is when I work with someone that doesn't meet time 
lines, that says they're going to do something and don't 
do it. And then it's ... hard to get out of something once 
you get into it with somebody. 
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HH producers had specific criteria they utilized when 

choosing collaboration partners. Illustrative of these were: 

Feeling like we have the same philosophy, people I can 
work with .... [Male co-author] and I just totally, 
totally, connected about our philosophy in teaching kids 
[with disabilities]. He's very time conscious, very 
persistent .... I think it's just if I feel connected with 
someone in our philosophy and our interest and our 
passion and I think they'll be easy to work with. 

That they publish and present the work that they do. 

That they're eager about [the writing project]. 

In our conversations there was a mutual thing of just 
being excited about what we were doing and then trying 
to find a way to put it out there. 

Collaboration roles between professionals were different 

from collaboration roles between professionals and students. 

Collaboration roles between professionals were described by 

one woman: "it's really an equal partnership with different 

strengths ... and sharing ideas and being able to criticize but 

to work ... to contribute ... to put the effort out ... to do 

that." The role high producers played was somewhat different 

in collaborating with students: "I publish with some of my 

students as well and ... working with them on their ideas and 

refining. There I play a different role. It's their work, and 

I try to help out behind that." Other high producers 

expressed a feeling of responsibility: "I felt responsible 

for helping people achieve good writing and I felt really, 

really driven to help people who wanted to publish, publish." 

Variables associated with collaboration for HH producers 

included initiating collaboration, helping out less 



176 

established professionals, and advising and mentoring 

students. HH producers believed that collaboration benefited 

their writing by providing encouragement and external 

motivation. HH producers collaborated in coauthor/coequal 

relationships with professionals and in a more 

mentoring/senior author roles, with young professionals and 

students. 

Collegiality. HH producers benefited from 

noncollaborative interactions (i.e., interactions that did 

not result in writing) with colleagues in the field of 

adapted physical activity. Collegial interactions emphasized 

connecting with other professionals on a more personal level. 

Interactions fostered new ideas and challenged the thinking 

of HH producers. Intensive meaningful interactions tended to 

occur when HH producers and other professionals were similar 

in philosophical orientation; not necessarily sharing the 

same ideas, but sharing a philosophy of open discussion and 

interaction about ideas. Interactions provided a way of 

gently exploring ideas and new thoughts. Illustrative of 

these were: 

I think ... it's ... messing with ideas, talking with 
people. Ideas that push ... me in my thinking .... [A 
professional friend] and I have talked over the years, 
and ... I'll say something and she'll say 'why are you 
doing that? justify it' .... those are the keys for me 
that make me think about what it is I'm saying and what 
I'm thinking, what my assumptions are. So that kind of, 
I don't know how to put that into a variable necessarily 
other than ... it's the dialogue, the interaction, the 
exchange of ideas. 
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I think the support from others to know that it's okay 
to explore those ideas. And.when [I] get some 
harebrained idea that may be half-baked ... that I'm still 
okay ... people still think I'm still okay as a person. 
Not that I have to be judged by them but, that they're 
very gentle ... in those kind of things. And those are the 
human-social factors that I think are a key to my ideas 
which then get into my writing. 

Along with interactions engaged in to accomplish 

professional tasks, HH producers valued the social aspects of 

interactions. HH producers used conferences to connect with 

other professionals who they did not have time to connect 

with at other times because of their busy schedules. Personal 

connecting allowed HH producers a time to be away from 

institutional expectations, including writing, and allowed HH 

producers to refresh themselves with new ideas and different 

points of view. Illustrative of these were: 

There are people that I want to ... get ... connected with. 
But it's just ... generally just to chat, touch bases, see 
how they're doing ... actually it's probably almost 
personal, on a social level I get connected here 
[conference] rather than to have the professional 
conversation unless there's a task, something that I 
have to get done .... There's a few people that I need to 
go see, but those are because of the professional 
activities that I'm involved in .... I'll do that, but I'm 
more interested in just connecting. 

Mostly ... I've surrounded myself with other people who 
have similar beliefs ... or if they don't have the same 
beliefs at least they ... love to explore ideas ..... On 
that personal professional level that's been very good. 

HH producers also discussed having a network of women 

whom they could rely on for support and information or to 

accomplish specific tasks. These were women whom they trusted 
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and in whom they had the greatest confidence. Illustrative of 

these were: 

I know who I go to and it's the women colleagues that I 
have that I know that I can trust and I go to them. 

[Women] have just generally been supportive in getting 
me to take leadership roles and things like that ... I've 
just been fortunate to connect with the right people who 
are willing to do those sort of things and I'm not in 
the least shy about doing it anyway. But when I've 
needed a network it's been there and I know that's not 
true for women in all areas. 

I have [two female colleagues] who I can always go to. 
Certainly if I wanted to send something to __ , she'd 
be happy to look at it. So yes, I do have a couple of 
people that I can [go to]. And you'll notice that 
they're women. 

Some HH producers networked with women more than men 

because they believed that in their experience, men had not 

been as encouraging as women and they felt more comfortable 

going to women for help: "and so when you don't have 

encouragement, you then go to the people that you feel 

comfortable communicating with." HH producers acknowledged 

specific women who strongly supported and advocated for other 

women. Illustrative of this was: 

I probably underestimate how much help I've gotten from 
some of the women in the field and I probably don't know 
about all the help I have received in some of the 
things. __ is very good at that __ is very good at 
that, __ . A lot of people ... just watch out and make 
sure that you get the opportunities, that people know 
about you. 

Networking with women provided HH producers with writing 

opportunities and recognition of past writing was rewarded by 

membership on editorial boards. One HH producer said: "I know 
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that it was partly her influence that put me on the editorial 

board." HH producers discussed how specific writing 

opportunities had resulted from the intervention of other 

women. Illustrative of this was: 

I've always felt [that women have] solicited me to 
review articles, to write an article ... so I feel 
encouraged by women who are in charge of these journals 
to submit. I don't think I've ever felt any bias as far 
as writing or publishing at all. 

Collegiality for HH producers was beneficial to 

scholarly writing by providing women with outlets for their 

work, a forum for discussion of new ideas, and a link, 

especially with other women in adapted physical activity. HH 

producers networked with each other and supported the 

endeavors of women in adapted physical activity. 

Recognition, respect, and encouragement. Recognition, 

respect, and encouragement came in many forms and from 

different individuals. Encouragement was received from both 

male and female administrators, colleagues, and students. 

Accomplishments were praised, and HH producers were presented 

with increased opportunities to write. Students encouraged 

changes in thinking that influenced scholarly writing. 

HH producers received reinforcement from senior 

colleagues that helped them develop or feel more confident in 

their writing. Colleagues and administrators sought out HH 

producers to reinforce them. Illustrative of this were: 

There are a couple of senior people who ... recently have 
come and said to me what a good job I'm doing. 
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__ , my Chair, he's always saying 'you're doing the 
right thing' .... And he's so proud of [our university], 
he's always saying ... 'we've got the best people here.' 
And sometimes he'll ask me to give him my resume because 
he wants to show off, it's for some grant. 

When I first came to the department, the head of the 
department gave me every support and would goad me into 
writing .... He would say on a regular basis 'have you 
finished that book' .... So that was really helpful too. 
And he's always been a bit of a pusher in terms of 
saying 'now you've got to get your publications out. 

The development of confidence was reinforced by the 

opportunity to review manuscripts. One woman said: 

It's also been helpful being ... an occasional reviewer 
because when you get some of the documents you see the 
quality of documents that are submitted. Then you think, 
'well, hey I would never do that.' So it makes you feel 
more comfortable about your own work and it gives you an 
idea. It gives you some guidelines. 

Recognition and respect from professionals outside their 

own university were also considered very valuable to HH 

producers. The relationships that seemed to be the most 

valued by HH producers were those in which highly esteemed 

professionals in the field acknowledged the high producers' 

writing as valuable to the profession and appreciated. The 

dialogues as a result of these interactions, occurred via 

email, phone, or brief conversations at conferences and were 

appreciated because they were often from unexpected sources. 

Illustrative of these were: 

She has always valued my work and I didn't know that. 

I get a lot [of support] but unexpected people ... pop up 
and make ... comments or send me emails or notes about 
what I've put out there. So it is a very 
supportive ... environment. 
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Interactions with students also encouraged an 

appreciation for listening to the input of the individuals 

whose lives you are trying to influence (i.e., individuals 

with disabilities). A HH producer, who had a number of years 

of teaching experience, related how one particular student 

opened her eyes and impacted on the approach that she later 

took in writing an adapted physical activity textbook. She 

believed that students were very influential to her thinking, 

curiosity, and challenging the way she and others in the 

profession did things. She said: 

I was trying to teach [a young girl] to walk and I 
thought that I was doing the perfect thing, you know 
being the perfect adapted pe person, she looked at me 
and she said 'I don't want to walk, why are you forcing 
me to be like you ... I prefer to use a wheelchair.' 

Recognition, respect, and encouragement were all valued 

by HH producers. Individuals who recognized and encouraged HH 

producers included colleagues and students. Surprise 

recognition was highly valued because it came from people 

whom HH producers did not expect. 

Models. HH producers recognized that they could benefit 

from emulating or modeling individuals who were highly 

productive. HH producers described other professionals, and 

graduate faculty, both male and female, whom they had used as 

models for their own scholarly writing. Models provided 

impetus for increasing research productivity and helped to 

develop confidence in writing ability. Illustrative of these 

were: 



182 

When I finally did start publishing research ... I will 
give __ all the credit .... Basically once we did get a 
faculty member who published a lot and I began to see 
somebody else submitting manuscripts, getting 
manuscripts back that had all kinds of corrections and 
suggestions and sometimes they were even rejected and 
[he] just revised them and mailed them back. I was so 
impressed and I really spent a lot of time observing 
[him] and thinking 'huh, I can do that' ... so just having 
one person involved in research publication made all the 
difference in terms of my goals and my self-esteem, 
thinking I could do it. 

I watched [a woman colleague] going through the process 
of writing, receiving feedback and dealing with 
feedback, and that was just very helpful because I knew 
what to expect. I was able to observe her and she was 
very productive and so that was really very useful. 

I guess I was just fortunate to have as mentors or 
leaders, people who were just very active and loved what 
they were doing. 

The professors within my work were all publishing, 
active in research, and they enjoyed what they were 
doing .... Definitely I saw [research]. They would talk 
about [research] in lectures. I took a number of honors 
courses and there were a lot of opportunities to hear 
about on-going projects. 

My graduate advisor, __ , [he] was of course prolific, 
and you just can't help but follow examples sometimes . 
. . . And that was true of a lot of people I worked with. 

HH producers working in departments with faculty who 

were very productive were reinforced for writing they were 

already doing; and for the value they placed on writing. Even 

though HH producers didn't know the ultimate professional 

value of writing until they went through graduate or doctoral 

programs, often they already valued writing. Models 

reinforced their own values for scholarly writing. 

Illustrative of this was: 
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I never even learned about [writing] until I was [in 
graduate school]. So I think the fact that, [writing] 
was so new when I got there. I wrote at [my former 
position] just [be]cause I loved what I was doing and I 
wanted to tell people about it .... And I did a lot of 
workshops, I did a lot of consulting, but I never 
did ... any writing [be]cause it never occurred to me .... I 
didn't value it as much because I didn't have people 
[who] pushed that. 

Another type of model for HH producers when they were in 

doctoral programs were successful graduates of the program 

who were out working in the profession. One HH producer 

stated: 

There were people ... who were ... working, but had been 
through the program and ... I wouldn't say mentor, I'd say 
model. 

HH producers who did not have faculty writing models did 

not place as much value on writing and did not get a quick a 

start on writing early in their careers. Illustrative of this 

was: 

This is directly related to my research, or lack of it. 
My role models in undergraduate and [master's] ... never 
[were] big writers .... __ wrote a few things but ... they 
were great mentors to me and they never put writing as a 
priority. So I never learned about that until I was at 
__ [Research I institution for my doctoral degree]. So 
I think the fact that [writing] was so new when I got 
there .... I never did any writing because it never 
occurred to me .... I didn't value it as much because I 
didn't have people that pushed that. 

Having had models, HH producers felt a sense of 

responsibility to set an example of scholarly writing for 

younger professionals and students by maintaining the 

frequency and intensity of their writing. Illustrative of 

this was: 
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I have very strong feelings that you should not expect 
young professionals to do things, in terms of writing 
and publication, that older professionals don't do. I've 
seen a lot of people as they get older quit writing or 
become less productive, I've always felt that was very, 
very sad and ... so it's sort of a fact that you want to 
do your share ... I'm aware also of the modeling ... 
component, that you want to model. 

Relationships with colleagues and students fostered 

writing for HH producers. Most often these relationships were 

positive except when the HH producer was more productive or 

viewed as different by colleagues and was marginalized. HH 

producers collaborated with colleagues and students in a 

variety of roles. HH producers seemed motivated to foster the 

writing of young professionals and students and these 

interactions were enjoyable. Collegial interactions for HH 

producers provoked and challenged established thinking. Home 

life was another variable that impacted on HH producers 

scholarly writing. 

Home Setting 

HH producers were similar in the relationship between 

writing and their home setting or personal life. Writing time 

came from personal time so a conscious decision was made to 

give up personal time in order to write. Most writing was 

done during weekends, evenings, and vacations. Time was given 

up with family members, parents, children, and significant 

others to complete writing. These individuals provided 

essential support and very few demands which allowed HH 

producers to spend their leisure/personal time writing. 
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Personal choice. The importance of writing to these 

women seemed to be the primary force behind writing during 

personal time and why writing during personal time was not 

generally considered a sacrifice or cost. For the HH 

producers, writing was done primarily during leisure and 

personal time. HH producers, for the most part, did not 

consider this a sacrifice but simply a statement of when 

there was time available to accomplish scholarly writing. 

Because HH producers considered writing enjoyable the 

decision to use personal time for writing was not difficult: 

"I actually enjoy writing and I enjoy integrating 

information, I enjoy the research process. So that actually 

doing the things, it's not difficult for me if I have the 

time available." HH producers stressed how important it was 

to make a choice to formulate a life outside of the 

university and not sacrifice all of their personal life. 

Illustrative of these were: 

I ... think that ... when you do get somewhere you need to 
have a little bit of a life ... you can't just be engulfed 
in that university and not do anything or go anywhere. 

Sometimes I won't have time to do everything I want to 
do. I want to go for a bike ride or I want to go work 
out; sometimes I don't always have the time to do that. 
I try to make the time to do that. 

Support. Willingness and ability to fit writing into 

personal time was very much contingent on support from 

partners and spouses. Stronger support allowed for the 

flexibility of utilizing personal time for scholarly writing 
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and facilitated the process of writing: "I do think that I've 

been very blessed right now that I'm in a relationship which 

is very ... positive in give-and-take, of professional and 

personal." Part of the strength of relationships was 

attributed to having a partner who was also a writer: "My 

partner is terribly supportive ... she's also doing her 

writing ... and so we understand that. I think ... in previous 

relationships ... that was very hard, there wasn't that 

recognition. So I think recognizing you're with someone that 

is [supportive]." Choosing people to live with who matched HH 

producers in personality facilitated writing in the home 

setting. One HH producer stated: 

The people I've chosen to live with have been ... quiet, 
scholarly, they also ... were very much involved with 
books ... maybe not writing but certainly reading ... I've 
purposely created a home environment, a personal 
environment that ... matched the goals I was trying to 
achieve. 

HH producers mentioned their partners helping with 

suggestions and editing: "[He] often reads the manuscripts 

and offers suggestions and a lot of support." Another woman's 

partner reads manuscripts for her, but when there are 

deadlines and her partner is busy she admitted: "it's 

stressful on the relationship or stressful on her [partner]." 

When there is not a deadline her partner's willingness to 

discuss manuscripts was helpful: "she asks me 'okay, tell me 

about this article, what was that, when's that due again, 

well, did you ever think about this.' She's not in adapted 

physical education but she has a great perspective." 
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Family obligations. HH producers who had limited family 

obligations had more time available to write. 

Responsibilities for children, and time spent with 

significant others, parents, and friends impacted on 

scholarly productivity. Illustrative of these were: 

[Writing comes out of] my personal time ... fortunately I 
have a partner who is totally supportive, doesn't 
complain when ... just emerge for dinner and et cetera, 
brings me coffee every now and then, and we have a dog 
so I ... don't have a lot of family obligations. And I 
don't have a big social life. You can forget the 
social ... my social life is very intermittent and that's 
the cost. 

I know people that ... have kids and can still write a 
lot. I think it depends on the support of your spouse . 
. . . I'm fortunate because we work together in the same 
place. 

Early on when [my child] was ... younger ... being a single 
mom really ... had to definitely ... create a factor there, 
and [my child] had to have some priority in all that 
[writing]. 

I don't think just if you have a significant other, but 
I think if you have kids it's harder. And I think that 
your family commitment time .. . . and if you have a 
spouse ... that works, and your time is limited with that 
person ... I think that would be harder. But I think ... 
kids, and also I think sick parents or parents living 
with you has ... a big impact, [because] I know some 
people who have their parents living with them. That's 
very time consuming. 

Impact on others. HH producers were aware that their 

decisions to spend time writing impacted others. HH producers 

admitted to sacrificing time in personal life, which may 

affect relationships, but were very conscious of not 

sacrificing teaching or time with students. Illustrative of 

this was: 
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Probably the sacrifices have been more on the personal 
side, of taking time away from personal life and what 
not, to do that actual writing. I don't really think 
that there's any time that I've sacrificed in teaching 
or anything like that, [sacrificed] my grad students or 
undergrad for writing; I just ... can't really do that. So 
it's really coming out of my person[al] ... time and that 
kind of sacrifice. I guess because I write more because 
I've got things I want to put out there it doesn't feel 
like any kind of, too much of a sacrifice .... I'm coming 
up on a deadline that ... I know I'm just going to have to 
put my head in the sand and get it done ... but that's 
probably going to come out of my personal life as 
opposed to ... professional. 

One HH producer admitted that her students may be negatively 

impacted by her writing. She stated: "My sacrifices really 

have been I think my students and sometimes my own 

recreation." She recognized that sometimes other significant 

people in her life suffer when she is under pressure. She 

said: 

As far as my relationships and my family I don't think 
that ... it interferes that much except if I'm on a 
deadline ... I get really bitchy. I can't stand doing 
things at the last minute and if something gets that 
close it frustrates me. 

Other HH producers were aware of the need to nurture 

friendships. One HH producer explained how she attempts to do 

this: 

It hasn't cost me relationships in that the person I've 
lived with has always been supportive. From time to 
time ... it has cost a day or so of 'grouch, grouch, 
grouch' and, 'let's see what we're supposed to do' and, 
'I never see you' .... I think it's cost me a number of 
friends and perhaps quality of friends because ... if you 
don't nurture people and spend a certain nwnber of hours 
with them per week you wake up from your desk some day 
and think ... 'where are my friends?' And I do that 
periodically and then I systematically decide okay I 



better have this social schedule and ... let's go see so 
and so and let's have so and so over. 

Work oriented. HH producers were extremely work 

oriented. They were self-disciplined in their writing 

efforts. At times they blocked out everything that was 

irrelevant to meeting deadlines or meeting goals. 

Illustrative of this was: 
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As far as writing the textbook goes, the valley is 
always trying to get it done, it always takes longer to 
do a revision than you think it's going to .... [pause] It 
takes over my whole life to the point that I even dream 
about it at night. I don't have any dreams other than 
those pertaining to writing ... I'm trying to figure out 
how to get a particular lead paragraph and I'll wake up 
at 3 a.m. and the words are there. But it really narrows 
the way you're living ... during that period. 

Ambivalence. HH producers were very focused and 

disciplined in their writing. Some HH producers demonstrated 

guilt over their decisions to write and not participate in 

social or family activities. In retrospect other HH producers 

experienced ambivalence as they weighed their writing 

lifestyle against the costs. Illustrative of these were: 

There are times that, if I didn't have to think about 
anybody else, I could just sit and read and write 
forever and ... I'd be perfectly happy doing that .... 
Either somebody has to grump at me and say 'Stop' or I 
have to get to feeling guilty and realize ... that it's 
only fair to give people some portion of your free time 
[laughing]. So I don't know whether that's a double
edged sword, you want to keep writing but you also want 
to keep your friends. Any human relationship in a sense 
takes away from reading and writing and publication 

time .... There are a lot of times I'd rather read and 
write than do what I'm supposed to do from the human 
standpoint. 
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I suppose it's cost me a balanced life ... however 
whatever ... the cost was, I was willing to pay the 
price .... I don't feel that it's cost me anything that I 
wasn't willing to give ... with the exception of costing 
time with loved ones .... I know I'm going to wake up 
someday and my mother's not going to be there and I'm 
going to wish that I spent many, many more hours with 
her .... At the time my dad died they called me. Of course 
it was a nursing home a thousand miles away, but never 
the less they said he was serious and I was in the 
middle of writing, making a deadline, and I've always 
regretted that I didn't say 'He's seriously ill; okay, 
I'll be on a plane, I'll be right there' ... but I was 
making a writing deadline and ... I didn't, and about 
twenty-four hours later I got the call that he was dead. 
So it cost me that and ... it's [a] very hurtful kind of 
thing. 

Home setting impacted on HH producers to a minimal 

degree. HH producers made choices which optimized the time 

they had available in the home to write. HH producers were 

able to make these choices, in part because of supportive 

spouses or significant others. Only one HH producer had 

children; others speculated that with children it might be 

more difficult to spend time at home writing, but they also 

recognized that there were women who had children and were 

still productive. HH producers were not really aware of the 

impact they had on significant others . They tended to have a 

single-minded focus on writing projects and prioritized 

family, friends, and recreation accordingly. HH producers who 

were struggling with conflicting feelings and thoughts 

between family and writing were the older HH producers. 

Personal Practices, Histories, and Affective Domain Qualities 

Many factors impacted on the ability of HH producers to 

be productive writers. HH producers made personal choices 
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that allowed them to complete writing; despite not being able 

to write in their work setting. Part of the reason that they 

managed to be successful was linked to their personal 

practices, histories, and self-stated affective domain 

qualities. The following section describes how HH producers' 

personal practices, histories, and affective domain qualities 

interacted with and impacted on their writing. 

Personal practices. Personal practices were defined as 

activities associated with increasing or decreasing scholarly 

writing. Practices described as impacting on scholarly 

writing were: (a) age and number of years teaching, (b) 

review process, (c) professional involvement, (d) 

eclecticism, and (e) creation of blocks of time. HH producers 

also suggested strategies they used or that other 

professionals could use to overcome distractibility, set 

goals, cultivate mentors, and reinforce themselves, all of 

which could facilitate writing. 

Age and number of years in higher education influenced 

the practices of HH producers and how their practices had 

changed over the course of their careers. The majority of HH 

producers first published either prior to, or within 1 year 

of receiving their doctorates. One HH producer however did 

not publish her first work until 8 years after receiving her 

doctorate. Reflecting on this she commented: "I didn't care 

much about writing for three or four years, I just cared 

about teaching and how to be a successful teacher." Part of 
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this she attributed to teaching at a Doctoral I institution, 

and part of it she attributed to the fact that her mentors 

had published mostly books rather than research. She 

discussed her regret at not spending more of her time, when 

she did start writing, on research based articles. She 

stated: 

I've always wished I ... had done more published research 
because it became clear as I progressed, traveled around 
the world ... interacted with scholars, that textbook 
writing doesn't really count. It's basically 
regurgitation of beginning level knowledge ... and who can 
water it down for undergrads the best. And ... so if I 
were to live my life over again I would try to find 
people who could help me do research. On the other hand 
when I look at the people I chose as models I don't know 
whether it was the era ... or I simply was not in the 
right place at the right time because basically I chose 
universities and then job positions that primarily 
pertained to pedagogy rather than [exercise] science or 
biomechanics ... or the hard core research positions. 

This may be reflective of the institutional philosophy as 

other HH producers, who wrote articles earlier in their 

careers, were in teaching positions at Research I 

institutions, or had graduated from Research I institutions. 

The review process impacted on HH producers especially 

early in their careers. HH producers received, what they 

perceived to be, negative reinforcement from the review 

process. Negative reinforcement, along with a lack of 

confidence impacted on how they dealt with manuscript 

reviews. As they submitted more, their confidence grew and 

their attitude toward the review process changed. 

Illustrative of these were: 



193 

The biggest problem I'm having now is that I still don't 
feel very confident about my writing .... Except for [my 
partner] I don't have anybody that I feel comfortable 
enough asking to look at something. And so I'm not 
inhibited to put things on paper, but I don't ever feel 
good enough with my own self to ... send it somewhere with 
just my name on it. And I've done that, I wrote this 
awesome article I sent it to [a journal] and they said 
'accepted with major revisions' and I can't, I just 
couldn't do it. 

What I used to do is put it aside and say 'oh my God, oh 
my God, oh my God.' And now I've been able to just dig 
into it, do one thing at a time. Reread it, rewrite 
it ... I make copies of the review, I cross things off as 
I get to them so it really looks like I've gotten to 
them. And some points, if it's a philosophy thing and I 
don't believe in changing it I won't but I'm much better 
about just delving into it and making the revisions. 

As their careers progressed HH producers were involved 

in more professional organizations. A HH producer with 

administrative responsibilities commented about her increased 

involvement in: "more meetings and other things that 

interfere with the quality time that [she used to] get to 

think about things that then [she knows she wanted] to put 

into writing." She explained how this impacted on her 

writing: 

I think in the past ... because I had the luxury of more 
time, more of my own time; that I would write when I was 
ready to .... The ideas were floating around, I write all 
over envelopes, and I've got notes all over the place 
and so I'd sit down and I continue to play with that. I 
do not start from the beginning, I just write little 
notes and stuff. So I think in the past I had more time 
to do that and I knew when I was ready to write. And 
then I would sit down and I may go two days in a row 
just writing. 

Now, without the luxury of time to go through the process of 

writing, when deadlines approach, it is more of a chore to 
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head in the sand and get it done.n 

HH producers were eclectic; they were not one 

dimensional (i.e., they did not just spend their time 

writing). They were interested in a variety of topics, they 

attended many meetings and conferences, were journal 

reviewers and members of editorial boards, and organized 

their own programs above and beyond their job 

responsibilities. These activities and different interests 

negatively impacted on the time they could spend writing. 

Illustrative of these were: 
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The first thing that came to my mind was time and I 
think that is definitely a factor. But time doesn't, 
time isn't really the answer. I think for me time is a 
factor because I'm so interested in so many different 
things, and so involved in a number of ideas and things 
that I want to explore. So having multiple interests and 
involvement can make it difficult to find ... the time. 

I really wish that somebody could just ... go around with 
me and write up some of the things because that's a 
labor intensive activity that ... takes time away from 
more of the interaction and the talking about ideas and 
the dialogue. 

I've always been curious about a lot of different things 
and quite willing to learn new techniques or new 
knowledge to go out and step into another area. And the 
focus on always having a line of research and building 
and building on one thing. Eventually I circle back and 
get back to those things I started and really build on 
them but with a lot of focus [expected] I'm not sure I 
would have earned tenure as easily today .... Because of 
that focus on 'line of research,' [I've] just been more 
eclectic in [my] interests. 

HH producers wanted to get information out and were confident 

in their abilities and believed they had important ideas and 
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concepts to contribute. However the conflict between wanting 

to write, wanting to contribute to the profession in other 

ways, and wanting to satisfy their many interests made 

finding time to write difficult. 

Managing to create blocks of time and scheduling time to 

write were essential for being productive. HH producers 

discussed the necessity of having uninterrupted blocks of 

time to write in order to focus. Illustrative of these were: 

Mostly when I am successful at [writing] I focus my work 
on whatever it is. For a period of time I'll make sure 
that I get the work related to my classes done during 
the week, and just arrange the schedule so that 
[writing] is going to fit. 

Usually, if I can set aside a weekend, I can do it. And 
I make that commitment. I do a lot of writing on 

vacations, summer, I really do need the uninterrupted 
time to get it done. 

Most productive times are summer sessions that I'm not 
teaching. Anytime when I've got 3 weeks, 4 weeks, 5 
weeks. 

If my teaching schedule accommodates 3 hour blocks, 5 
hour blocks ... the more blocks I can get .... If I have a 
writing project I will try to block out everything but 
the writing and I end up doing minimal preparation, 
minimal involvement on everything except the writing 
project. 

Along with creating blocks of time HH producers 

suggested other practices that could be beneficial to young 

professionals. These suggestions gave insight into practices 

that the HH producers believed worked for them. HH producers 

shared their advice for overcoming distractibility, 



setting goals, cultivating a mentor, and reinforcing 

themselves. 

To overcome her distractible nature; one woman 

explained: 
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I had to learn to focus in .... play little games with 
myself ... your glass of water and all [of] your pens and 
your dictionary, everything's within arms length so 
under no circumstances can you get up for anything, 
except to go the bathroom and you limit yourself to 
that. 

Setting goals was a practice that one HH producer 

advised young professionals get in the habit of doing. She 

said: "to make sure you've got goals everyday ... even on your 

leisure days ... there's something about setting a goal and 

constantly testing yourself in terms of 'Can you meet the 

goal that you set'." 

Cultivating a mentor was another suggested practice to 

facilitate productivity. Recommendations for young 

professionals were: 

Think about developing colleagues that [they] feel 
comfortable working with, whether they're at that 
university or nearby or distant universities. 

Find a mentor to work besides, [who] you want to be 
like. Whether you actually sit down and meet with that 
person frequently or you just know enough about them to 
emulate the qualities you're after. 

Also emphasized was the importance of constantly 

positively reinforcing oneself: "I would tell [women] they've 

got to believe in themselves, and to get up every morning and 

tell themselves how good they are, because probably nobody 

else is going to." 
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Along with discussing practices that had helped them be 

productive writers, HH producers suggested some strategies 

that might help young professionals to become productive 

writers. The following section, histories, discusses where 

some of these practices may have developed. 

Histories. Histories pertains to the experiences that 

impacted on women's writing throughout their lives. These 

experiences occurred prior to undergraduate school, during 

undergraduate programs, in master's programs, in doctoral 

programs, and while HH producers were teaching; as well as 

outside of educational settings. 

Prior to undergraduate school, influences that HH 

producers described were mostly related to early education. 

Only one HH producer credited anyone other than teachers as 

being influential to writing. She stated: 

My mother ... was the stronger of the two parents from the 
standpoint of encouragement and modeling .... She 
encouraged us to keep diaries or journals .... And that 
was a part of my life; especially after somebody said 
that 'all people who write keep journals.' 

She connected her early enjoyment of reading with her 

aspiration to be an author "about the time when I was 

thirteen or fourteen I was really into biographies, so I must 

have been reading about authors and that had to have been a 

personal influence." 

Positive early reinforcement for reading, writing, 

research, and publications impacted on HH producer's writing, 
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productivity. As one woman said: 
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I think the relationship between reading, writing, and 
publications is pretty strong because ... all through 
elementary and high school I thought someday I was going 
to read all the books in the library and wanted to read 
all the books in the library, and ... so [I] had to have 
been exposed to a lot of good writing. 

HH producers emphasized that enjoyment and encouragement 

of early writing experiences in school were important to 

their continued writing. Illustrative of these were: 

I can't remember at what point people told me I was good 
or that I thought I was good. I can remember doing short 
stories and essays in high school just for fun and 
asking my English teacher to read them, just for fun, 
she must have really [laughing] enjoyed getting to do 
this for fun .... But I don't remember any real feedback 
from her telling me they were good. 

We could go back to probably English teachers, 
elementary school teachers ... because I ... think success 
in any field starts very early in childhood 

I had a really fine history teacher in high school who 
certainly encouraged thinking and encouraged my writing 
so that would be another influence .... He would be one of 
the people who probably helped me to have a joy for 
pulling information together and thinking about things 
in a slightly different way and writing them down .... 
[He] invited me to sit in on his classes when I was in 
high school. And we would sit and talk about stuff, that 
kind of thing. 

The knowledge, learned early in school, to use the 

library and be comfortable in the library environment was 

very beneficial for one woman throughout her educational and 

professional career. She stated: 

The fact that I had a good ... library in [my] home town I 
think it enabled me to know how to use the library when 
I got to college ... all the way through using it as a 
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faculty member, so a library has been a very great part 
of my personal life where some people might think of [a 
library] more as a professional variable. 

Undergraduate faculty who took an active role in 

mentoring students were also influential as indicated by the 

following quotations: 

She was a tremendous influence on my undergraduate life . 
. . . She mentored all of her students. Some took it 
seriously, some didn't. I believed everything she said 
that a person ought to do to be a professional, to be a 
scholar ... I bought the whole package .... She was also the 
first person I'd ever known who'd written books and ... 
that was impressive. 

I would go back to my undergrad program ... . The 
professors within my work were all publishing, active in 
research, and they enjoyed what they were doing. 

Faculty, from undergrad studies on, conveyed the 
expectations that I and other good students would write, 
that writing was part of being a good professional. 
Faculty taught me and others to aspire to be writers, to 
expect to see ourselves in print someday. 

HH producers discussed how graduate school, in 

particular their doctoral programs, had influenced their 

researching and writing. Doctoral faculty involved students 

in research: "[He] always had a major research project on

going in which to involve doctoral students. And so we were 

hired on those projects, we did the research." Other HH 

producers had opportunities to participate in research that 

was similar to their dissertations: "I understood how to 

input the data and that really helped me a lot with any 

mistakes that I would have made in my writing my own 

dissertation." 
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Other women's experiences in doctoral programs were not 

as instrumental in facilitating writing but were beneficial 

for other reasons. Illustrative of these were: 

They certainly got me into the process of writing, but 
not into the process of publishing. 

My master's thesis was already published .... At the same 
time as I was doing my doctorate I was authoring [the 
book] .... And so my writing experiences were outside my 
doctorate program. 

I think I would have valued working more closely with a 
prof and developing a relationship of challenging ideas 
and thinking through things, which is something that I 
try to do with my ... master's and doctoral candidates 
now. 

Doctoral faculty were encouraging and provided positive 

reinforcement and specific feedback that facilitated writing. 

One HH producer recalled her advisor's responses to her 

papers: 

He might say 'well this part of this paper is confusing 
to me' and, instead of marking it up or saying I suck, 
he'd say 'why don't you do this.' So it was very 
positive feedback by him. [He was also] very timely; 
he'd never make you wait real long to get something 
back. 

Doctoral faculty also facilitated writing by directing 

students to writing experts on campus when necessary. 

Illustrative of this was: 

He was pretty honest about our strengths and weaknesses 
and one of my weaknesses at the time was my writing. And 
he basically sent me to the writing center when I had a 
problem with a paper. 

Doctoral faculty spent time outside of the work 

environment helping students become better writers. Influence 
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and support from doctoral mentors did not stop at graduation. 

One woman said: 

I'd go to his house on a Sunday and he'd sit there and 
we'd correct the paper together. He was really great and 
he even helped me with stuff that his name wasn't even 
on and so ... he is very helpful. He still does that, I 
run ... a structure of a study by him and ... he'll ... give 
me some good feedback. 

Development of confidence was clearly a factor for 

several HH producers. Confidence was related to reinforcing 

experiences and to establishing a cycle of reinforcement. 

Some successes occurred very early in life. One women 

recalled her first publication: 

I had my first little article published when I was about 
9 or 10 .... It was in a magazine ... that published letters 
of people who wanted pen pals. And ... after it was 
published I must have gotten a hundred letters from all 
over the world and I felt just real successful early, I 
mean that writing experience felt good." 

Development of confidence at the doctoral level was 

facilitated by the way doctoral faculty interacted with 

students. Illustrative examples of these were as follows: 

[He] was a great mentor as far as a role model, making 
us feel good about what we know. 

It made me so focused when he said 'you could get more 
in depth than this.' I thought it was already good and I 
think; how good I thought I was, I think he made me 
better. 

He's so down-to-earth, nonthreatening, real ... 
matter-of-fact, never demeaning, never putting down 
people, which I ... did get that from other professors at 
some points, not evasive, just real honest, up-front, 
supportive. 
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An example of how one HH producers' confidence developed was 

illustrated by the following quotation: 

I'm not afraid to say 'this is something that I think 
will be a good idea,' [and] if it totally bombs, you 
know what, at least we tried. 

Success, as well as not having "had a serious knock 

back," was also reinforcing. Confidence improved through 

the process of developing a publication with a collaborator 

and experiencing success. 

I think the experience and I think success. I've had 
some really good things accepted ... That really helped. 
And I've written things with other people that made me 
feel like, 'oh this process has been much easier then it 
had been when it's by myself.' 

One woman shared how she submitted a chapter for a book and 

how the response from the editor had helped developed her 

confidence: "the important thing to me was that [the editor] 

published the chapter with no editing, no changing, nothing 

and so that felt so good .... And about that time I thought 

'Hum, maybe I can do my own book' [laughing]." 

Other experiences that impacted on scholarly 

productivity were mentoring moments. One woman did not like 

the term 'mentors' and preferred to discuss "mentoring 

moments" instead of specific people as mentors throughout her 

career. 

Given my history, I think that there have been people in 
my life at various times, actually very few that I would 
name as mentors. For me there have been many positive 
role models, I don't even like the word 'models,' but 
positive examples of things that have occurred 
throughout my life. I really wish we would think more in 
those terms. 
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She described mentoring moments as "moments that have been so 

instrumental and they've had people in them." It was 

difficult for her to describe or attribute mentoring moments 

to one person because "I've talked a lot about people but 

it's not just one person or multiple; ... it's a conversation 

here or there." Even when she discussed a specific leader in 

adapted physical activity, she said "it really was not her 

for long periods of time; it was at that moment." She said 

"there have been a number of people who have influenced ... my 

life but they really have been moments, some extended moments 

or extended conversations." The conversations were what this 

woman enjoyed the most. She reflected that the conversations 

often were more an "intersection of ... personal and 

professional." 

HH producers had experiences throughout their lives that 

impacted on writing. Most experiences positively impacted on 

scholarly writing. Some experiences had little impact on 

writing. Experiences occurred as early as age 9 or 10, in 

both educational and home settings. Most of the women 

described facilitative experiences that occurred during 

doctoral programs. Several HH producers did not believe that 

their doctoral programs had been very influential to their 

writing. Along with practices, and past experiences, HH 

producers believed they had affective domain qualities that 

facilitated their writing. 
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Affective domain qualities. Affective domain qualities 

were those distinctive features of the woman that she 

believed contributed to her scholarly writing. Affective 

domain qualities helped women initiate writing, maintain 

writing focus, and continue writing to completion. HH 

producers described themselves as being (a) independent, (b) 

creative, (c) persistent, (d) stubborn, (e) internally 

motivated, (f) self-determined, and (g) opportunistic. 

Occasionally affective domain qualities negatively impacted 

writing. 

HH producers tended to be very goal-oriented and 

focused. HH producers were not motivated by external rewards 

such as tenure or promotion. All of the affective domain 

qualities described by the HH producers were internalized 

qualities that helped them to maintain their focus on writing 

and reaching their goal despite the presence of barriers. HH 

producers believed that affective domain qualities were some 

of the key factors that helped them to be productive. 

HH producers were extremely independent, they were not 

going to let anybody or anything stand in the way of them 

getting their writing done. Illustrative of these were: 

A philosophy that you don't let the bastards get you 
down. 

Creativity and persistence, and sometimes I'm stubborn 
enough to be a pain in the ass. 

Just because I'm stubborn I think that ... maybe that's my 
strength because I'm not the greatest writer but I can 
be stubborn and persist through that. And if I don't 



know how to say something or I don't have enough 
information about something I'll find it. 

HH producers were extremely focused on reaching their 

goals. Illustrative of this was: 
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If I get an idea I have to just be persistent and I'm a 
little bit stubborn ... if I get an idea I keep building 
on that one idea ... instead of just like writing about 
this and that. 

For some HH producers the focus on perfectionism hindered 

writing. For example, one woman said: 

I think that notion of perfectionism and making sure 
that the publications were really worth something. 
Because depending on the standards that you set yourself 
that can be really quite a daunting process. 

Sometimes HH producers were so focused on their writing that 

they endangered their health. One woman stated: 

I've had one doctor after another say 'You pushed 
yourself until your body just gives up and screams 
[laughing] because otherwise you would keep going and 
you wouldn't listen to your body.' So I suppose ... I 
don't know how much of a cost to health and well-being 
and that kind of thing it is. 

HH producers developed a reputation for fulfilling 

obligations. Illustrative of these were: 

[I'm] known as somebody who will finish what I start and 
get it done and they know that I'll always do my part 
and even more. 

HH producers sought collaborative partners who were 

similar to themselves. Factors in choosing a collaborative 

partner were stated as follows: 

Essentially that they publish and present the work that 
they do [and] that they're eager about it. 



HH producers described themselves as being internally 

motivated. Illustrative of these were: 
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[Motivation] is more internal than external for me. I'm 
really not thinking of anything external that makes a 
difference, at least not on the positive side. 

There wasn't really anything I recall that was real 
specific [or anyone] saying to me individually 
any[thing] specific I should be doing. I was always sort 
of motivated to start with. That was never an issue. 

[Writing] makes me feel good. Something deep down inside 
me, I truly think I love to do it, I absolutely love to 
read and write and you'll notice the two are very much 
integrated in my mind because ... I think writing enables 
me to think .... I feel more alive when I'm actively 
involved in a writing project .... It's like some sort of 
adrenaline or drug or whatever. It actually gives me a 
tremendous high ... that I don't feel at other times. 

Self-determination was described as being the most 

important facilitator for one woman's writing. She stated: "I 

have to start with self-determination and probably the most 

important person is myself." She believed that a large part 

of self-determination was that women "need to ... take a lot of 

initiative in developing the resources and the supports that 

allow you to achieve the goals that you want, like to be very 

self-determining." Not being assertive and not taking the 

initiative hindered writing. One woman said: 

I suppose if I had a different kind of personality and 
if I were more assertive ... I would reach out and find 
coauthors and ... have done a lot more over the years with 
equal status or near equal status writing partners. 
And ... basically I've always been real responsive when 
someone asks me to be a coauthor but personality wise I 
have not too often gone out and asked somebody else to 
do so. 



HH producers believed that it was important to be 

opportunistic and take advantage of writing opportunities 

when they were presented. Illustrative of these were: 
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[Productivity] is being in the [right] place at the time 
and being willing to take a risk and take those 
opportunities. 

I am not so different from anybody else. I mean I am 
different and odd in some things, but my lived 
experience is not exceptional. Others can have that same 
type of lived experience ... if they're just willing to 
take the opportunities and roll with it. 

HH producers believed that they had certain affective 

domain qualities that helped them to initiate, maintain, and 

complete writing. Affective domain qualities were 

internalized and helped HH producers to focus on writing. 

Experiences which occurred in work and home settings, 

relationships with colleagues and students, and personal 

practices, histories, and affective domain qualities all 

impacted on HH producers writing. Many HH producers shared 

similar experiences. Other experiences were unique to 

individual woman. The following section will discuss the 

results of the less high (LH) producers group. 

Less High Producers 

Each of the women in this group met the following 

criteria: (a) had averaged less than 2 publications per year 

throughout their careers, and (b) had fewer than seven 

publications during the past 5 years. 

The following personal demographics were associated with 

the LH scholarly producers for this study. Producers in the 
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LH group ranged in age from 36 to 57 years, M = 46.75, 

SD= 8.48. Participants taught in higher education for a 

total of 132 years, M = 16.5, SD= 8.92, with a range of 5 to 

29 years. The median number of years teaching was 21. Six 

participants were tenured, and 2 were not tenured. Academic 

ranks were full professors (n = 4), associate professor 

(n = 1), and assistant professors (n = 3). Two women in this 

group held administrative positions. Family structures were 

living alone (n = 3), heterosexual relationships (n = 3), 

lesbian relationships (n = 1), or not clearly defined. Three 

women in this group were married and 3 women had children. LH 

producers taught at Research I (n = 1), Doctoral I (n = 3), 

Doctoral II (n = 1), and Master's I Comprehensive (n = 3) 

institutions. 

The following publication demographics were associated 

with LH producers for this study. Each LH producer averaged 

15.63 publications (SD= 8.57) during her car€er with a range 

of 5 to 29 publications. During the past 5 years 

(1994 - 1998), each LH producer averaged 2.75 publications 

per year (SD= 1.48) with a range of 1 to 5 publications. 

The schema for the LH producer group (see Figures 3 and 

4 for the highest and lowest producers in this group) 

indicate the links between the contextual variables and 

scholarly writing. Each color in the schema indicates an area 

of the woman's life that impacted on scholarly productivity 

(i.e., green= work, yellow= education, 
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orange = professional others, purple = students, 

blue = writing, pink = home). Personal feelings, beliefs, and 

affective domain qualities are grouped together on the left 

side. Interactions in the schema are interpreted by the 

direction of the arrow. For example in Figure 3 'professional 

others/collegiality' interacts with 'writing/collaboration', 

'professional others/collegiality' also interacts with 

'work/less isolated.' Contextual variables which seemed to 

influence LH producers most were work settings, specifically 

support and responsibilities, and personal practices, 

histories, and affective domain qualities of each woman. To a 

lesser degree relationships between professional colleagues 

and students and level of support from home also impacted on 

scholarly writing. 

Work Setting 

Like the HH producers, most LH producers could not do 

scholarly writing at their worksite. Slightly over half of 

the LH producers were at Research I, Doctoral I, and 

Doctoral II institutions and the other LH producers were at 

Master's I Comprehensive institutions. Despite the expected 

differences in the value placed on scholarly productivity at 

different types of institution, especially at the Master's I 

Comprehensive institutions, there were no overall differences 

in the responses given by the LH producers. The value that 

the university placed on writing impacted on expectations and 

support from the institution. Tenure and administrative 



responsibilities were more prevalent topics of discussion 

with LH producers than they were with HH producers. 
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Expectations. Similar to the HH producers, LH producers 

worked at institutions where scholarly productivity was 

expected. For LH producers, environment and distractions of 

the institution impacted on their ability to accomplish any 

scholarly writing in the work environment. Illustrative of 

this LH producers said: 

I really didn't do any professional work at the office, 
which was virtually impossible to do with interruptions 
and we shared offices and so I had an officemate 
usually. 

With the exception of the opportunity to work with __ 
for two years, which definitely helped in terms of new 
ideas, I can't think of anything in my work environment 
that helps writing. 

Using personal time to write was a strategy practiced by 

most of the LH producers in order to complete writing tasks. 

LH producers completed the majority of their writing at home. 

Illustrative of these were: 

If I was working on a book or working on an article or 
whatever I would just stay home and do my work. 

I've just had to set my own time aside. It's not part of 
my job description ... [but] I view [writing] as part of 
my continued professional growth but it's my personal 
professional growth. It really ... doesn't contribute to 
my role, stature, competence. 

Free time ... it's always out of my time, there is no time 
provided through the university, it's always my time, 
except for the sabbatical I did get the time to write. 
So ... it's nights and it's weekends, and summers. 

I write ... on my own time ... because it doesn't seem like 
I ever get to it [at work] or at least it's certainly 
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after hours when things quiet down [because] it's just 
too hectic. 

Expectations and responsibilities of their jobs impacted 

on the amount of time LH producers could spend writing. Most 

LH producers stated that their institutions had expectations 

that teaching, service, and research would all be part of 

their responsibilities. As one tenured-full professor stated, 

"all three have to be shown in some way and evidence provided 

that you are involved in community, service, and research." 

Not only was it important that all areas were accomplished 

but it was also important to do so in an ethical manner, 

which may impact on the amount of time that projects and 

writing take. One administrator stated: 

As professionals we have some obligations in terms of 
teaching, service, and research, or scholarliness if you 
want to substitute that for research. And it is 
absolutely critical that in those three areas we do it 
in a moral and an ethical fashion. We are not here to ... 
try to convince the world that we should be famous, 
that's not what this is about. We are here to serve the 
student and that's what it's about and as long as you 
can keep in mind that we have a tremendous 
responsibility to society to turn out the best possible 
performance we can in those three areas because it 
impacts society. 

Some of the largest detriments to scholarly productivity 

were the time demands to complete preparation for course work 

and service opportunities and obligations. This was a 

particularly imposing problem for woman just starting out in 

their careers. It appeared to take several years to get 

comfortable enough and to have enough time to be able to 

concentrate on writing or to at least be able to prioritize 
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writing time. Several women who had less than 7 years 

experience in higher education and who were not tenured 

discussed the difficulties and time constraints of starting a 

new position. Illustrative statements about these 

difficulties were: 

Your first year of teaching anywhere you're just feeling 
your way out and to be realistic nothing too much gets 
done. So your first year you really don't get a lot done 
... you're just getting your classes together and all 
that kind of stuff. And then in my second year I just ... 
kind of was getting into the swing of things ... and I 
kept saying 'I'm going to do this' but I didn't. 

Throughout my career so far [I've] been in the position 
where I'm still preparing new courses and ... the time 
that it takes to prepare new courses is probably the 
biggest barrier to being a productive researcher ... by 
far that I can think of. 

Other barriers to scholarly writing were the 

expectations for participating on committees and doing other 

service work as well as the belief that these opportunities 

were important to personal growth and valuable to the 

profession. One woman suggested that service work was a 

distraction from writing, but not an obstacle. She stated: 

And then the other distraction, certainly not an 
obstacle, ... but [a] distraction .... Because of the 
nature of our university ... I was very involved in a lot 
of governance and stuff that keeps things going .... For a 
number of years I was appointed ... to committees .... When 
you're spending your time doing that, you're not 
spending your time ... being professionally productive. 

Committee work also created conflicts between wanting to 

spend time writing and the desire to serve on university and 

professional committees and/or to fulfill the requests of 
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administrators. Illustrative statements about these conflicts 

were: 

Kind of being torn ... service is definitely in there, and 
that's also a desire, so to spend time on committees 
within the university and external to the university 
within our own profession. And many times there's not 
those choices, as a faculty member ... 'you will sit on so 
many committees' or the Dean will call and ... it's tough 
to say no to the Dean, at those opportunities. So, it's 
a desire, but a demand and that conflict, but I think 
time has to be the major detriment. 

I think we all need to do service and ... a lot of times 
you're going to hear people go 'don't say yes to 
everything because you're never going to publish' and 
that's true but I think we need to serve .... Whether it's 
at your state level or your national level or something, 
you should do something .... Your college is going to 
probably ask you to do something .... Don't over do it, 
you do have to know when to say no to things. And think 
in terms of 'is this going to be a worthwhile 
experience for me' ... is this going to help me in the 
long run. 

LH producers perceived ambiguity in institutional 

philosophy and expectations. Although teaching, service, and 

research were the expectations of the institutions, when it 

came to making decisions about promotion and tenure, 

publications seemed to be weighed most heavily. Tenure and 

promotion committees scrutinized the quality of journals in 

which the women published and asked such questions as: "Were 

the journals good, [were] they heavily refereed? Are they the 

top journals, are they journals that ... [require you to] 

pay ... them to accept your article." 

Six of the LH producers were tenured, and with the 

exception of one woman, had been tenured for at least 8 
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years. Most of the discussion regarding tenure was in 

response to the following interview question: What has been 

your observation of tenured versus nontenured individuals in 

their productivity as researchers and authors? Illustrative 

responses to this question were: 

If you were nontenured, you were forced to have to 
write. Or you can look around and watch everybody [who] 
changed universities every 3 or 4 years. 

If you're untenured you do what you're told you have to 
do to get tenure if you wish to stay at the institution. 

Tenure allowed me to relax and not have to turn over an 
article or two articles, or three articles in a certain 
length of time. 

Now, since posttenure, you do [writing] because number 
one, you want to, nwnber two, you find it exciting and 
invigorating, number three I integrate what I research 
and learn from research with ... teaching .... Number four I 
think that there are some neat things that I just want 
to do. 

The key for the first 5 years was to gain tenure. If you 
didn't write, you didn't get it. Once you get tenure, 
the whole world opens up; that's how I felt. I felt I 
didn't have to ... I could do what I wanted instead of 
what I had to. And so at first it was a chore. And when 
you got those rejections, it was a real chore. But then 
it was okay ... 'I can work on that or start on this.' So 
there's a real difference between pretenure and 
post tenure. 

An administrator noted that although in the past she had 

witnessed dips in productivity after faculty gained tenure, 

she had not seen that at her current university because of 

clear expectations for research and writing by faculty. She 

stated: 

I haven't seen that here [faculty being less productive 
after gaining tenure] because we hired people who, 
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number one have an appetite for solving problems and 
understand that it is critical to their professional 
development that they do have ongoing projects that 
contribute to that knowledge. And so I think it's 
changed. I think the expectations of the university now 
particularly with the posttenure review, everyone has to 
go through a posttenure review ... the message is clear to 
people that you must continue to be productive 
throughout your career. 

Prior to tenure, women devoted energy exclusively toward 

gaining tenure. Illustrative of this single-minded focus on 

tenure were the following quotes: 

The first five years, before tenure, you don't have a 
life, you really don't. 

Certainly what drives part of [writing] is the tenure 
process, but once that's past ... the need to get so many 
publications out or to meet those deadlines that 
certainly [is] ... always weighing in the back of your 
mind .... So I think the demands of being a faculty 
member, tenure-track position, with tenure, but also if 
it's a good fit at that university those are things that 
you should be doing anyway. 

After gaining tenure LH producers intermingled other 

projects with writing to provide a balance in other areas of 

scholarly productivity. Illustrative of this was: 

And there may be gaps in there where there's not a 
publication, they'll be presentations that I've had to 
give. You must ... have yourself in a space with an 
article submitted, research underway, presentation 
submitted, and then yet still be intermingling them for 
the book. And you can manipulate those variables with 
tenure. You can't until you get [tenure]. 

The value that the institution placed on writing 

impacted on tenure expectations and criteria for gaining 

tenure and in turn on prioritizing scholarly writing for a 



nontenured LH producer at a Master's I Comprehensive 

institution. She said: 
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I don't regret all the service I've done. I've done a 
lot of service and it hasn't hurt me but I think it's 
because I've been able to publish too. Had I not been 
doing as progressive as I'm doing I probably would be in 
a jam right now so I've got to stay on it, I think I 
need to try to get out at least one or two more in 
addition to the one __ and I just did. 

Tenure and promotion expectations were different for a woman 

at a Doctoral I institution. She stated: 

What demands I had for tenure and continue to have, if I 
continue to pursue another rank, are going to be 
different than what someone at a Research I institution 
would have and ... my institution sits kind of in the 
middle and it would be a little bit more maybe, or the 
demands to publish to have data-based research, those 
kinds of things, those demands would be different. 

But regardless of institutional level women knew that 

scholarly productivity was expected. One LH producer stated: 

"It was primarily teaching but the scholarship was always 

expected." 

Post tenure the expectations and pressure from the 

institution changed. Illustrative of these were: 

Demand is two publications in five years but your 
research is usually a little more sophisticated, it 
takes a little longer, you can also be doing a 
longitudinal study and here [is] where the book counts a 
little bit more. 

Posttenure there is pressure but it's not as gut 
wrenching. 

Tenure expectations appeared to be of great concern to 

LH producers. Prior to tenure LH producers seemed to be more 

motivated by the external pressure of gaining tenure. Post 
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tenure LH producers were able to enjoy the process of writing 

more and were more likely to be intrinsically motivated. 

Administrative responsibilities impacted negatively on 

scholarly writing. Illustrative of these were: 

Tremendous amount of work ... students in your office all 
the time, faculty ... putting out fires and just being an 
administrator ... really ... affected my time. 

Incredible amount of work. It's all ... paper stuff ... they 
submit applications I've got to go through them ... and 
try to place them for student teaching and then check 
their grades .... It's ... an ongoing thing and that's just 
getting them out. 

Anytime you take on administrative responsibilities you 
sacrifice scholarly quantity, you don't sacrifice 
quality but quantity. 

I was most productive as a researcher during the time 
when I didn't have heavy administrative 
responsibilities. Once given administrative 
responsibilities then it really leveled off. 

You have to focus quite narrowly on those areas where 
you have the greatest knowledge and you can speak with 
the greatest knowledge. 

The more administrative responsibilities, the less time 
to write. It's so hard to let go of your love, it's hard 
to let go; but you have to. 

The variables associated with tenure and administrative 

responsibilities, were expectations that were not discussed 

frequently by the HH producers group but were discussed more 

frequently by the LH producers group. For 80% of the HH 

producers tenure had occurred on average, 16 years prior to 

the interviews. For LH producers tenure had occurred on 

average 8.5 years prior to the interviews, and 2 LH producers 

had gained tenure during the past calendar year. The 
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recentness of tenure may have contributed to more discussion 

regarding tenure by LH producers. Although only 2 of the LH 

producers held paid administrative positions at the time of 

the interviews 7 of the 8 LH producers had held, or continued 

to hold, some form of unpaid administrative position. Overall 

administrative duties impacted on the amount of time that LH 

producers had available for scholarly writing. 

Institutional support. The value that the institution 

placed on writing influenced how much and what type of 

support LH producers received. Regardless of institutional 

level, support was described as: "great," "excellent," and 

"very, very positive" by LH producers. In many instances 

however, the level of support from the institution differed 

based on the type of institution. A professor summed up the 

differences between Research I institutions and Master's I 

Comprehensive institutions. She said: 

I change[d] to a teaching institution and the gun wasn't 
to my head any more [to write] ... and I did less, did a 
lot of grant writing ... and some research ... [but] that's 
just from our own interests ... there's no meaningful 
support for that or drive, just 'oh this would be 
interesting.' 

LH producers were supported to a great extent at 

Research I institutions reflecting the value that the 

institution placed on research and scholarly productivity. 

Illustrative of these were: 

Extremely encouraging, extremely. Anything you need 
pretty well ... within reason .... My research doesn't 
demand really expensive equipment, but I know colleagues 
who have needed that and they've gone in and made a 
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case ... [and] both the faculty and the university will 
find a way to get it .... I've had much ... smaller demands 
in terms of financial demands for equipment or for 
software or for [training]. 'I need to know about this 
program, this software program [and] I don't have time 
to read through the manual, there's a course offered in 
Chicago it's a ... couple thousand dollars to go. Can I 
go, can you fund me?' .... If you can show that you really 
need it ... all you have to do is be up-front, it's not 
like ... you have to show to the extent that you're making 
things up, or that there's a contest ... who needs it 
more .... The institution I'm at now values research to 
the degree that if it is going to help you be more 
productive, which will ultimately help them ... they will 
do what they can to assist you. 

And I've talked to ... the other people [who] were hired 
the same time as I [was]. And we are amazed at the 
support .... I remember the line at my interview ... when I 
met with the dean and he said 'we do everything we can', 
and this is the attitude that is portrayed through 
everything, 'we do everything we can to assist our young 
faculty to be as successful as possible.' 

LH producers at Research I institutions provided 

examples of how the university and colleagues facilitated 

scholarly writing. Illustrative of this was: 

The climate of the place that I was in, with the social 
climate, the personal-social climate that surrounded me. 
You know people trying to facilitate the growth of other 
people. Excellent, outstanding administrators in the 
faculty that only wanted people to grow ... and saw their 
role as being someone who would facilitate the growth of 
new faculty, middle-aged faculty, whatever it would be. 

Administrators at Research I institutions were not 

directly involved in facilitating scholarly writing of 

faculty. However they provided graduate assistants when 

needed to help with research as well as accommodated needs 

for personnel changes. Examples of these were: 
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It's extremely supportive .... Even with graduate students 
'Do you have any need for any graduate assistants for 
research?' You don't have to lay out the specifics ... if 
you're not really sure but if you have an idea you can 
say 'yes I think I will need a graduate student for 
these hours' and you are assigned one. And I ... have all 
the confidence that if I miss-guessed and discovered 
that I actually need one for a full graduate 
assistantship ... maybe they gave me one for a half and I 
need a full. If I went down to the office and said 'I'm 
really struggling to get this done, can I have six more 
hours from this person, or can I have another person?,' 
I have absolutely no doubt that I would get it. 

And even in my evaluations, and in my annual review 
meeting with the dean and associate deans. It was, 'well 
what can we do to attract more graduate students so that 
we get more applications for you to select from?' 
... 'Maybe we can put something on the web, is there some 
sort of a glossy pamphlet that we can get together and 
where do you think we should send it to try and 
recruit?' So even to the extent that they are looking 
for ways to attract more students in my area to help me 
to do my work. 

LH producers at Doctoral I institutions also received a 

great deal of support from the institution. Illustrative of 

this was: 

The demands are there for tenure, but they are not 
overwhelming ... . [There is] academic freedom to take your 
research in a direction that you desire. And the support 
within the institution ... to continue with a line of 
research is very, very supportive. We have opportunities 
within the college as well as within the university to 
write for internal funding to support our research 
projects. 

At Doctoral I institutions administrators were more 

directly involved in facilitating the scholarly writing of 

faculty than at Research I institutions. An example of this 

was: 
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As a department chair when I would sit each year with 
faculty ... we would have a retreat and we would agree on 
a whole set of objectives for the department and then 
the faculty would sit and decide which part of that they 
wanted to take on as their own and then what else they 
wanted to do in terms of their scholarly efforts. I 
would sit with them and say 'what will it take to 
facilitate your effort?' 

At Doctoral I institutions expectations were not always 

indicative of the amount of support received by LH producers. 

One LH producer said: 

The expectation at [my university] is not [writing] 
... the primary concern is teaching, it's expected that 
you be involved in scholarship but no resources and 
hardly any consequences if you're not. And so people do 
it if they've got the drive from within. We've got a few 
really fine researchers. [But] other people don't do it 
and put those hours into teaching. 

LH producers, especially those at Research I and 

Doctoral I institutions, were advised to have a research 

focus, to develop an area within adapted in which they could 

specialize. As early as graduate school LH producers were 

taught about research focus. One LH producer who had attended 

a Research I institution recalled the influence of her 

advisor: "things like making me aware of the importance of 

establishing a 'research program' rather than simply doing a 

series of unrelated studies." 

LH producers who had been in higher education for 10 to 

20 years had witnessed a change from research diversity 

toward research focus. They had also observed how other 

highly productive scholars reflected diversity in research 

and writing. Focus versus diversity was reflective of the 



value that the institution placed on scholarly writing. 

Illustrative of these were: 

224 

There's some diversity in what I write and how I write 
... I ... have applied articles and ... I have research 
articles. Because I was told that, in the beginning, 
before all the rules changed ... 'applied articles are 
good and they do help the profession.' Then you're told 
'oh you have to publish research' but nobody told you 
where or how or what. Then they started on this thing 
after I got tenure about focus. 

I did a review of the APAO articles over an 8 or 9 year 
period .... I went through and looked at the five top 
leaders. [I] looked at Sherrill and Winnick and DePauw 
and a few others. And I looked ... at the type of articles 
they did and they jump around. And this is common in our 
profession because we are prepared to teach all 
children. 

You can see that [authors] do maybe two or three or 
maybe four or five articles in one area and then they 
jump, versus someone from another institution, a Big 
Ten ... and you know that this is their area and that's 
all they'll do. 

At one Master's I Comprehensive institution, the support 

was similar to that of the Doctoral I institution. One LH 

producer stated: 

They're very willing to support any efforts you have to 
try to do research. For example, when I had my child, 
the Dean knew I was going to be home a lot ... and she 
offered to get me a laptop so I could work at home .... 
The Dean ... from the day I came here [she] has been the 
most supportive person that I ever met ... she has ... 
encouraged me, supported me, ... supplied me with anything 
she would think I would need to be successful. And I 
think that's very important, they want you to succeed 
here so ... they've done that. 

An assistant professor at a Master's I institution 

discussed the lack of pressure for publishing: "I happened to 

be at a university that was a teaching university that valued 
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teaching above all else .... And so there was no real pressure 

to publish and be professionally active." This woman was 

active professionally, not because of the expectations of the 

institution, but because: "that was my view of what a higher 

educator ought to be." Another woman at a similar type 

university agreed that, for her, publishing comes from within 

because of the lack of expectations and support as well as 

factors that negatively impacted on time for scholarly 

activity. She said: 

We're a teaching institution, I have heavy teaching 
loads .... The Dean and so forth ... say 'oh that's nice, 
look at the writing you're doing, that's really good,' 
but there's no push for that, no rewards for that, no 
time for that. And so there's ... lots of stuff that 
mitigates against [writing] so it just comes from 
within. 

Institutions of any type that valued research and 

scholarly productivity highly, demonstrated their support by 

providing time for writing. Illustrative of these were: 

Two years ago, in an effort to save money [the 
university] increased everyone's credit load to 12 
credits .... But one of the things they stipulated with 
that [was], if you're a researcher or if you're tenure 
track ... but not tenured yet, you got a 3 credit release. 

In my present situation I have a course reduction, a 
lighter load, which is attempting to assist me as much 
as possible by giving me time [to research and write]. 

It has been said to me that [committee work] will not be 
emphasized until I have a research program well 
established and [I'm] tenured and when I have more free 
time. 

Institutions provided support by supplying assistance 

with technology to LH producers. Illustrative of these were: 
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The institution I'm at now values research to the degree 
that if it is going to help you be more productive, 
which will ultimately help them ... they will do what they 
can to assist you. And the same thing goes with 
providing technical expertise in the area of ... computers 
or ... any other equipment that you would want. 

Technical help ... if I have a problem with particular 
software I'm using to collect data or to ... analyze 
[data], there's all that available, that's a help. 

There's people to help if you want to ... develop some 
multimedia software, CD ROMs, or ... Web stuff for your 
research. There is a whole department [that] is devoted 
to assist. They have all of the equipment and will look 
over your shoulder and help you or they'll do it for 
you. 

Another way institutions supported LH producers was by 

offering workshops or help to improve skills. Illustrative of 

these were: 

We have a phenomenal, phenomenal grants coordinator 
person who helps people write grants and every winter 
break she offers a two-day seminar to all faculty and 
staff if they're interested in doing grant writing and 
then she'll take you from A to Z. 

So even in our evaluation meetings when they're going 
over your teaching, your research, everything, it's 
'okay we have a weakness here, what do you think you 
need to do to work on that and how can we help?' .... They 
seem to feel that they're investing in the person and 
they will do whatever they can to help you to succeed 
because ultimately it's their success as well. 

Institutional support was also provided to LH producers 

in the form of external rewards. Illustrative of this was: 

The college is real supportive of ... trying to promote 
scholarship ... we have a scholarly incentive grant 
program every year .... And usually you don't get it for 
just service alone. 
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LH producers who had taught at more than one type of 

institution, described how the type of institution affected 

the level of research and the support they received. One 

professor, who started out at a Research I institution said: 

"when I was at of course I was able to immerse myself in 

research." Discussing what facilitated her ability to do 

scholarly work she described: "a climate that encouraged 

exploration." In this regard, she stated: 

You went to them and said 'I need this space for this 
type of research project, I need this much money for 
computer space.' People were willing to contribute to 
whatever it was you needed to do the work [you wanted]. 

She summed up the support from the institution as: "it's 

people's willingness to listen to your needs and find a way 

to help you satisfy [them]." Other LH producers who had 

changed universities discussed the impact of the change on 

their scholarly writing. Illustrative of these were: 

When I first started out teaching ... there was a heavy 
emphasis, it's a research institution, so a heavy 
emphasis on scholarly productivity and so I had to find 
the time to do it ... so there was a very strong push from 
the university. I came to [a teaching university] and it 
was just this, I think of it as benign neglect. 

I think that if people tend to stay at research 
institutions there's still that expectation that you're 
going to be more active in the writing and the research, 
and so many more people, even after tenure, continue in 
that which is good, it's important, and it's certainly a 
very clear job expectation there. 

One woman compared the institution she was at currently, 

a Research I institution, with institutions she had taught at 

previously, and noted how the emphasis had been more on 



service at her previous institution and how that emphasis 

impacted her ability to research. She said: 
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Other universities that I've been at ... have not been 
able to value research so highly because they have been 
... smaller universities and have had more of a ... service 
delivery component .... They haven't been as supportive 
because they don't have the money, they don't have the 
personnel, and because they have this greater emphasis 
to fulfill with fewer people to do it .... I don't think 
it's that they haven't been willing to provide the 
support; they just haven't been able to. 

In some instances, institutions did not provide the 

needed support. One woman had to seek help from outside her 

university in order to facilitate scholarly efforts. She 

stated: 

Two years after I graduated and was in the work 
field ... I was floundering in terms of research and 
nobody was there. I didn't have anybody to talk to. And 
I went to this first post-doctoral seminar ... and 
realized there are ways to connect and still get 
feedback and all of that and so I picked up a couple of 
external type people [whom] I can call and talk it over 
with. 

One woman struggled to find expert support for doing 

statistics. She stated: "I struggled ... I had to find a 

faculty member here ... who would help do the statistics or 

check this over." 

Financial support was not available to some LH 

producers. Illustrative of these were: 

I think probably the faculty would have been happier if 
they each could have had a graduate assistant assigned 
to them ... but those things were not economically 
feasible. 
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In a teaching university ... where the primary focus is on 
teaching but research is expected you just can't get 
that kind of [financial] support for research efforts. 

Lack of institutional support was demonstrated by 

ambiguity at a Doctoral I institution in regard to what 

criteria had to be met for tenure and promotion. Illustrative 

of this was: 

It was publish or perish, but publish what or where or 
how much and there were the latent criteria, you have to 
be lead author you can't always be the fifth author .... 
Our document doesn't say you have to be a lead author 
but guess what, if you're not lead author, then it used 
to be solo, I did a collaborative work and that wasn't 
accepted. Now collaboration everyone realized has to be 
and then if you explain your role in the collaborative 
process it's even better. So ... things have changed. 

Institutional support for LH producers was demonstrated 

in several ways. LH producers were supported with financial 

and personnel resources, equipment, technical assistance, and 

reduced teaching loads. Institutional support varied 

depending on the type of institution. Expectations of the 

institution did not always match the amount of support 

provided by the institution. Colleagues also provided support 

for LH producers. 

Collegial support. The value the institution place on 

writing in combination with personal philosophies influenced 

how much and what type of support from colleagues LH 

producers received. LH producers who had colleagues who 

strongly valued scholarly productivity facilitated scholarly 

productivity. Illustrative of this type of support was: 
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is here and he publishes all the time and [is] 
constantly [saying] ' __ you've got to do your 
scholarship' ... that kind of stuff [and] ... knowing I have 
to do it and that it needs to be done. 

LH producers who had been in higher education for more 

than 20 years were supportive of young professionals in 

providing the following advice: 

When you go interview check the criteria for tenure and 
promotion. 

Hit the ground running, do not waste your time 
cogitating. We've had people come in and we tell them 
first thing ... 'get your dissertation published.' So if 
you finish it in May or June take a month off and then 
in July, into July and August start writing so that you 
can submit it by November/December. 

Within their departments colleagues demonstrated support 

and helped facilitate LH producers' writing. Illustrative of 

this type of collegial support was: 

She would read my papers and anything that she did and 
corrected, and I utilized, my paper was accepted on the 
second try. 

Lack of collegial support and feelings of isolation 

negatively impacted on LH producers' scholarly writing. When 

asked how other faculty supported her one LH producer who was 

the only adapted physical activity specialist in her 

department answered: "I really can't say they can, nobody 

else knew anything else about my area of specialization in 

adapted physical education." 

Philosophical match. For LH producers, knowing what 

would be expected in terms of scholarly writing and their own 

philosophy helped women decide at what level institution they 
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impacted on the type of writing that was acceptable. 

Illustrative of these were: 

231 

I went into getting my doctorate knowing scholarship was 
going to be required and that I did need to write. I 
knew I didn't want to go to a Research I school though. 
I knew I wanted to go to a teacher prep school where ... 
research is important but teaching is really even more 
important .... I don't want to be like a lab person ... any 
research I would do would be in the field .... Or ... I was 
told when I came to 'review papers are acceptable' 
and things like that. So in terms of trying to do 
data-based research at a school like this, it's really 
quite difficult ... we don't have the resources or the 
time to do that. 

Find a line ... one that you're passionate about, but find 
a line that you can focus in, and something that can 
allow you to be productive and it can allow you to be 
productive at the university where you are. For me right 
now, if I were at a Research I institution, to have a 
whole bunch of data-based research for my philosophy 
would be very difficult. 

Think about your professional fit within that job 
environment, that means educational philosophy, social, 
if there's issues of diversity involved you need to know 
if that work place is open to diversity or not .... if you 
don't fit, anything you do you're just going to be 
unhappy, you're not going to want to stay. 

I think in the long run ... you look for the job that is a 
match for you in terms of 'are you a true researcher ... 
do you want to spend hours ... doing ... analysis of your 
data, do you want to be collecting data all the time, 
live it.' If that's the case then you go to ... a Research 
I institute where you may teach one class a semester but 
the pressure is really going to be on you to publish .... 
And if you really want to be a teacher then go to 
teacher's colleges ... and some of them [are] pretty 
strict in terms of their scholarship. There [are] some 
people at ... teacher's colleges where ... service is great, 
... if you serve on a lot of committees and you teach 
well, you're probably going to get tenure .... You've got 
to look in terms of, at yourself and what you want to 
do. 
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LH producers described different facilitators and 

barriers to scholarly productivity. Similar to HH producers 

expectations of their jobs had the most influence on their 

ability to write. The high incidence of paid and unpaid 

administrative responsibilities appeared to have a 

significant impact on scholarly writing because of the 

increased amount of time these duties required. Unlike the HH 

producers, LH producers discussed very little about 

philosophical matching, even though 75% of them had been at 

the same institution throughout their careers and all LH 

producers had been employed at their current institutions at 

least 5 years. Some collegial support was demonstrated that 

both positively and negatively impacted on scholarly writing. 

The following section will discuss relationships with 

colleagues in more detail. 

Relationships with Colleagues and Students. 

Like the HH producers, opportunities to interact with 

professional colleagues and students were viewed as 

facilitating writing. LH producers discussed numerous aspects 

of collaboration including initiation, benefits, importance, 

selection of collaborators, and roles. Other aspects of 

relationships with professional colleagues and students 

included collegiality, recognition, respect and 

encouragement, and mentoring and encouraging students. 

Collaboration. Collaboration with colleagues was 

important for LH producers. Collaboration was initiated in a 
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variety of ways and for various reasons. Some LH producers 

initiated collaboration because of similar interests between 

the collaborators as well as a desire to help junior faculty. 

Illustrative of these were: 

It started out I was looking for someone who wanted to 
do something with special [populations] and the 
particular faculty member also needed to do some more 
research ... and it just clicked .... I did it because I had 
tenure, I did it to help her, yet it was a 
coauthor/coequal experience. 

I sought out someone and then I was involved in some 
discussions at the personal committee level and I sought 
out this individual to facilitate her tenure process. 

Collaboration was also initiated because of the value of 

the work and the importance of sharing the work with others. 

One woman believed there was a lot of value in the work of a 

young professional and helped her to facilitate writing an 

article. She recalled: 

There's a person I'd had as a graduate student, she's 
doing great work teaching and I really feel strongly 
that other people ought to be able to see what she's 
doing and she ... hasn't taken the initiative to write up 
what she's doing so I said ... 'maybe the two of us 
together can get some of these ideas written up.' 

Some other examples of how established faculty helped 

facilitate scholarly writing by young professionals were: 

Opportunities to do reviews for APAO, book reviews, 
[and] participate in the Digest. 

[The editor] wanted to have an issue in the journal that 
dealt with adapted physical education ... [and she asked 
if I] would be interested in editing that or coediting 
with someone. 
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Perceived benefits of collaboration included fostering 

connections and completing projects quicker. Illustrative of 

these were: 

has helped because early on he asked if I'd write a 
couple of chapters for the textbook that he was doing. 
He's been really helpful all along, we've known each 
other a long time now. 

To be able to collaborate with other people and learn 
from other people .... As you [try] to stay away from just 
being isolated in one area. I think from a productivity 
standpoint, certainly collaboration is encouraged. 

When I have been involved in collaborative research, the 
same jobs tend to be a little bit more productive in 
terms of output because ... you see the output of it a lot 
quicker than you do when it's you doing the whole thing. 

I came to realize ... stuff is getting more complex, more 
time-consuming, the use of HSRB, then you have to go 
through the public school, everything took longer and 
you needed more people. And so that was just another 
compelling reason ... in order to keep up your output ... 
you just had to have the help. 

LH producers sought collaborators who shared their 

excitement, who shared similar interests, who shared similar 

philosophies in regard to writing, who would challenge the LH 

producer, and who could provide expertise in specific areas. 

Illustrative of these were: 

In our conversations there was a mutual thing of just 
being excited about what we were doing and then trying 
to find a way to put it out there. 

Having the same line ... [and] the same philosophy or 
points of view. 

[Someone] on the same page as me in terms of writing, in 
what [they] would want and be happy about. 
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To work together on a paper or work together putting a 
research project together with people who may have a 
different philosophy and bringing that into it 
definitely has its strong points .... It's always easy to 
align ourselves with people we completely agree with, 
because then they never disagree with us either 
(laughing) so that makes it real easy. But to be 
challenged by other ways of thinking. 

I struggled, I ... had to find a faculty member here who 
would help do the statistics or check [it] over. 

Work ethic and logistics were also considered by LH 

producers when selecting collaboration partners. Illustrative 

of this was: 

I think work ethic is important. If you're going to 
collaborate with someone you don't want to be pulling 
your hair out .... That you know this person ... takes more 
time to do things or has a very, very busy schedule at a 
certain time .... The logistics of collaborating, the work 
ethic, the time schedule, where they're located .... All 
those kinds of things are realities. 

Roles for collaboration varied. For one woman they were 

established right at the beginning of a project: "when we 

work together I always tell her ... 'I'll be the lead author 

and I'll be in charge of writing it and reading it and 

editing it ... but if you've got a good idea we'll incorporate 

that'." She described how they worked together to use their 

strengths: 

She's got tons of good ideas but I always feel I have to 
do the writing ... so we work well together in terms 
of ... I'm on the computer typing everything, listening to 
what she's saying .... She's got a really good idea but I 
think I'm better at putting it in a written format. 

For other LH producers collaboration was more of a 

coauthor/coequal relationship: 
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I'd write something, she'd change it, I'd change it 
back, we'd talk about it and it was no problem .... 
Sometimes I don't state it very clearly but my intent is 
there and she could pick it up .... She did one chapter 
and I [said] 'no, no, no, no we need to do it this way' 
and she said 'yeah you're right now what.' And so it 
worked .... we really ... had no problems. 

Collaboration on books was beneficial to LH producers, 

but also shifted the focus away from research and writing 

articles. Illustrative of this was: 

The peaks have definitely been working on the ... books 
with [my co-author] and as she and I have discussed many 
times they've also been valleys for me because of the 
time working on those have definitely taken away from 
the opportunity to get out and collect data and be able 
to get that data analyzed and published. So the 
sacrifice of writing the books ... which I certainly would 
never have passed up the opportunity to work with 
her ... that was just a tradeoff and a different 
focus .... the publication record itself dipped .... in 
between the books, just because they were so time 
consuming. But they would definitely have to be the 
peaks, but the data-based stuff definitely took a dive. 
Some of it's there but just the time to be able to 
analyze it and write it up has been difficult. 

The mentoring aspects of collaboration with students 

contributed to greater time spent in writing and more 

scholarly products. When job descriptions included directing 

theses and dissertations, this provided opportunities for 

collaboration that often led to publication. LH producers at 

Research I, Doctoral I, and Doctoral II institutions had more 

opportunities for collaboration and publication with graduate 

students. Illustrative of this was: 

In other universities that I've worked ... they were small 
universities .... In the situation I'm in now ... there's 
lots of graduate students, there's lots of other people 
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encouraged. 
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Variables associated with collaboration for LH producers 

included, initiating collaboration and why collaboration was 

initiated, establishing stronger connections with colleagues, 

and completing projects more efficiently. Collaboration 

partners were chosen by LH producers because of shared 

excitement, interest, philosophies, or colleagues who could 

provide expertise or challenge the LH producer . Collaborative 

efforts on books decreased the amount of scholarly writing in 

other areas, and collaboration with graduate students 

increased productivity by LH producers. 

Collegiality. LH producers benefited from 

noncollaborative interactions (i.e., interactions that did 

not result in writing) with colleagues in the field of 

adapted physical activity. Some of these interactions took 

place between university colleagues and others took place at 

conferences. Illustrative of these were: 

Even if someone's not helping me write, if I'm thinking 
'gee what's going on there, how can I put that . ' If I 
can put it down and have somebody read it or bounce it 
off somebody I get to my solution quicker. 

We get so isolated ... often with the demands that we have 
and to be able to get out to meetings or to develop good 
relationships with people, your own colleagues .... That 
you can feel comfortable going to conferences ... knowing 
that you're not always going to catch up on everything 
because a year has passed or so much time has passed. 
But to know that you can still share things back and 
forth so that you can develop partnerships to be able to 
collaborate with other people and learn from other 
people as you go .... Trying to stay away from just being 
isolated in one area. 



Colleagues were helpful to LH producers by editing 

papers and providing an outlet for ideas. Collegiality also 

helped LH producers establish relationships that would 

benefit future collaboration. 
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Recognition, respect, and encouragement. Recognition and 

respect for scholarly products (i.e., books, articles, 

chapters) positively reinforced LH producers' scholarly 

writing. Positive reinforcement and feedback encouraged LH 

producers' scholarly writing and contributed to pride and 

confidence. Relative to her writing one LH producer 

demonstrated this pride in the following statement: 

What I have done has always been well received and 
respected and [my scholarly products don't] make a big 
splash necessarily but people know me. I think that when 
I do something they know ... there may be a couple of 
little problems here and there but it's generally well 
done. 

Students were also sources of encouragement and 

motivation for LH producers. Illustrative of this was: 

[Students] asking me to sign their book ... to me that's a 
sign of support ... I view that as a sign of support that 
they're happy to have known the person that wrote their 
text book. 

LH producers recalled specific instances when other 

women in adapted physical activity had been especially 

encouraging by initiating scholarly writing and by providing 

feedback to help LH producers complete scholarly writing 

successfully. Illustrative of these were: 

[Several women in adapted physical activity were] very 
encouraging [and] gave me some specific ideas about how 
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to write the [article] .... So it was accepted very easily 
because I'd had some good direction. 

When I got invited to work on the [book]. I was like 
'okay, I'm asked to do this, I'm going to do it.' 
... Being asked is a biggie for me because it makes 
me ... commit. It makes me commit to doing it, once I've 
committed to doing something then I'm going to do it. 

LH producers were also reinforced by other women 

throughout their careers. Graduate faculty women, and women 

colleagues provided writing opportunities, feedback, and were 

examples that LH producers modeled. Illustrative of this was: 

I have been surrounded by strong women from 
undergraduate days all the way through doctoral . 
. . . So the writing really started as an upper level 
undergraduate and then through strong contacts ... 
particularly women in the master's and doctoral program. 

LH producers respected and acknowledged the leadership 

in adapted physical activity and the importance of what 

leaders could teach them. LH producers also acknowledged the 

modeling aspect of established professionals in the field and 

the importance of being sensitive and open to learning from 

the example of leaders. One LH producer stated: 

To learn from those leaders because they certainly, 
especially in our field, have paved the way .... We look 
at the textbooks that are written out there right now ... 
people who are in their fifth edition and eighth edition 
... and ... those people have really set the stage for us 
to take off. And to be able to acknowledge that and 
learn from that. 

LH producers appreciated the recognition and respect 

that they got from colleagues and students. Positive 

reinforcement helped encourage continued writing from LH 
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producers. LH producers respected and continued to learn from 

leaders in the field of adapted physical activity. 

Mentoring and encouraging students. Unlike HH producers, 

LH producers did not discuss other professionals as models or 

modeling scholarly writing for their students. LH producers 

instead discussed the importance of mentoring and encouraging 

students to write. Illustrative of this was: 

Mentoring is something that we speak about more openly 
and do, and I think women do more certainly than they 
used to, we should try to work with a student to help 
them with their choices once they get so that there are 
some options. 

LH producers remembered specific instances where graduate 

faculty or colleagues had mentored them, not on writing 

specifically but on what it meant to be a professional, and 

what expectations, including scholarly writing, would be 

required. Illustrative of these were: 

I remember __ sitting down, we were on the floor of 
her apartment .... And I learned more from those 
conversations about how to get ready for being a 
professor than any one experience because she would say 
'now this is what you need to think about, this is what 
you need to do.' And she said 'now understand the first 
five years of your life you have to do this in order to 
[get tenure].' So I knew [what the expectations would be 
and] it wasn't a big surprise. 

Certainly my time at ... to give the technical 
information. [But] working with has provided so 
much more. Just about surviving a career, and watching 
the development, and what's really important and those 
things didn't necessarily come during the hours of 
writing or ... cranking out chapters; those came in just 
the time spent. 
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Relative to mentoring students as professionals, which 

includes scholarly productivity, LH producers emphasized the 

importance of passing on to the next generation the qualities 

to be good scholars. Illustrative of this was: 

I think it's important that people in higher education 
understand they really are the gatekeepers for the 
quality of our society. And as educators it is 
absolutely critical that we do whatever we can to 
enhance students who leave us because they're the ones 
who are going to touch the tens of hundreds of 
thousands. And so it's just terribly important to me 
that we turn out students that we have given our 
absolute best to. That we have challenged them or 
supported them and given them the tools and the 
confidence they need to step out into the world and make 
a difference for society's sake .... Not for one's 
personal sake. 

LH producers suggested that there was a difference 

between how they were mentored by women and men. An LH 

producer who completed her doctoral work at a Research I 

institution had this to say about differences she experienced 

in mentoring: 

The relationship between faculty and students and in 
particular between female faculty and female students 
was not what it is today. I think we've learned a lot 
from the old boys network and the mentoring that men 
seem to have always done for other men. Some men did 
that for women .... Probably one of the best supporters 
for me was [a male faculty member] .... [A female faculty 
member] who was my doctoral advisor was also supportive 
in more of a moral way, an emotional way; than in a 
substantive directed way. 

LH producers strived to mentor and encourage students to 

write. LH producers recognized not only the importance of 

mentoring specifically for writing, but also mentoring 

students on how to be good professionals. LH producers 
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believed that both aspects were important to the development 

of responsible, ethical, and scholarly professionals. 

LH producers discussed different ways that relationships 

with colleagues and students were beneficial to their 

scholarly writing. Collaboration directly impacted on writing 

productivity, allowing LH producers to be more productive. 

Other variables that helped to motivate LH producers were 

collegiality, recognition, respect, and encouragement. 

Mentoring and encouraging students was a way to be involved 

with more writing; and even when not directly influencing 

their own writing, mentoring and encouraging others seemed to 

be an important indirect benefit. 

Horne Setting 

Like the HH producers, much of the LH producers 

scholarly writing was completed during personal time. 

Variables that were instrumental to completing writing during 

personal time were personal choice, support, and family 

obligations. LH producers made personal choices to prioritize 

family obligations, which impacted on the amount of time LH 

producers could spend writing, and were more person-oriented 

than work-oriented. 

Personal choice. LH producers made personal choices 

based on goals and their willingness to prioritize 

activities. They made choices relative to finances, hobbies, 

and children to create a balance between career and family. 



Like the HH producers: "[writing] came out of recreational 

time or personal time or time with family." 

Like the HH producers, LH producers did not feel that 

they had made sacrifices because they were doing what they 

wanted to be doing. When asked what sacrifices they made to 

be productive, LH producers responded: 
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None. Because I've chosen to do what I've wanted to do. 

That's a hard question to answer because I wouldn't have 
done it differently. Like if I were to look back now and 
think 'okay what would I do differently,' there's 
nothing I would do differently. 

Getting my master's and my PhD didn't really cost me 
anything in terms of a family, it didn't cost me 
anything in terms of ... a social environment because I 
was in the environment that I wanted to be in. 

LH producers noted that there had been financial costs, not 

only for obtaining the PhD, but for those who had been 

teaching in public schools who took significant cuts in pay 

when they began working in higher education. Illustrative of 

these were: 

I think that really the only sacrifices have been 
commitment to time and money and personally ... things ... 
in my personal career have fallen into place and have 
been, nothing was really a surprise, it was planned .... I 
kind of knew what direction I was going to go in and 
most certainly, had I stayed in public school teaching, 
... I may have ... a bigger house and a new car instead of 
... a twelve year old car. 

The only thing I can think that it cost me is financial. 
When I look at, for example people [whom] I graduated 
from high school with and ... they did an undergraduate 
degree ... or they did some other preparation where they 
didn't even do a degree. And so they've been making 
money since ... they were twenty-two years old and I'm 
like 'geez you know we just bought our first house last 



year and they're already on their third house' or 
'they've already paid off their mortgage.' So that is 
the only negative aspect or cost that I can see. 

HH producers did not mention financial cost as a factor 

associated with sacrifices for obtaining degrees or working 

in higher education. 
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LH producers mentioned that other people in their lives 

perceived that they were missing out on things like hobbies 

but this did not seem important to LH producers. One woman 

stated: 

People might say 'well you could have been pursuing 
hobbies such as doing pottery' you know or whatever else 
I wanted to do and sure ... there are things that I would 
like to do when I have more time but I don't want to do 
them yet. I'd rather do what I'm doing so I don't 
perceive them as costs right now. 

Support. LH producers received support from spouses, 

partners, parents, and siblings. LH producers emphasized the 

need to cultivate support with spouses and partners in order 

to be more productive. A supportive home life was viewed as 

beneficial by all the women. Illustrative of these were: 

I'm very content in my personal life and very happy in 
my personal life so most definitely I don't have outside 
stresses that have deterred in any way from my own 
productivity. A very good community, a supportive 
community, good friends .... So personally just being 
content .... I've been fortunate not to have a lot of 
outside stressers and so ... I think that makes the work 
environment certainly a little bit easier. 

At home in terms of help, getting people to understand 
why s_ometimes you' re a little more stressed, and you 
have to put a little more time in, and balancing, being 
understanding when you can't be there and helping 
facilitate you getting out the door sort of thing. 
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Support from spouses was discussed by two married LH 

producers. They noted that their husbands were very 

supportive and discussed how their writing impacted on the 

family: "my husband is very supportive because that's time 

directly away from the family." Another married woman 

described how her husband had made several moves with her as 

she pursued her doctoral degree and teaching position and 

described the relationship in the following way: "it's an 

equal kind of thing ... and ... equal doesn't have to be 

fifty/fifty, it's give and take ... he's just been an overall 

supporter of me doing anything, so writing kind of fits into 

that too." 

An ex-husband and present husband assisted one woman by 

editing her manuscripts, providing feedback and criticism, 

and helping her to learn how to become a better writer. She 

said: 

The person that I was married to initially was a much 
better writer than I was and at one point in my doctoral 
program I had to do this really big paper and he just 
tore it apart, you know I mean in a kind way [laughing] 
and that was the first time I'd ever had some really 
good criticism on my writing .... I'm not a great writer 
but I started to learn more about how to write at that 
point thanks to him. I don't pick husbands based on 
editing ability [laughing] but I have a husband now 
who's a superb editor [laughing] .... and [he] has been 
very, very helpful in helping me write. 

Support from parents and siblings provided motivation 

and encouragement. One woman was very emotional in discussing 

the support she received from her parents for her writing 



accomplishments and the entire continuum of support in her 

life. She stated: 
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I think it's sort of a continuum for me, it's ranged all 
the way from my mom and dad being able to hold [my] book 
in their hand[s] ... and say 'my daughter did this' [voice 
catching] I'm sorry I'm emotional about it ... because 
they're both gone. There have been lots of other times 
since then I'd like to say 'look what I did' and I'm 
sure that they're looking down on me .... So that's one 
end of the continuum, to seeing that this is something 
that's solid that they know I did, they may not 
understand a damn thing that's in there. To the other 
end of the continuum where [we've] had ... competitors, 
textbook authors ... encouraging us, because they felt 
[our work] filled a niche, that it had a place in 
the ... literature. 

Another woman discussed the support from her parents and 

brother, an unconditional type support because they did not 

really understand her career. Her pride was reflected in her 

sharing her accomplishments with her family. She reflected: 

It's taken my family [parents] a long time to understand 
that my doctoral degree wasn't in how to hit a homerun 
over the center field or how to throw a ball farther. 
They are very proud of what I do ... I kind of tell them . 
. . . They don't know [about] this [award], they'll find 
out when I visit ... because it will be in the suitcase. I 
can't hide [that] type of thing [laughing] .... But 
they've been supportive and particularly my brother. My 
dad doesn't really have a clue ... I'm a professor; that's 
all he knows. 

Family obligations. Three of the LH producers had 

children. The obligations for caring for these children 

impacted negatively on productivity for LH producers because 

they chose to put children before writing. Illustrative of 

these were: 

I don't look at my kids as ... an interference ... I look at 
them as my priority ... everything comes after them and if 
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I'm late for something, I'm late. I say 'I don't want to 
be, I'll do a good job but my [children]' ... that's how I 
am, I feel bad about that but ... it's not even that 
uncommon for people who don't have kids to ... miss a 
deadline or something. 

[Children] definitely hindered both course prep and 
research production in that I chose to go home at five 
and not stay later and I ... chose not to work until she's 
gone to bed. 

One LH producer and her husband made conscious decisions 

prior to the birth of their child to minimize the impact on 

both of their careers. She explained: 

It [raising a child] had to be fifty-fifty, but I think 
that's because we're both working in academia so we both 
know how much this had changed our work patterns and we 
know that we have to split it fifty-fifty or ... either 
that or one of us is going to lose our job or ... it's 
just not going to work. 

The commitment they both made to their children was not 

always easy to maintain. She said: 

We both talked about it and ... sometimes we complain and 
think 'geez, you know I've got this paper, I really want 
to work on it ... or I've got a course, I've got to teach 
tomorrow morning and my class isn't ready and I've got 
to do it.' And then we've both said 'well we could, if 
you want to work,' like he'll say to me for example 'if 
you want to stay and work I'll go get ___ and ... you 
come home when you're ready' and I just think 'no, no, 
she's only going to be little for a little while 
and ... I'll stay up later, I won't get as much sleep 
tonight' and that's that, I'll get through it. 

She attributed at leas~ part of the success of their 

arrangement to their constantly reaffirming their decision to 

each other. This was done by posing questions: 

Would you rather get a few more hours in at work and 
have an extra publication? Or ... have your course ready 



for the next two classes, or is it more important for 
you to spend some time with our child? 
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Although her husband changed his schedule, to accommodate new 

demands created by the baby, she perceived this as somewhat 

of an anomaly among the male faculty that she knows. She 

said: 

The people who have young children [who] chose to work 
later, all appear to be males .... I don't think it's 
necessarily only males, [because my husband] comes home 
with me at five and he doesn't work until [our child] 
goes to bed either. So I don't think it's necessarily 
related to being male or female but it's related to the 
choice .... It just so happens that all the people I know 
[who] have chosen to maybe not spend as much time with 
their families are ... males. 

This woman repeatedly noted that having children gave her: 

"different priorities ... and not that I don't think that 

publishing and preparing courses isn't a priority, it is, but 

I have to balance that sometimes." She also believed that, 

looking to the future, it will be easier to fit writing into 

home life as her children got older. She said: 

As [my children] get older ... we will be able to 
rebalance our priorities so that ... we won't have to be 
home as much ... or we will be able to work [because] they 
will be more independent when we're at home so that we 
can go into the office and close the door and not worry 
about what's going on in the other room. So ... I see this 
as a temporary thing and I think that's probably what 
helps. It's only a few years and then we can get on with 
that. 

Another woman who did not have children of her own 

commented that she knew her partner's "little boy got ignored 

at times" and she believed that was a sacrifice: "of not 

having that quality time with him." One woman discussed how 
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having children along with her professional schedule impacted 

on her ability to create blocks of time in which to write. 

She gave an example of a typical daily schedule during the 

week: 

In the mornings I spend more time with [my children], my 
husband drops off one of them, but I have another to 
drive and ... I might not come into work until a bit 
later .... Let's say I'm not going to get here until 9:30 
and then I always go to lunch so that takes some time 
and then I pick them up by 5 [at] the latest. So you're 
talking not very many blocks of time .... You have to try 
to be as efficient as you can with time ..... The children 
[also] take up some time [in] the evenings. 

Work-oriented - person~oriented. LH producers discussed 

the need to balance home and work and the impact that 

personal problems could have on the career and the happiness 

within the career. There was a shift later in careers from a 

work-oriented approach to writing, to a more person-oriented 

approach (i.e., writing was no longer the first priority). 

This trend was different for LH producers with children, who 

placed children as their first priority and who believed that 

they would be able to devote more time to their careers and 

to writing as their children got older. 

Loss of relationships were related to the long hours, 

especially prior to gaining tenure. One woman discussed how 

the relationship between home and career goals had changed 

over the course of her career. She said: 

As a young professional, I was just driven to do good 
research, to get that information out there, to serve 
the public ... to just do absolutely the best job I could 
do. I worked 70 and 80 hour weeks ... [for] the first 10 
years of my career .... I think the older you get and the 
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more secure you get ... the more you understand the 
necessity of balancing home and work .... Probably, in my 
early years it cost me some relationships, but the older 
I get ... the less willing I arn ... to devote all of my 
attention to my work .... The more important thing I find 
is to balance it out. 

A professor at a Doctoral I institution related this balance 

between home and work with the type of rewards that drive 

individuals: "I find that people who are well adjusted manage 

to balance things quite nicely ... but people who are driven by 

external rewards ... are usually not balanced." Other LH 

producers stressed the importance of balancing career and 

family and discussed how personal problems can create 

difficulties at work. One woman stated: 

As long as you're happy in your home life you can do 
about anything you want to do ... and I think ... that the 
only time ... that you ever run into a snag is when there 
are some personal problems because then you are so 
focused on the personal problems you can't really attend 
to ... your career goal. 

Home setting impacted on LH producers to a greater 

degree than they did for HH producers. LH producers made 

choices that prioritized family obligations or prioritized 

creating a balance between personal life and career. LH 

producers received support from their spouses, friends, and 

families. LH producers seemed to be less work oriented and 

more person oriented when they had children and when they had 

been in higher education longer. 

Personal Practices, Histories, and Affective Domain Qualities 

Many factors impacted on the ability of LH producers to 

be productive writers. Most LH producers made personal 
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choices to balance careers and family obligations and were 

productive despite not being able to write in their work 

setting. Part of the reason that they managed to be 

successful was linked to their personal practices, histories, 

and self-stated affective domain qualities. The following 

section describes how LH producers' personal practices, 

histories, and affective domain qualities interacted with and 

impacted on their writing. 

Personal practices. Personal practices were defined as 

activities associated with increasing or decreasing scholarly 

writing. Several of the practices that LH producers engaged 

in were similar to those of HH producers: (a) age and number 

of years teaching, (b) review process, (c) creation of blocks 

of time, (d) setting goals, and (e) cultivating mentors. 

Other practices described by LH producers were: (a) 

productivity cycles and (b) motivation. 

Age, and number of years teaching in higher education 

influenced the practices of LH producers. Similar to HH 

producers some of the practices of LH producers had changed 

over the years. Illustrative of these were: 

When you're first starting ... I remember working two and 
three nights a week. And that was after I gave up the 
coaching ... but once I gave that up I would work two and 
three nights a week until 10 o'clock at the office .... 
Now I think I'm a little older, a little wiser, I kind 
of work 'smarter', and even though it may be a long day 
from seven in the morning until five, that's [a] 10-hr 
day, that's still a long week but it's during the day . 
. . . I think I only go in maybe one weekend a month now. 
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Fifteen, sixteen hour days, six days a week. I don't do 
that anymore though. I ... backed off on that. 

I worked 70 and 80 hour weeks, probably the first 10 
years of my career .... I think the older you get and the 
more secure you get, the more you understand the 
necessity of balancing home and work. 

New course preparation was also reflective of how long an 

individual had been teaching. Illustrative of how the impact 

of course preparation on writing time changed over the course 

of LH producers' careers were: 

Prepping ... I think I've taught over nine or ten 
different classes, so I've had to prep for them. And 
even teaching a class over and over again you still have 
prepping, maybe not to the same extent. 

I'm a lot more productive in my writing in the summer 
because I don't teach at all in the summer. So another 
valley would be associated with the semester when I'm 
expected to teach .... I expect that to become less of a 
problem the more I teach classes ... I keep getting the 
same courses assigned and it will take less prep time. 

LH producers at all academic ranks and in different 

institutions described similar changes over the course of 

their careers, or in the case of younger LH producers, 

expected changes. Changes in practices for LH producers 

occurred when they reprioritized the balance between their 

careers and homelife. Changes also occurred when the 

responsibilities of the job became more familiar and less 

time consuming. 

The review process impacted on LH producers; like HH 

producers, LH producers' responses to reviews changed over 

their careers. For some LH producers reviews negatively 

impacted on writing, especially early in their careers before 
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they had more experience. Certain types of reviews were more 

beneficial to writing than others. Illustrative of these 

were: 

Probably the biggest barrier was getting that first 
review back, ten pages of corrections or questions. But 
then if you just go one page at a time, one line at a 
time, it's doable. 

With some people, as I got into reviewing, people say 
'oh man I got this; they ripped me and stuff' and there 
were some people who just do it in a very kinder and 
gentler tone. And there are still a few today but I 
think it's gotten better. 

I've noticed that some editors summarize the kinds of 
changes like 'don't get shook a lot of these are minor' 
and that is very helpful to I think a younger writer, 
even an older writer, a more experienced writer. It 
takes the edge off, and then you say 'okay 10 pages, I 
got a lot of corrections, 2 pages hey, this is good,' 
even though there may be more significant changes in the 
2 pages than in the 10 [pages]. 

One LH producer admitted that there had been one article 

in her career that she had not resubmitted. She explained 

why: 

I really disagreed with their whole critique, it wasn't 
just one or two points; it was several major points on 
how I laid it out. And I just [said], 'forget this, this 
is not worth it.' 

LH producers learned over the years how to interact with 

editors and manage edits and criticisms and this changed 

their attitudes about the review process . LH producers 

learned that the opinion of the reviewers and editors was not 

always final. An associate professor at a Doctoral I 

institution who had access to expert statistical help said: 
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There are people who review and if you've done a certain 
statistical technique and they don't agree with it they 
just rip it apart. Any of my papers have always had the 
Statistical Consulting Center check the data and I 
always check with them before I start and I say 'now 
this is what I'm anticipating is the kind of analysis' . 
. . . And then you get a review back and ... one of them will 
say 'no that's not correct.' And so then I found out 
what you do is you call the editor and you say 'this is 
what's been done, I can get a letter if you would like 
from the head of the Statistical Consulting Center' 
[and] and he says 'no that's not necessary, just write a 
brief rationale of what they told you' and then if that 
reviewer doesn't accept it then it's the editor's 
choice. 

The longer LH producers were in higher education the more 

confident in their writing ability they became and the more 

willing to challenge reviewers criticisms and defend their 

manuscripts. 

Only one LH producer at a Research I institution 

discussed creating blocks of time to write. She said: 

I would typically do a good job in blocks .... I can't do 
anything over a period of time, I have to [say] 'all 
right today I'm going to work on this' I need to just 
clear my schedule and that's what I'll do and then I 
typically work better that way. 

Other LH producers did not discuss creating blocks of time to 

write or scheduling time to write. They discussed how 

prioritizing other responsibilities, especially time with 

students and teaching, took away writing time. Illustrative 

of comments that related time with students to taking away 

time from writing were the following: 

A desire and a demand, but more a desire to ... continue 
to be involved in the teaching and ... working with 
students. The time in the classroom and certainly time 
outside the classroom with graduate students .... Most 



definitely the amount of time spent with graduate 
students in the writing process and putting 
presentations together and talking about their 
placements. So I would have to say that time is a big 
one. 
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I meet with students a lot ... I always have and ... pretty 
much open door .... I'd like them to set up an appointment 
but if they come by I meet with them .... I don't like to 
blow kids off I think that's why we're here, we need to 
work with them and stuff like that. So meeting with 
students, prepping for classes, being involved in ... the 
state association and doing that kind of stuff take up 
my time. 

I believe advisement, even though I shouldn't be 
advising all the people I'm advising I do .... Grading, I 
teach grad classes, I always have them do article 
reviews and ... they curse me because it's like one every 
week, I curse myself because it's one every week, but I 
just believe it's important. 

Prioritizing students was a barrier for writing productivity 

for LH producers. 

Another suggestion for helping to facilitate scholarly 

productivity included developing a research focus and setting 

goals. Illustrative of how goals benefited writing were: 

Develop a research line ... be very passionate about that 
research line, and then really focus on setting your 
goals and objectives for a five-year plan, a ten-year 
plan, and follow those out. And that gives you a big 
picture but it also gives you those small steps, because 
you can't always live by the big picture and expect to 
be productive. 

When I say 'where's my teaching right now' and I say 
'where's my service right now and where's my research 
right now,' each one of them has their own steps and 
their own goals laid out, so I'm not just kind of 
scattered out there, which could happen very easily. 

[Having a focus] also helps with all the other 
distractions. 
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Another woman suggested that the first goal and initial 

research focus could easily be started by continuing with 

work completed on dissertation. She stated: "whatever you did 

your dissertation on ... try not to abandon that field because 

you spent time on it, you know it better than really 

anybody." She also cautioned that "you're never going to have 

the opportunity to just devote that much time to a study even 

if you are a data-based person, you're going to have other 

things going on." An administrator had the following 

suggestion regarding dissertations: 

What you did in your dissertation is practice for what's 
going to happen here. It is not the end all, and some of 
these people who write their dissertation don't 
understand you may have to do additional analysis and 
you may have to write it up differently .... So having the 
research focus and having ... two projects planned that 
you could start. 

Goals and focus were ways that LH producers suggested that 

younger faculty especially could help themselves to 

facilitate writing. 

Mentors were helpful to LH producers. LH producers 

utilized mentors to provide feedback, learn the system of the 

university, and generally be supportive and encouraging of 

their work. 

Gathering feedback was one way that women utilized 

mentors and facilitated scholarly writing. An associate 

professor continued with the practice of asking for feedback 

on the work she did even though she was well established in 

the field. This was a habit that she had established and she 
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said that it is "something that once you get into the 

mode ... you will constantly say 'read this over, what do you 

think'?" She believed that this was reinforcing for her when 

the feedback was positive but also it helped to improve her 

writing. 

I think [requesting feedback is] healthy because it does 
give you someone else's perspective and even if their 
writing style; like someone will bleed all over it and 
then the writing style is an issue; but I take what I 
can and what fits in and usually it is very ... helpful. 

Accepting feedback that is received was also essential to the 

process of improving writing. A professor recalled another 

professional who ignored feedback, and was not a very good 

writer. She said: 

Believe what you're hearing .... Being sensitive and 
seeking out feedback and being willing to accept the 
answers you get .... Someone tells you this is a pile of 
shit and you get it more than once then it probably is. 
If it looks like it, and it smells like it, it probably 
is. And work on that and not be defensive. 

Using feedback could be beneficial for writing but also 

suggested a lack of confidence in LH producers' ability to 

write. 

Other LH producers suggested ways that they believed 

mentors were beneficial to their scholarly writing. 

Illustrative of these were: 

Having mentors I think is really important ... not [being] 
afraid to ask people ... making a couple of friends with 
people that you're going to be working with and more ... 
personal like going to lunch with them and stuff like 
that so that you can say 'oh can you show me how you did 
your annual report' or ... 'do you think this is going to 
count as research.' 
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I think my first year here was hard, not hard, well I 
loved it, but I didn't know anything, I didn't know any 
of the services, I didn't know where I could get 
anything. 

Get to know other women and look for supports there. 
[Know] that the chauvinism is alive and well and that it 
is not a friendly environment in some ways. Though there 
are many friendly people there, men and women, toward 
women academics. And try to find people [who] are going 
to help and support you, and return the favors. 

Get as supportive a network as possible both inside and 
outside of work ... At work try and cultivate as many 
people who have similar interests to either work with 
directly or just to ... when you have a ... particular 
problem related to something you're working on ... that 
you can go to them. 

When selecting mentors one young professional 

recommended matching personal goals with those of your 

mentors. She stated: 

Be selective about who those are, I mean we come into 
contact with so many people, so many positive people, 
and so many leaders in our field that have done 
wonderful things, but I also think that we need to be 
selective about where those fit in for our own personal 
goals. 

Several LH producers discussed how adhering to a cycle 

of always having a manuscript submitted, writing another 

manuscript, and researching for the next manuscript, 

facilitated their writing. This cycle helped to create a 

continuous flow of publications that increased the chances 

for tenure, and lessened disruptions if LH producers were 

away from the university on maternity or sick leave. One LH 

producer with administrative responsibilities suggested the 

following schedule to facilitate tenure: 
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You're writing up a paper, you're planning for a new 
research project, and you're conducting one, and if you 
can keep that going you should be able to ... submit and 
publish one article a year. I get real passionate about 
that because it's your livelihood and if you don't do 
it; let's say the first year goes by and you don't 
submit anything; I'm telling you you're in jeopardy 
right there .... You may not get tenure. 

Having a cycle of productivity was beneficial for one LH 

producer who was scheduled to be on maternity leave for six 

months. She said: 

I'm trying ... to make sure that I've got some projects 
under way and that I'm getting some proposals for 
funding in before I go on leave so that those are all 
being reviewed while I'm on leave so that when I get 
back hopefully there's some new projects to get started 
on right away. Because ... it is a concern that ... I'm 
essentially nonexistent for six months whereas other 
people, you know my colleagues are all plugging away. 

Her previous experience on maternity leave had disrupted the 

continuous flow and it took her a long time to get back to 

her schedule. 

Definitely [maternity leave] was a big ... period of 6 
months where ... not only are you not doing the writing 
that you would currently be doing, but you're also not 
writing for future proposals or future projects. So 
you're not getting grants in .... What I found was that 
the 6 months that I was gone I actually looked fairly 
productive because things that I had submitted 
previously; ... you started to see evidence of them. But 
about the 6 months to year after I got back it was 
pretty dead [laughing] because I had to get the whole 
thing moving again. 

Not having gaps in productivity was especially important to 

LH producers working at Research I institutions where the 

philosophy of the institution dictates higher levels of 

productivity. 
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Several LH producers used the external motivation of 

deadlines to pressure them to complete writing assignments. 

The use of deadlines seemed to be associated with not having 

enough time to write, inexperience with prioritizing 

commitments, and the learned experience of working well under 

pressure. Illustrative of these were: 

It takes time to sit and write ... but ... what I'm finding 
as I've been doing this more and more is I work great 
under pressure ... so ... if I do something I kind 
of have to do it like under a deadline or something and 
I'll get it done. 

The [article] I was just under the gun. 

Writing textbooks was another form of external 

motivation. Deadlines for books were set by publishers so it 

was necessary to have a sustained period of time over 1 to 2 

years in which book writing had priority over other writing. 

This priority negatively impacted on the amount of research 

productivity possible. Illustrative of this is how book 

writing took over all aspects of one woman's life: 

In the writing phase I'm spending sixteen hours every 
weekend writing and I'm spending every vacation writing. 
I don't write at night, I don't do my best work at 
night .... So that's consistent ... when you're writing you 
devote every free moment to it and when you're resting 
that's great. 

LH producers discussed practices that had helped or 

hindered their writing. Experience in higher education 

improved productivity as LH producers became more efficient 

and knowledgeable about the systems in which they were 

working. Striving to have more balance between careers and 
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personal life hindered writing efforts for LH producers. LH 

producers spent a considerable amount of time helping 

students and consequently spent less time writing. LH 

producers who discussed helping students with theses and 

dissertations did not see helping students as a way to 

facilitate their own writing. Setting goals, having a 

research focus, soliciting feedback, and having a cycle of 

productivity were other factors that LH producers believed 

facilitated scholarly writing. The following section, 

histories, discusses where and how these practices may have 

developed. 

Histories. Histories pertains to the experiences that 

impacted on women's writing throughout their careers. These 

experiences occurred during undergraduate programs, in 

master's programs, and in doctoral programs; as well as 

outside of educational settings. The majority of experiences 

discussed by LH producers occurred during their doctoral 

programs. 

None of the LH producers mentioned experiences prior to 

undergraduate school that influenced their writing. Only one 

LH producer mentioned experiences prior to graduate school 

that impacted on her writing. She said: 

The writing really started as an upper level 
undergraduate and then through strong contacts with 
particularly women in the master's and doctoral program 
it was definitely emphasized, citations, and proper 
documentation .... It probably started my senior year as 
an undergraduate when I took courses such as sociology 
of sport and had a professor who was interested in 
content and how you presented it in a paper and how you 
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cited it and that was really the first time 
that ... instead of regurgitating information back ... you 
were asked to think and then pull in information that 
supported your ideas. 

There was no mention of any other early educational 

experiences or reinforcement from parents or teachers that 

influenced writing. 

Critical thinking was emphasized for several LH 

producers but not until they were in their doctoral programs. 

One woman commented on the change in emphasis in writing and 

thinking at the graduate level "at the master's level it's 

reading and writing and critical thinking and I would say 

critical reading and critical writing." Emphasis on thinking 

along with the types of assignments given, the expectations, 

discussion opportunities with graduate faculty, and the 

respect from graduate faculty combined to benefit one woman. 

She stated: 

She [graduate faculty] gave out the kind of assignments 
that made us think and pull for ourselves you know 
rather than just dump information on us. She made us go 
out and do the probing and thinking and she was always 
there and open and available to discuss any items .... She 
was a tremendous facilitator .... And she always gave you 
the impression that she respected you as an individual 
and a professional. Her efforts combined with __ ... 
the two of those ladies just respected your 
professionalism to the point where you left feeling that 
you were a professional capable of doing whatever you 

needed to do. 

Specific faculty members in doctoral programs were 

instrumental as models and mentors for scholarly writing. One 

woman said that the way a faculty member influenced her in 

her doctoral program was "by setting a continuous example and 
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in her own way of writing and publishing she encouraged 

students to do the same." Discussing her advisor, another 

woman said: "it was because of the background I received from 

her that gave me the ideas necessary for my research and my 

life's work." Other women did not have the benefit of 

mentors. One woman who had been in the field a long time 

recalled that, during her graduate programs, mentoring did 

not occur because the faculty did not view their role as 

mentors. She said: 

There were a lot of faculty, male and female, who viewed 
their role as one to punish students and to make them 
jump through the hoops that were on fire and to really 
... put them through their paces rather than, not that 
they would be obstructive or sabotaging, but not really 
view themselves as a mentor or someone who is taking 
them hand in glove through the process and pointing out 
hurdles and obstacles and helping them sort out things 
that they needed to sort out. 

Another way that specific graduate faculty mentored was 

discussing candidly how to get the most out of the graduate 

program and advising one woman on what her attitude toward 

the program and other students should be. She stated: 

The first thing that comes to mind is a conversation I 
had with [my advisor] at [my doctoral university]. [She] 
sat down with me to point out that, although I might 
have been the cream of the crop from the undergraduate 
program I came from, I was with a whole bunch of other 
people who were the cream of the crop and that I needed 
to keep that in perspective and to recognize that I 
could learn from them. I was probably a little arrogant 
or something. 

One woman discussed how she had made the decision to attend a 

certain university based on the professional visibility of 

professors at the university. 
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It was apparent to me that there were people who were 
publishing and in fact this was a process that I started 
as an undergraduate to find a graduate program, was 
looking at Research Quarterly, looking at JOPERD, I 
think I had the opportunity to attend a national 
convention ... and see whose names were visible and going 
places. I only applied to universities where there were 
people whose names I had recognized from either the 
literature or from national convention. Because I 
figured they were doing things that I wanted to do, I 
wanted to be a leader, I wanted to make a contribution, 
I wanted to make a mark and I figured they've already 
figured out how to do this so why not go there and watch 
them and learn from them about how to do it. 

Numerous women recalled specific techniques that 

graduate faculty used that were helpful for facilitating 

writing. One woman was encouraged by graduate faculty to "do 

reviews for APAO, book reviews, participate in the Digest." 

She also had opportunities to go through a "mock review 

process." She believed that such experiences got her to the 

point "where I could see how do you put a manuscript 

together, what procedure do you follow, how do you take a 

look at guidelines, what does it mean to have a particular 

style of writing." For her this type of practice "really 

helped with the technical end of things." Technical skills 

were also emphasized by the way that graduate faculty graded 

papers. One woman recalled: 

Probably my advisor/mentor [at my graduate university], 
when she graded my papers, she graded my papers .... And 
that's where I started to get this, people bleeding all 
over them, but she was really, you know, 'you have to 
rephrase this, what did you mean, that's a silly 
sentence,' you know that type of thing. 
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Faculty editing her work helped one woman's writing 

"she's ... been reading my work as it goes ... okaying it for 

example before it goes out to other people .... So I would say 

that she would have to be the most influential from those 

perspectives." For another woman "as far as particular 

writing and the technical end of all that and publishing I 

definitely would have to say my mentors at [my doctoral 

university]." She worked closely with several mentors and "to 

talk about the publication process, to talk about the 

importance of disseminating information, to talk about 

putting together presentations and those kinds of things" was 

very beneficial for her. Another woman told how in her 

doctoral program one particular faculty member made research 

methods seem easy "not easy and like 'oh this is a cinch' but 

so systematic, that the process is so systematic that 

[research] made sense to me." 

Encouragement from faculty members was important for LH 

producers, however, women emphasized the need for specific, 

rather than global feedback. A LH producer who graduated from 

a Research I institution believed that specific encouragement 

was essential for her because faculty in her graduate program 

"got you writing and submitting." She recalled one incident 

however that was frustrating for her when her advisor 

returned a paper she had written for a course and 

He wrote on it 'publishable.' But I didn't really know 
what that meant and I thought 'oh that's a nice 
compliment' but I didn't ... know what to do, I didn't 



266 

know ... how do you do this, where to send it, etc., and 
he never followed up. 

What was much more beneficial for her was when another 

professor suggested that she submit a grant proposal for a 

project she had written for his research class. She stated: 

"the prof phoned me and said 'I think you should submit that 

to a granting agency; where can you submit that?' and I did 

and I got the grant." She suggested the importance of faculty 

following up on suggestions and not assuming that the 

graduate student has the know how or the initiative to 

follow-up suggestions on their own. Her advice is that 

faculty need to "show [students] how to do it and ... encourage 

consistently and strongly." She believes that if this had 

happened for her earlier that she "might have been off to a 

better start when I started my academic career." As a result 

of her experiences, she was very aware of encouraging 

students and following through with her own advice. 

As I'm advising graduate students I'm really going to 
work on encouraging them to get writing [because] the 
only way you get better at it and that you learn how to 
do it independently, is if you're encouraged to do it 
early with some guidance. 

She perceived a difference in professionals with whom she had 

completed her master's and doctorate with, and compares those 

who received encouragement all the way through their masters 

and doctoral programs with those individuals who have never 

been encouraged: "I look at the difference in where they are 

now, it's ... amazing." 
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Specific academic preparation chosen during the doctoral 

program helped women to prepare for scholarly writing and 

research/statistics especially. Illustrative of this was: 

I heavily emphasized research design and statistics and 
less emphasized specific content. I basically left that 
to my own going out and doing reading and talking to 
people .... In terms of doing research, when I look 
around, I [got] the hang of ... it maybe a little more 
quickly than other graduate students that I went through 
with [who] didn't [emphasize research] .... They have to' 
go and find a stats expert to help them interpret or 
help them decide what to do and that ... hasn't been a 
problem so far. 

Another woman, described taking research and statistics 

courses but not acquiring knowledge on how to apply the 

information. She stated: 

One of my minors was in statistics, so [the university] 
thought that it was important that we had research 
tools, but they never really made the connection between 
the tools and the application. 

LH producers had experiences throughout their lives that 

impacted on writing. Unlike the HH producers, LH producers 

did not discuss early educational experiences or 

reinforcement from parents or teachers that influenced 

writing. Only one mention was made of influential experiences 

in undergraduate school and only as a prelude to discussion 

of masters' and doctoral experiences. LH producers discussed 

specific doctoral faculty who mentored them with a heavy 

emphasis on technical writing skills. Along with practices, 

and past experiences, LH producers believed they had 

affective domain qualities that facilitated writing. 
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Affective domain qualities. Affective domain qualities 

were those distinctive features of the woman that she 

believed contributed to her scholarly writing. Affective 

domain qualities helped women to enjoy and be satisfied with 

their writing. LH producers described themselves as being (a) 

internally motivated, (b) creative, (c) self-confident/ 

independent, and (d) passionate. 

Internal motivation was described by many of the LH 

producers as their key to being productive. Several different 

descriptors were used to describe internal motivation. 

Illustrative of these were the following quotations: 

We have to be driven intrinsically and really enjoy what 
we're doing to be productive. 

People [write] if they've got the drive from within. 

You really have to be determined to make your mark, you 
really have to have a good self-esteem and a way of 
getting validated. 

I think that if a person is going to be productive they 
have to have in their heart a desire to do what they 
want to do. They've got to have a passion for what they 
do. 

Constant need inside that says 'get this out' ... just the 
need to say before it's dated or 'this is so exciting I 
want to share this.' 

You've got your data sitting here and you've got things 
that you're doing that you're excited about and maybe 
really nobody else really cares but you're [laughing] 
really excited about it and so you want to get that 
stuff out. 

From a personal point of view just the excitement of 
getting things ... done. 
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For some LH producers development of inner drive was a 

struggle. A young professional described how she struggled to 

justify her professional career and searched her own motives 

for choosing adapted physical activity. Once she was able to 

satisfy herself that she was making an important contribution 

to the lives of children with disabilities "I was able to 

settle that and since then I haven't had any problems being 

motivated and continuing to ask questions and look for 

answers." 

LH producers attributed some of their success in writing 

to creativity. One professor stated: "from a personal quality 

or characteristic standpoint I consider myself somewhat 

creative in my thinking." 

Graduate faculty were credited with helping to 

facilitate the development of confidence and independence. An 

administrator stated the need to: "help [students] develop 

the confidence, if they don't have it when they come in." One 

LH producer recalled how her graduate advisor had helped to 

facilitate her development of confidence through 

encouragement of independence. She stated: "[My advisor] 

didn't want to see anything unless I wanted to show it to 

her .... So quite often she saw it when it was done and didn't 

know what I was doing until it was done [laughing]." As a 

student she believed this helped her to develop her writing 

and to be confident when she did present it to her advisor 

"when I thought I had [my papers] where I wanted them then I 
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"we never did have a relationship where I was always in 

reporting or asking questions she ... encouraged me to be as 

independent as I could be." 
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For one assistant professor it was her passion that 

drove her to write as well as the belief that because she had 

"chosen to do what I've wanted to do" that neither her career 

nor her scholarly productivity had cost her anything. This 

woman discussed how having the passion for what she was doing 

did not make writing easier but did make it less of a 

struggle. She said 

The passion for what I do is definitely a driving force 
to keep going because ... it doesn't make it a struggle, 
data collection is not a struggle ... finding the time to 
write things up and publish those things is more 
difficult but continuing to do it isn't hard. 

LH producers believed that they had certain affective 

domain qualities that helped them to enjoy and be satisfied 

with their writing. LH producers were motivated to write 

because they were excited about what they were sharing, and 

used writing as a way to be validated, which in turn could 

lead to increased confidence. Struggles occurred with 

internal motivation when LH producers were unclear about the 

value of their work; when LH producers were passionate and 

excited about their work they were highly motivated. 

Experiences which occurred in work and home settings, 

relationships with colleagues and students, and personal 

practices, histories, and affective domain qualities all 
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impacted on LH producers' writing. Many LH producers shared 

similar experiences, and many LH experiences were similar to 

experiences of HH producers. Other experiences were unique to 

individual woman. The following section will discuss the 

gender concerns of highly productive women scholars. 

Gender Concerns 

As discussed in the review of literature, differences 

exist in the publication rates of men and women in physical 

activity (Knoppers; 1989; Reid & Broadhead, 1995; Safrit; 

1979, 1984; Schuiteman & Knoppers, 1987). The following 

section presents (a) perceived gender bias, and (b) what the 

13 participants in this study believed accounted for 

differences in publication rates between women and men. All 

13 participants are combined in this section because neither 

group demonstrated a marked difference in the type or 

frequency of comments relative to gender concerns. 

Perceived Gender Bias 

Women in this study perceived gender bias in salaries, 

promotions, interactions, expectations, award selection, and 

mentoring opportunities. Inequality in each of these areas 

had the potential for either a direct or indirect effect on 

scholarly productivity in terms of confidence, attitude, 

opportunities, and recognition. 

One woman recalled that there was a difference in her 

salary and that of a man hired at the same time. She said: 

When I was first hired, the salary, I know there was a 
problem then. I was a female with a brand new PhD .... A 
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male [who was] hired with the same kinds of credentials 
got about three or four thousand dollars more. And that 
was most likely based on my sex, which is not uncommon. 

Another woman experienced what she perceived to be either 

gender bias or perceived lifestyle bias in her own career. 

She stated: 

I was not promoted to full professor when I clearly 
should have been the top candidate recommended out of 
our department. I filed a grievance and won and was 
promoted retroactively ... It conceivably could have been 
a combination of gender bias and perceived lifestyle 
bias. But, none the less, it was obviously an 
inappropriate decision and was rectified. 

In recent years one woman still saw examples of perceived 

gender bias on her campus. She said: 

I think that [pause] at my particular university, I hate 
to say it, we have a lot of gender bias, a lot of 
traditional males ... in the faculty senate, to meetings. 
A real good example is that I was the first female chair 
of the Human Subjects Review Board Committee at the 
university in the 80s. 

She described how the behaviors of the men on the committee 

were inappropriate and slanderous toward women. She explained 

this in further detail: 

The language and the comments they would make about 
particular certain studies ... was totally uncalled for. 
And I let them know it, and I was the first female [who] 
ever told those people .... You know, the guys get on 
there and they kind of stay there and pass judgment and 
they had never had anyone [say] 'we're not here to judge 
the quality of the research, we're here to judge the 
impact on human beings, now stick to the topic' .... And I 
took a lot of flack from that, took a lot of flack. But 
by the time I finished my three and a half years in that 
position ... that committee was turned around. 

Other women noted that their reputations and actions as 

strong feminists had often resulted in unfair treatment 
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and/or exclusion or being ignored, or passed over. One woman 

perceived that her work was excluded from a proceedings 

because she had defended a student whose professor was being 

sexist in public to her. She admitted that the experience was 

kind of "fuzzy" and that the bias she felt was more 

"philosophical, there's a lot of things that play into that, 

political and everything else. You know it exists in our 

field. I guess I haven't had an overt example, it's been kind 

of covert." 

An administrator emphasized the importance of diversity 

among faculty and stressed how important it was that during 

interviews, potential employees were screened for ability to 

work with feminists. She said: 

This is a highly feminist faculty .... Some [males and] 
females are turned off by that, and so I bring that up 
informally in interviews. 'You know we really are a 
strong group of women here' and I do that because I want 
to see how they're going to react and that's important 
and that goes back to professional fit. And if, because 
of religious or social or upbringing, you don't want to 
be in that kind of an environment, then you need to make 
up your mind. 

Several women noted that they had to work harder or be 

better qualified than men to receive equal opportunities: 

I guess as much as I would like to think in 1998 that 
women have equal opportunity and are going to have 
smooth sailing, fair treatment, expectations that are 
equal; I still think that women have to be better than 
men to be considered as good. 

One professor emphasized that women must recognize "that 

there probably will be some tough battles still and some of 
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keep striving and not "give up." 

Awards were also perceived to be biased toward men. 

Illustrative of this was: 
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I don't know if it's ego, I don't know if it's because 
of the struggle. I will tell you that, in one particular 
adapted related organization, the first four or five 
years that awards were given out it was all male. I 
nominated a rather well known female [many times and] 
she was not nominated, I mean not even looked at, and 
then all of a sudden she started to hit it big, and she 
just got one thing after another. But I remember writing 
those letters of nomination for her for some of the 
things that she never got anyway and some of the awards 
of the people who did I'm saying 'wait a minute what's 
going on.' 

One woman at a Research I institution, perceived that women 

within her department did not get mentored by established 

faculty, and although this did not impact on her writing 

directly it impacted on a woman colleague with whom she was 

presently writing. 

If I look within our department, the males who have come 
up have been truly mentored. I didn't come up through 
that department but __ certainly did and [she] was not 
mentored. And so I've certainly seen a bias that hasn't 
affected the writing at the primary level but has had a 
secondary influence which has been quite profound. 

Some women did not believe that barriers were caused by bias 

but rather were related to such individual factors as support 

from administration, funding, passion, focus, and goals. 

Illustrative of this was: 

I think what's left out of my formula for trying to be 
successful are the logistics .... As far as I'm concerned 
those things are extremely individual ... individualized 
depending upon where you are, what barriers you hit, all 
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those kinds of things .... If you have a chair who's not 
supportive of what you do, or you have a dean who's not 
supportive of what you do, the money may not be there to 
help you, so I don't know that it would be gender 
specific. 

One assistant professor did not believe that differences in 

the amount of support that men and women received at her 

university existed. She emphasized that support was dependent 

on the individual. She said: 

I think it would depend on who you asked, but I think 
that would be the same for our female faculty 
members .... There are some people within our department 
who are disgruntled with the amount of financial support 
they can get, or the amount .... I think it depends 
on ... their needs ... for their particular research and 
whether they're disgruntled because that didn't come 
right away or 'I couldn't get my own lab' ..... It depends 
on what they do, not necessarily who they are. 

Gender Differences in Publication Rates 

The 13 women in this study believed that several factors 

accounted for the differences in publication rates between 

men and women. These included traditional roles of women, men 

working differently than women, and personal choices. 

Traditional roles of women. Traditionally the role of 

woman is the caretaker/nurturer who gives up her own 

aspirations to follow the male who is the provider and whose 

career takes priority (Osmond & Thorne, 1993). For some of 

the women in this study, traditional roles in the home and/or 

workplace interfered with their ability to be as productive 

as possible. 

Women in this study described many caregiving 

responsibilities. They often felt conflict because of the 
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professional obligations. Illustrative of these were: 
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I probably sacrifice more personal for professional and 
I don't think that's all right. 

Women in particular are more disadvantaged [in] 
that ... we tend to play that role more, the personal 
caregiver and take care of everything stuff. 

Women are more sensitive, they allow themselves to get 
into more emotional spaces which takes you away from 
productivity because it's harder to focus. 

One woman, whose husband is the caregiver, talked about how 

she didn't want to just reverse the roles but was very aware 

and wanted to share the caregiver responsibilities and not 

leave the entire home responsibility to her husband. She 

said: 

I have ... children and it's important for me to spend 
time with them. My husband is home caring for the 
family, so it's a bit of a role reversal there, but I 
don't want to repeat all the thoughtless things that 
many professional men often do toward their wives. So I 
want to be around as much as I can be. So I don't do so 
much writing [at home]. 

Several participants commented on the stereotypical role 

of women as caregiver and suggested that women could be more 

productive if they had 'wives' to take care of the 

responsibilities in the home. 

Women don't have wives [laughing] .... I mean it may sound 
silly but it really is a matter of fact ... and I don't 
mean to damn men ... but, you know, they've been 
socialized into a whole different role and we don't have 
the wives to do that. But I'm not sure that we would 
want the wives to do it either because that's something 
that's unique about ... who we are. 
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Another woman believed that, if she had a 'wife' to take care 

of the personal stuff, she would have time to do all the 

things that men did professionally. 

When someone said 'well my wife does the packing' and 
I've turned to [a woman colleague] and said 'I need to 
get a wife to do my packing because then I can go off 
and do whatever you're doing because she's taking care 
of that.' 

Another woman noted that men graduate students had a support 

system that helped them accomplish their work "because the 

wives ... do the typing, I've seen that in grad students, 'well 

my wife typed the paper, my wife did this.' And I said 'well· 

what [did] you do?' And they have a whole different support 

system." 

Women believed that they were expected to take on more 

service roles within the university. The pressures that women 

experienced to become involved in service activities and to 

perform such service as making coffee or taking minutes of 

meetings affected energy that could have been directed toward 

scholarly writing. 

People thought I'd be good on [the committees that were] 
more service oriented. And at the time of annual reviews 
I think women tend to get dinged more if they're not 
doing warm fuzzy service compared to the productivity. 
Get dinged for both, but men don't get those same 
comments with the same degree or level. So I think you 
just tend to focus on where you get the rewards. 

Many women alluded to the need for women to help each 

other build confidence and see themselves in new ways. 

We need to help [women] develop the confidence, if they 
don't have it, when they come in. Women need to 
understand that they have as much, if not more, than 
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males to offer society because, as women, we're 
basically enablers. That's the stuff we're made out of. 
But we can not let [ourselves] play the men's game. 
We're enablers and many males are just incredibly 
aggressive in terms of getting to the top ... because 'I'm 
a man and that's expected of me, I'm expected to be 
aggressive.' Too many times females are willing to spend 
their time enabling people. 

You've got to balance it off. You've got to learn to 
shut that door and say to the students '[look at my 
office hours for] the time I have for you; ... I also need 
to focus on my scholarly efforts.' And so it's a matter 
of balance. 

[Women need to] understand that they have a critical 
role to play in society and it's not just them and their 
career and so forth .... We've got to help [women] 
understand that they have ... a capability of impacting 
society that they can't just ignore. That it's important 
that they get their ideas out and it's important that 
people learn the importance of cooperation versus 
competition. 

Women also noted how female/male employment trends at 

the graduate level affected choice of role models. One older 

professor commented on how her role models had been women 

early in her educational career but that, when she was in 

graduate school role models were mostly men. In the early 

years of her professional career, few women were publishing 

research so she chose men as role models. 

My earliest models in writing and publications were 
female .... Thinking about elementary school teachers, 
secondary school teachers, they were all female .... By 
choosing ... an all woman's undergraduate university I had 
all female models .... When I got to graduate school then 
it became like 50/50 .... When I, so to speak, got out in 
the real world ... and wanted to do research, the models 
became male because there just weren't women around me 
who were publishing. 
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Different ways of knowing and working. Some participants 

suggested that men were more productive because they worked 

differently than women and because they stereotypically had 

different expectations. 

I think we are more process[-oriented]. We're more 
concerned about ideas ... and collaboration. I think 
stereotypically ... that men are going to take the time, 
devote it because they've got somebody doing the other 
stuff, so they can just move right along ... and crank 
[research] out. And that's more of what's expected of 
them; it's not expected of us and then they buy into it. 

A specific example of thinking and working differently 

pertains to ways that males and females respond to reviews of 

their manuscripts. 

Males take ... constructive or other kinds of criticism in 
regard to their products ... better than females. And when 
I say better, I mean that males are more likely to 
settle down and ... do what a reviewer asks for, or pick 
up a phone and argue, or go out and find a book that 
supports the way they did the stats .... In contrast it 
seems that you never hear from the women again ... or it 
takes them an inordinately long time to turn in a 
revision. 

Along with working differently, men were often perceived 

as having different attitudes towards submitting their 

scholarly works for review. 

I heard this guy say that he writes for a 'B+' ... when he 
writes a paper he thinks in terms of a 'B+' because he 
thinks that the extra time that you have to put in to 
get the 'A' just isn't worthwhile. So that's the male's 
point of view and I think it reflects, ... certainly I 
think that's an interesting statement and I think that 
there's a certain amount of truth in it .... They're 
willing to let go more easily. __ and I have been 
working on this issue of letting go earlier and I think 
it's been good. I certainly don't want to submit papers 
so that other people have to do the work for me. And I'm 
not prepared to do that but I'd certainly think that 



some other people are prepared to let their work go 
earlier and let other people ... fix it up to a certain 
extent ... . I don't see this as something necessarily 
related to men but, ... if you looked at [the] balance, 
men might be more likely to do this than women. 
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In a follow-up email, after receiving her transcript, this 

woman reflected that perhaps the "dynamic nature of knowledge 

and the incompleteness of our understanding means that there 

is no perfectionism, so that making a contribution to the 

ongoing change is probably more appropriate and maybe that is 

how a B+ should be interpreted." 

Another difference in ways of working was that men 

seemed more likely to develop and use mentoring networks. 

Women recommended practices for decreasing gender differences 

with regard to mentoring. 

As women we need to support other women because ... we 
probably need a network of support more than males and 
we're less likely to support one another because we're 
so busy doing all these other things .... I would 
emphasize support networks and mentoring other women, 
and seeking mentors. And it wouldn't matter whether they 
sought a male or a female mentor but [women] need to be 
very assertive in finding a mentor whereas often ... I 
think males ... are just naturally mentored by men who 
publish and [included in] research teams and the woman 
doesn't naturally get on it, she has to ask .... Those are 
the social techniques that a woman has to learn. 

Another woman believed that "guys will collaborate a 

little easier and help each other out without like 'well you 

need to do this John or Jim'." She believed that women had 

more of a tendency to have the "Queen Bee Syndrome" and were 

more likely "once they've made it they don't help you or they 

put you down." This may be related to lack of team skills in 



women or that some women find it hard to work with women 

administrators or vice versa. 
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Another woman suggested that, not only did women and men 

work differently, but that women valued the work they did 

more because they had worked harder to accomplish their goal. 

You [need to] become competitive enough, strong enough, 
to survive, [in] what I consider ... a man's world. 
Women ... tend to work alone to develop ... research and 
... their writing skills .... The men will get together and 
[say] 'I'll write in this part of this chapter, you 
write in that part of that, all put together and call it 
a book chapter or book.' I think women are a little more 
independent and proud of their own accomplishments and 
feelings, and value how they got where they got, 
because ... they have to work twice as hard to get there. 

Men also were perceived to have different attitudes 

toward work and career. One woman said that men balanced 

their careers and personal lives better than women. She 

suggested several reasons for this: 

[Men] really look at their work as their work. And their 
work is to make money and usually they've got a helper 
at home [who] takes care of all the home stuff. Women 
I've found ... come to work and they think they're there 
to serve the students and so the door is open from eight 
until five and then all of a sudden there's no time left 
for scholarly work .... They can say 'well how can I meet 
all those demands' and the answer is 'shut your door so 
you're just available to students at certain times.' 
'Well I can't do that,' well yes they really can do 
that ... if they will do that. And once again, frequently 
[women] leave work and they have to go home and do their 

womanly chores or the household chores, so I just think 
that women are spread incredibly thin .... Men have a much 
easier time of it. 

Men were perceived as having different expectations of what 

the university should provide in terms of support for 
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scholarly productivity. For one woman, this was linked with 

the level of adjustment for both genders. 

I've found that men expect the university to type their 
manuscripts for them, even when their manuscripts are 
going to be put on the market, and pay to have those 
reproduced, the whole works. And their argument is 'well 
I don't know ... if it's going to be publishable and I 
don't know if I'm going to get a return on it until it 
gets out there, so it's your responsibility because it's 
my scholarly work.' Most women don't have that attitude. 
Most women have the attitude that 'it's my 
responsibility to pick up those kinds of expenses and 
it's my risk as to whether or not I'm going to get a 
dollar return on that investment.' So I think men have 
an easier time with it .... In my mind more of it goes 
back to one's level of adjustment. The better adjusted 
people are, the broader the view; the poorer adjusted 
they are, the more narrow the view of 'protect me.' 

One woman shared her frustration about not knowing how 

to help women be more productive in scholarly publishing: 

I've been greatly concerned over the years that my male 
students have been much more productive in the 
traditional scholarly sense than my female students. And 
that's strange when you think I've probably had ten 
times as many female students. Yet I can count on my 
fingers the females who have published .... Almost every 
one of my male students has published and ... is still 
publishing. 

So with regard to tenure, promotion, that sort of 
thing ... I have a lot of questions with regard to the 
gender issue and how we can promote women to be equally 
scholarly. I know women have their other ways of 
knowing ... and other ways of doing, and they're certainly 
productive in millions of other ways. 

Some, but not all, women see qualitative research as 

more suited to women's ways of knowing/doing. One woman 

stated: 

I don't really believe in the male model or the female 
model. I don't believe that qualitative research is 
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female and that positivistic research is male. I'd like 
to think that an equal number of males and females could 
succeed given any method of research .... But I still 
don't know what to do to help that come about. 

Personal choices. Some of the women in this study, 

particularly the HH producers, had made personal choices to 

not follow the traditional roles for women. For example, only 

one of the 5 HH producers was living in a traditional 

male/female relationship. Of the 8 LH producers 3 were living 

in traditional male/female relationships. One woman suggested 

that men and women make different choices concerning: "how we 

chose to devote our time and energies, what's important to 

us, I think here we could get into some of the value systems 

that many of us hold." She did not believe that men and women 

had opposing values but that the choices they made were 

different. Another woman noted that women professionals need 

to recognize that inequities exist between the genders and 

that inequity requires women to make the choice to work 

harder than males in order to be as successful. 

[Women] are going to be making hard choices and they're 
probably, in most instances, going to be doing twice as 
much as ... males. Whether the male is their spouse or the 
male is the colleague down the hall, [women] can do it . 
. . . They've got to do it. So I guess I'd just tell them 
it's been that way as far as I can remember from the 
beginning of history, that women have had to work 
harder, they've had to overcome more barriers, and 
that's the average woman. We know it's not true of all 
women .... But we convince ourselves we can do it. 

Other women noted they had made personal choices that 

hindered their productivity as scholarly writers. One woman 

suggested that women do not submit as many manuscripts as men 



because they "are less likely to throw over the other 

components of their life in order to do it." Many of the 

women's choices related to caretaking roles. 
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Women probably are more distracted, they tend more to 
other family responsibilities, whether they're married 
or not married, whether they have children or not 
children, there are other sorts of human and caretaking 
roles that women assume that I think distracts from 
[writing] . 

Many women believed that men were more likely to let go of 

family responsibilities and that was why a number of men in 

the adapted physical activity profession were divorced. One 

woman stated: "[Men] have just not been there, they've been 

too wrapped up in their work." She discussed how this was 

well documented in the business literature and speculated 

that the findings of business literature generalized to men 

in the field of adapted physical activity. She said: 

Men climb the career ladder [in 7 or 8 years] and they 
do everything that they need to do to get there and then 
when they've arrived and now they're ready to do family. 
And they turn around and look around and say 'where is 
everybody?" and the wife says 'well dear, they've all 
gone off to college and they're now married and have 
their own families' and he goes 'well when are we going 
to play ball and ride bikes and stuff' and it's over. 
And I think women tend to not do that as much. 

Of the 13 women, 2 had been divorced and 9 had never married 

men. Time limitations in interviewing and/or reluctance of 

women to share intimate details of personal life, may have 

prevented discussion of divorce. 

Women perceived gender bias in salaries, promotions, 

interactions, expectations, award selections, and mentoring. 
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Several women suggested that perceived gender bias may have 

actually been perceived lifestyle bias. The women who 

reported some form of perceived gender bias tended to be 

older. Although women reported that gender bias still exists, 

it is possible that the majority of the experiences of gender 

bias described, occurred before or just after Title IX when 

gender bias was more prevalent. Women suggested that the 

traditional roles of women impacted on their level of 

productivity relative to men. Women also suggested that men 

work differently than women and that living in the 'man's 

world' of the academy does not facilitate women's writing. 

Women make choices regarding the traditional roles of women 

that can either facilitate or mitigate against scholarly 

writing. The final section in this chapter examines why women 

write for publication. 

Why Women Write for Publication 

Women in this study discussed many reasons for scholarly 

writing. These reasons included gaining tenure, contributing 

to the profession, feelings of passion for children, 

interacting and sharing with professionals and students, 

loving to write, helping people with disabilities be active, 

experiencing growth through writing, discovering the truth, 

and answering questions. 

Reasons for writing often changed from pretenure to 

posttenure. Prior to earning tenure, the primary reason for 

writing was to attain tenure. Posttenure, the focus tended to 
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change to the benefits of writing. Tenure was not the primary 

focus for all women. Two untenured women appeared to have 

very different perspectives on tenure: 

I really don't think that much about tenure .... I think 
publishing an article and a new idea makes me feel like 
... if one kid benefits, if one teacher feels better 
about teaching kids with disabilities, then I did the 
right thing. 

I think the bottom line is you want to stay. You want to 
get tenure ... so that's probably the biggest motivator 
there is. To get tenure, is to publish, that sounds 
really bad ... [laughing] to me it sounds bad ... because it 
makes it sounds like that's the only reason why you're 
doing it. But, it's not because I really do like it. 

Further discussion with the second women revealed other 

motivations besides tenure. Although tenure was a factor for 

her the desire to get her dissertation published and to share 

information was more important "to be honest with you, it 

wasn't just tenure, because I felt I had really good results 

and I really wanted to share it. And I'd talked about it at 

so many conferences, I really, really wanted it out there, so 

that was the biggie." She also believed that it was important 

to share her experiences and knowledge with educators who had 

little or no experience teaching individuals with 

disabilities "I feel like there's some real basic things that 

people need to know that I could share through JOPERD." 

Many women wrote because they perceived writing as 

exciting and invigorating and they believed writing was a way 

to contribute to the profession. One woman stated: 

That's how I was brought up to be a professional. And to 
do that you contribute not only in your university 
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environment but external to your university environment, 
by serving on committees and by writing and publishing. 
And it's not just publishing research but also the 
application articles. Some of the most requested 
articles are the ones on application. 

One professor described her contributions as "a 

professional/ethical benefit.ll Discussing a recent 

publication, she emphasized the satisfaction associated with 

contributing to the profession. 

That feels good, that feels really good .... We won't win 
awards and stuff like that, but you know what, people 
use the book and people know about the book and it was a 
contribution to the profession. That counts, that 
satisfies me. 

Another woman noted that her writing was motivated 

mainly by the desire to help teachers improve services and 

programs. She stated: 

As professionals, we see things that we would like to 
see changed .... Where we see that services or programs 
may not be set up according to some standards .... And 
because we have a different population teaching those 
children, not always adapted physical activity 
specialists, but many times classroom teachers. 

This woman also enjoyed reporting and describing "wonderful 

programs that you see and some of the very positive things 

that are happening.ll 

For many the primary motivator for continuing to write 

was a passion for watching children move and recording how 

movement can benefit children. 

The population that I ... work with is an exciting 
population, and there are so many [children who] don't 
have opportunities to move .... And the things that we can 
provide through movement ... [every]thing from 
self-esteem, to some of their cognitive learning, their 



288 

communication, all of those things, just the passion for 
watching kids move and the educational system as a 
whole. 

Women stressed the importance of using the information 

learned from watching children and sharing that information 

through scholarly writing. 

Several women described writing as driven by the need to 

share ideas and to model for younger professionals. One woman 

described her motivation for writing as follows: "when I have 

something to say ... that I really want others to listen to, 

whether they want to hear it or not [laughing], I really want 

to get the ideas out there and that's the motivation." 

One woman described her primary motivator as "something 

deep down inside me, I truly think I love to do it." Another 

woman described writing as an integrating process. She 

enjoyed writing because she was able to take all of the ideas 

she had, and all the information from a variety of sources, 

and use her creativity to its fullest. These women, unlike 

others, seemed to find the process of writing as satisfying 

as the finished product. 

Women believed that it was their responsibility to be 

role models for younger professionals. One woman said: "I'm 

also committed because I have very strong feelings that you 

should not expect young professionals to do things, in terms 

of writing and publication, that older professionals don't 

do." 
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Several women believed that their contributions filled a 

need for people with disabilities and for educators. One 

woman recalled how she had gotten numerous phone calls from 

people requesting information and she believed that her book 

helped educators and students. 

There was no incentive to write except the only reason 
why I did is because I felt that I was learning so much 
and people needed the information. Because people would 
call me and they'd say 'Oh can you help me with this, or 
can you help me [with] that, or I'm really stuck with 
this' and I kept writing things down and sending it to 
them. So I just thought that I would do it myself ... 
document it by publishing it. 

She stated that her primary motivator for writing was "the 

kids that I would influence.n She believed there was a need 

and she was motivated to fill that need "when I run into kids 

that ... don't have any physical education or they don't have 

any incentives to be active I just feel like there's so much 

to do that it keeps me motivated to do more things.n Because 

few people had her expertise and she believed so strongly in 

the importance of physical activity for children with 

disabilities, she planned to continue to contribute in this 

area. 

Several women had a difficult time articulating their 

primary motivation for writing. One woman said "I have no 

clue [softly] I guess I've gotten a fair amount of 

reinforcement for accomplishments in academics but that 

doesn't really lead to the curiosity part of it.n For her the 

motivation to research and write came from "having the 

curiosity about issues and really wanting to know." However, 
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this woman could not articulate where the curiosity had come 

from; she did know that she "was always sort of motivated to 

start with." She believed that both she and other people 

benefited from her writing "I'm frequently able to use 

[ideas] from my projects ... from what I've read of others, my 

writing is used to improve my teaching and improve the 

content of courses." Perhaps most of all, she enjoyed writing 

and received a sense of accomplishment from completing a 

project. 

Another experienced woman attributed her interest in 

writing to wanting to help children. 

I don't know. I don't have to. I'm tenured, I have 
promotion. I don't have to do anything. I could teach, 
do just enough writing or whatever to be on graduate 
faculty, but I believe I'm motivated by children. If a 
child can't do something and I can observe and see why, 
then I will start studying all the research causing the 
problems and these become assessment and curriculum and 
the focus. 

For her the motivation "is always usually a child." She 

attributed her inner motivation to wanting to help children 

and believed that she could do that "through writing and 

teaching the parents and the families." 

So maybe my inner motivations for continuing to push 
come [from seeing] more and more different syndromes . 
. . . Now that I'm working with a younger age, I'm seeing 
that I can do more to help children and prevent 
failures, and prevent behavior problems particularly. 

Part of one woman's motivation to write was having "a 

strong commitment to [meeting people's] needs .... If I feel 

that there is a need in the marketplace for information that 
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I perceive I either have or can gather, that's stimulating 

too." She associated motivation to writing with her service 

orientation and felt a strong sense of accomplishment when 

she finished a writing project. 

There's a definite beginning, middle, and end to it .... 
After the revisions and everything, [when] ... you stand 
at the mailbox and wave it off, it's a good feeling that 
you've finished something and you've put something down 
that maybe someone can benefit from that's going to 
hopefully advance the field, is going to make your mark . 
. . . I don't think anybody can honestly say that it's not 
fun or nice to see their name in print and to know their 
name will be there forever on that article, or book, or 
piece of work, whatever it is. And so it gives you a 
good feeling of self-satisfaction, accomplishment. 

One woman said that she liked writing and that an added 

benefit was "the growth of your own ideas on the topic; that 

is exciting." Like other participants the accomplishment of 

the finished product was satisfactory for her "the fact that 

you finally communicated, you know you started on the 

project, you communicated the project." 

One woman emphasized the opportunities to interact with 

other people as a major motivator: "taking the time to 

fiddle, to think about different things in different ways, to 

put it in a broader context, to talk with people about 

ideas." She believed that a key to her success was 

"formulating your ideas, really thinking about the complexity 

of what it is that you do and constantly questioning and 

revising and being open to nonlinear thinking and just 

letting things flow and see where it takes me." What 

stimulated her most was "messing with ideas, talking with 
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people, ideas that push, push me in my thinking." She 

benefited from writing because it contributed to the grow of 

her ideas. She said: 

It's a way ... for me to more formalize my thinking. It 
provides me the opportunity to, I'm forced to look at 
what it is I think and why I believe it and what I want 
to put out there. It forces me into making sure that 
I've got ... that I understand what it is that I'm talking 
about in context and with other writing that ... have gone 
on. So it forces me into that. So I can't just make 
flippant comments and ... have these ideas but they are 
grounded ... in something. 

One of the benefits of putting work out into the field for 

this woman was that it circled back to interacting with 

people "by putting it out there, then I can get into 

conversation for advancing new/different ideas in other 

works .... I get so excited when ... I write something and people 

write back." Like other participants, she wrote for internal 

rather than external rewards: "I mean vita and those kind of 

things, where I am in my career I don't need any of that and 

I don't write ... for that, I write because I want to. And I 

want to share ... if possible." She summed up what writing was 

for her but acknowledged that others had different views. She 

stated: 

To write well and to do a good job, is to make one's 
self vulnerable. But there are caveats with that too. I 
think some people write for publication, for articles 
and what not, and that's great for them and where they 
are in their time and space but to make one's self 
vulnerable through writing, to express those ideas, that 
is writing. 

One woman, a long time educator, stated that her primary 

motivator was "to discover the truth." She expressed her 
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frustration with the field's "abysmal job of finding the 

truth." She believed that it was essential that research be 

conducted to improve physical education for children with 

disabilities: 

I think there's a great deal of worthless research out 
there that is meaningless, that doesn't have any, has no 
relationship to reality. And as I look at the ... years 
I've spent in adapted physical education, the students 
in the schools are no better off. Kids with 
[disabilities] are getting no better physical education 
than they got ... years [ago] when we knew very little. So 
it's just absolutely critical to me that people in the 
field start doing research that's meaningful in terms of 
changing the quality of children's lives and we haven't 
done that. 

Another woman linked motivation to write with finding 

answers to questions. She also mentioned that writing was 

part of her job and it was important for her to fulfill the 

expectations of her job. She perceived her job as satisfying 

because "in large part because it allows me to answer those 

questions." Asking questions and continuing to look for 

answers allowed her to make a meaningful contribution to the 

lives of children with disabilities. 

Productive women write for three primary reasons (a) 

they are intrinsically driven to write, (b) they feel good 

when they write, and (c) their writing helps/benefits others. 

External pressures such as tenure may exert a strong 

influence on writing but only for a brief period of time 

relative to the entire career. 

This chapter presented personal and publication 

demographics for the entire group as well as personal and 
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publication demographics for each group; HH producers; LH 

producers. Contextual variables were defined and the 

procedures for establishing the two groups were outlined. 

Results were presented for HH producers and LH producers. In 

both groups experiences which occurred in work and home 

settings, relationships with colleagues and students, and 

personal practices, histories, and affective domain qualities 

all impacted on writing to varying degrees. Women discussed 

gender concerns and speculated on why men publish more than 

women. Women discussed various reasons for writing. The 

following chapter presents a summary of the study, 

discussion, conclusion, hypotheses, grounded theory and 

recommendations for future research. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. This chapter 

is comprised of a summary of the study, discussion, 

conclusion, hypotheses, grounded theory, and recommendations 

for future research. 

Summary of the Study 

In adapted physical activity, only a small percentage of 

women compared to men publish scholarly products, and even 

fewer publish more than once during their careers (Reid & 

Broadhead, 1995; Sherrill & O'Connor, 1999). This phenomenon 

is not new nor is it exclusive to adapted physical activity. 

In kinesiology fewer, women than men author journal articles, 

chapters, and books, and fewer women serve as editors, 

editorial board members, and reviewers manuscripts (Safrit, 

1979, 1984; Schuiteman & Knoppers, 1987). Little quantitative 

research has focused on the scholarly productivity of women 

(Goldstein, 1979; Knoppers, 1989; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; 

Schuiteman & Knoppers, 1987), even less qualitative research 

is available (Creamer, 1995; Hunter, 1986; Hunter & Kuh, 

1987), and no researcher has specifically examined the 
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perspectives of women in adapted physical activity concerning 

writing scholarly products. Clearly, research is needed to 

determine why women do or do not contribute to the knowledge 

base of their profession. Additionally, because publication 

is often used in higher education to determine employment, 

promotion, and other rewards, the topic of women's scholarly 

productivity is important. 

Variables that impact on scholarly productivity of both 

women and men include age, relationship status, number of 

years teaching, tenure, academic rank, and type of 

institution (Astin, & Davis, 1993; Blackburn et al., 1978; 

Boice & Kelly, 1987; Creamer & McGuire, 1998; Kovar & 

Overdorf, 1995). Additionally, feminist theorists posit that 

sex discrimination and gender stereotypes influence 

publication experiences and variables (Clark & Corcoran, 

1993; Lykes & Stewart, 1986; Moore & Sagaria, 1993; Morris et 

al., 1987; Paludi & Bauer, 1983; Paludi & Strayer, 1985). 

Listening to, and hearing, the voices of women in regard 

to how their own scholarly productivity has been influenced 

by various contextual variables, can increase understanding 

of experiences that facilitate and mitigate against women 

writing scholarly products (Belenky et al., 1986; Gilligan, 

1982; Henderson et al., 1989). Understanding these factors 

can lead to the development of ways to increase women's 

participation in scholarly writing. The research questions 

that guided the present study were (a) What personal, 
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situational, and environmental variables do women associate 

with scholarly writing and publication?, (b) What experiences 

do women have that facilitate the writing of scholarly 

products?, (c) What experiences do women have that negatively 

impact on the writing of scholarly products?, and (d) Why do 

women write for publication? 

Method 

Qualitative interviewing methodology (Gordon, 1992; 

Strauss & Corbin, 1990) was used for this study because its 

descriptive nature allows the voices of women with successful 

publication records to be heard. The premise behind listening 

to women's voices was that each woman has a unique set of 

lived experiences. Although the experiences of the women in 

this study cannot be generalized to all women, the findings 

can provide a beginning data base for developing hypotheses 

and grounded theory pertaining to women's scholarly writing. 

Data were analyzed utilizing constant comparison 

methodology (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Using in-depth 

interviews (Gordon, 1992), the researcher identified personal 

and contextual variables and the experiences that facilitated 

or mitigated against writing. Hypotheses and grounded theory 

were developed that merged all of the data together to 

describe and understand the phenomenon of scholarly writing 

by high producing women in adapted physical activity. 

Participants. Participants were 13 women adapted 

physical activity professionals who met the following 
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criteria: (a) had completed a doctoral degree with 

specialization in adapted physical activity, (b) had primary 

job responsibility in adapted physical activity, (c) had 

published four or more articles related to adapted physical 

activity in scholarly journals and/or three or more book 

chapters and/or two or more adapted physical activity 

textbooks between 1984 and 1998, and (d) had been employed in 

higher education for 4 or more years. The sampling design 

used was purposive, conducted in several stages with 

selection from the final list of 16 potential participants 

determined by their accessibility at four major professional 

conferences. This sampling design was selected in order to 

provide the highest probability of obtaining data that would 

demonstrate variations within response categories and 

facilitate searching for negative cases (i.e., those cases 

that did not fit the emerging picture) as recommended by 

Strauss and Corbin (1990). Initial contact with participants 

was through personal contact, mail, or email. Participants' 

right to privacy and confidentiality were safeguarded at all 

times. 

Instruments. Two instruments were used to collect data: 

(a) an interview guide and (b) a copy of each participant's 

current vita. The interview guide consisted of open-ended 

questions and probes. Open-ended questions were chosen so as 

to not bias the answers and because many possible answers 

were unknown to the researcher prior to the study. The 
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questions were developed based on a review of literature and 

several informal discussions with highly productive scholars. 

The questions were worded to make them easy to understand, to 

establish rapport, and to avoid loading or leading questions. 

A copy of each participant's current vita was used to help 

the researcher obtain demographic information, determine 

scholarly publication, and gain better insight into interview 

data. 

Interviews lasted between 45 and 60 min, were audiotaped 

and later transcribed, and were mailed to respondents for 

confirmation and clarification to assure validity of data 

(Erlandson et al, 1993). Additionally, follow up interviews 

and/or email dialogue were used to gather additional data 

from 6 participants. 

Interviews were analyzed using constant comparison 

procedures and techniques (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The 

researcher utilized HyperRESEARCH™ (ResearchWare, 1994), a 

computerized analysis system, to assist in the organization, 

storage, retrieval, and analysis of data. Data were coded 

following a five-step process: (a) define codes, (b) assign 

category symbols, (c) classify relevant information, (d) test 

reliability, and (e) locate sources of unreliability. This 

process resulted in the development of themes (e.g., work 

setting, home setting, relationships with colleagues and 

students, and personal writing practices, personal histories, 

and affective domain qualities) using the categories of 
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personal variables and contextual variables. Subcategories 

within contextual variables were established, and 

relationships between the two categories were examined. 

Findings were organized for total group, highest (HH) group, 

and less high (LH) group and answers to research questions 

were provided. 

Findings with Regard to Personal Demographics for Total Group 

Participants (n = 13) ranged in age from 33 years to 64 

years, M = 47.77, SD= 9.32. Participants had taught in 

higher education a range of 4 to 38 years, M = 17.69, 

SD= 9.99. Ten participants were tenured. Academic ranks were 

full professors (n = 8), associate professors (n = 1), and 

assistant professors (n = 4). Three women held administrative 

positions. Family structures were living alone (n = 3); in 

heterosexual or unspecified relationships with males (n = 5); 

in lesbian or unspecified relationships with females (n = 5). 

Of the 13 participants, 4 had children; and 2 had been 

divorced. Children were being reared or had been reared by 

mothers living alone or in heterosexual, lesbian, or 

unspecified relationships. Participants taught at 11 

different universities, which were categorized by the 

Carnegie Foundation criteria (1998} as follows: Research I 

(n = 4), Research II (n = 0), Doctoral I (n = 4), Doctoral II 

(n = 1), and Master's I Comprehensive institutions (n = 4). 
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Participants published 43% of their work in 25 research 

journals, 28.5% of their work in 25 applied journals, and 

28.5% of their work in 26 other journals. The mean was 24 

articles (SD= 24.92) during the career, with a range of 3 to 

93 articles. During the past 5 years (1994 - 1998), 

participants published a range of 1 to 21 articles, 

N = 6.38, SD= 5.64. Participants published an average of 

1.34 articles (SD= .84) per year, with a range of .37 to 

3.05 articles. Research articles were published at a rate of 

.54 per year; applied articles at a rate of .40 per year; and 

other articles at a rate of .40 per year. 

Participants published or copublished 39 books (4 books 

were coauthored by 2 different participants) and 66 chapters 

in books related to adapted physical activity. During the 

past 5 years (1994 - 1998), a total of 15 books and 20 

chapters were published. 

In summary, participants published a total of 417 

articles, books, and chapters. The mean was 32.08 

publications (SD= 31.83) during the career and 1.89 

publications per year over career. During the past 5 years 

(1994 - 1998), a total of 118 articles, books, and chapters 

were published, M = 1.82 publications per year. Articles made 

up 75% of this aggregate publication total, books 9%, and 

chapters 16%. 
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Grouping of Women 

Prior to the study it was assumed that the high 

producers interviewed in this study would be fairly 

homogeneous. Preliminary screening of initial data, however, 

indicated that profiles between the highest and the less high 

producers might be very different. A number of different 

ranking systems, therefore, were developed and examined to 

determine how participants should be grouped into categories 

according to scholarly productivity. The 13 participants were 

ranked on (a) total number of articles, books, and chapters 

published over career; (b) total number of articles, books, 

and chapters published during past 5 years (1994 - 1998); (c) 

average number of articles, books, and chapters published per 

year over career; and (d) average number of articles, books, 

and chapters published during past 5 years. Rankings were 

then combined, a total score was calculated for each 

participant, and participants were assigned to two groups. 

Based on the results of a Mann-Whitney U Test, the two groups 

were significantly different from each other (TI= 15, 

p = .003) on scholarly productivity rankings. The top 5 women 

were assigned to the highest (HH) producers group and the 

bottom 8 women were assigned to the less high (LH) producers 

group. 
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Findings with Regard to HH Producers 

Participants in this group (n = 5) had averaged more 

than two publications per year throughout their careers and 

had seven or more publications during the past 5 years. 

Personal demographics. Participants ranged in age from 

33 to 64 years, M = 50, SD= 10.26 and had taught in higher 

education a range of 4 to 38 years, M = 19, SD= 11.19. Four 

participants were tenured. Academic ranks were full 

professors (n = 4) and assistant professor (n = 1). One woman 

concurrently taught and held an administrative position. 

Family structures were heterosexual or unspecified 

relationships with males (n = 2) or lesbian or unspecified 

relationships with females (n = 3). Of the 5 women in this 

group, 1 had children; and 1 had been divorced. Participants 

taught at 5 different universities, which were categorized by 

the Carnegie Foundation criteria (1998) as follows: Research 

I (n = 3), Doctoral I (n = 1), and Master's I Comprehensive 

institutions (n = 1). 

Publication demographics. Participants averaged 58.4 

publications (SD= 37.28) during their careers with a range 

of 13 to 116 publications. During the past 5 years 

(1994 - 1998), participants averaged 12.2 publications per 

year (SD= 4.92) with a range of 6 to 21 publications. 

Participants published an average of 3.06 (SD= .77) works 

per year, with a range of 2.15 to 4.37 publications. 
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Findings with Regard to LH Producers 

Participants in this group (n = 8) had averaged less 

than 2 publications per year throughout their careers and had 

fewer than seven publications during the past 5 years. 

Personal demographics. Participants ranged in age from 

36 to 57 years, M = 46.75, SD= 8.48 and had taught in higher 

education a range of 5 to 29 years, M = 16.5, SD= 8.92. Six 

participants were tenured. Academic ranks were full 

professors (n = 4), associate professor (n = 1), and 

assistant professors (n = 3). Two women held administrative 

positions. Family structures were living alone (n = 3); 

heterosexual or unspecified relationships with males (n = 3); 

lesbian or unspecified relationships with females (n = 2). Of 

the 8 women in this group, 3 had children; and 1 had been 

divorced. Participants taught at 8 different universities, 

which were categorized by the Carnegie Foundation criteria 

(1998) as follows: Research I (n = 1), Doctoral I (n = 3), 

Doctoral II (n = 1), and Master's I Comprehensive 

institutions (n = 3). 

Publication demographics. Participants averaged 15.63 

publications (SD= 8.57) during their careers with a range of 

5 to 29 publications. During the past 5 years (1994 - 1998), 

participants averaged 2.75 publications per year (SD= 1.48) 

with a range of 1 to 5 publications. Overall, participants 

had published an average of 1.05 (SD= .25) per year, with a 

range of .63 to 1.50 publications. 
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Findings with Regard to Personal Variables 

For the total group, age, relatioinship status, number 

of years teaching, tenure, academic rank, type of 

institution, sex discrimination, and gender stereotypes 

influenced scholarly writing, but not in clearly defined 

ways. Women seldom referred directly to any one of these 

variables, by itself, having a clear influence on number of 

publications. Affective domain qualities most often mentioned 

that impacted on writing were inner drive, confidence, 

self-determination, passion, and creativity. 

Number of publications appeared to be influenced most by 

interactions between affective domain qualities, other 

personal variables (i.e., age, relationship status, number of 

years teaching), and contextual variables as defined by 

experiences. The most influential personal variables appeared 

to be relationship status and type of institution. The 7 

women with the most publications were not currently married; 

of these 7 women, only 1 woman had children. The 3 married 

women with children all ranked in the bottom 50% of the 

sample in number of publications. Three of the four women 

with the highest number of publications were at Research I 

institutions. Eight of the nine women with the lowest number 

of publications were at Doctoral I, Doctoral II, or Master's 

I Comprehensive institutions. Overall, participants at 

Research I and Doctoral I institutions had the most 

publications. Nine of the 13 women were in institutional 
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types that typically expected faculty to publish; the other 4 

were probably writing for reasons external to the institution 

(i.e., love of writing, satisfaction, enjoyment, sharing 

knowledge, helping others). 

For the total group, personal writing practices were 

influenced most by age, relationship status, and number of 

years teaching. Age was relevant in that younger LH producers 

needed more time to prepare for classroom teaching and this 

reduced time available for writing. Older LH producers, who 

had been in teaching longer, reported making changes in their 

lives in order to achieve a better balance. Changes that 

negatively impacted on scholarly writing of these older LH 

producers were (a) decreasing the number of hours they worked 

per day, (b) prioritizing students before writing, and (c) 

prioritizing relationships outside the work setting before 

writing. Changes that facilitated scholarly productivity of 

these older LH producers were (a) becoming more knowledgeable 

about writing and the review process, (b) becoming confident, 

and (c) spending less time preparing for classroom teaching. 

LH producers were influenced more by relationship status 

than HH producers. All of the married LH producers had 

children, so marital and family status are discussed together 

here. Married LH producers with children facilitated writing 

by adhering to a writing/submitting/ researching cycle so 

that, during maternity and child-care leave, productivity did 

not decline. Married LH producers with children said they 
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prioritized time with children before writing; this 

negatively impacted on their writing productivity but could 

not be helped since their job responsibilities left no time 

during the ordinary work day for writing. 

Findings with Regard to Contextual Variables 

Data analysis revealed three categories of contextual 

variables that had strong influences on scholarly writing: 

work settings, relationships with colleagues and students, 

and home settings. Within each of these categories, specific 

experiences facilitated or hindered writing for different 

women. 

Work setting was the most influential factor impacting 

writing for most of the participants. Women stated they could 

not do scholarly writing in the work setting; nevertheless, 

the expectations of the institution influenced how much 

writing they did, how much time they had available to write, 

what resources they could access, and how satisfied they were 

with the institution and their colleagues. Regardless of the 

work setting, HH producers seemed better able to manage 

factors that could take time away from writing than LH 

producers. HH producers and LH producers at similar 

institutions, with similar academic ranks and expectations, 

were not equally productive. Work settings were perceived as 

more satisfying if the publication requirements of the 

institution and the goals of the participant in relation to 

scholarly writing were similar. 
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Relationships with colleagues and students seemed to be 

the second most important influence on writing for both 

groups but not in the same way. HH producers reported 

assertively creating relationships with both female and male 

colleagues and students that contributed to writing 

productivity. These relationships may have been facilitated 

by age and/or experience in working with others. HH producers 

initiated most of the collaboration efforts, helped younger 

persons get started in writing, and seldom mentioned working 

with writers of equal experience. Collaboration for HH 

producers was motivating and encouraging. In contrast, not as 

many LH producers discussed collaboration with younger 

professionals and few mentioned collaboration with students. 

When LH producers initiated collaboration, it was usually 

done with younger professionals or with similar status 

colleagues. Three LH producers were in Masters I 

Comprehensive institutions and thus probably did not have 

access to PhD students. 

HH producers mentioned collegiality much more than LH 

producers. HH producers believed that having noncollaborative 

interactions (i.e., interactions that did not result in 

writing) with colleagues were beneficial to writing because 

these interactions provided support, connected them with 

other professionals on a more personal/social level, and 

provided them with people with whom to explore and discuss 

ideas. HH producers also emphasized the importance of having 
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a network of women with whom they could rely on for support 

and information. Only two LH producers discussed the benefits 

of collegiality: having some one to bounce ideas off and 

avoiding feeling isolated. No LH producers discussed having a 

network of supportive women. Numerous LH producers mentioned 

specific females and males who had been particularly 

influential or helpful to their writing. 

Both groups valued recognition, respect, and 

encouragement. Women appreciated being recognized for their 

writing accomplishments and believed recognition reinforced 

and encouraged their writing. Recognition, respect, and 

encouragement were provided by administrators, colleagues, 

and students. Some women said that the most appreciated 

recognitions came from unexpected sources, at unexpected 

times. LH producers reported fewer experiences of being 

recognized and encouraged by others compared to HH producers. 

HH producers discussed the influence of models and or 

mentoring moments on their writing. These models were other 

professionals and graduate faculty, both female and male, who 

they believed influenced their writing. In contrast, LH 

producers did not mention models but instead discussed the 

impact that graduate mentors had on their writing and how 

they mentored their own students. 

HH producers seemed to have the drive and the ability to 

identify and use models; they were assertive in getting to 

know people who might serve as models and in shaping 
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relationships with people they perceived as having more 

knowledge or skill than they had. LH producers seldom 

mentioned strategies used in initiating modeling and 

mentoring relationships (i.e., they seemed passive in regard 

to seeking out models or mentors). 

Horne setting was influential for both HH producers and 

LH producers. For both groups, most of scholarly writing took 

place during personal time. HH producers acknowledged little 

awareness of how their hours of writing impacted the lives of 

spouses, partners, and children. When HH producers did 

recognize that significant others were being neglected, it 

tended to be after the fact; this led to feelings of guilt 

and ambivalence. Only one HH producer provided an example of 

being aware of the impact of her writing when it was 

happening. HH producers did not believe that they sacrificed 

for their writing because it was a personal choice to write 

and they willingly gave up time with family and friends in 

order to write. Recreational time spent with other people was 

believed by some HH producers to be sacrificing their 

writing. HH producers perceived that their spouses and 

partners understood the importance of writing and were 

supportive of their writing. Most HH producers reported that 

they felt enabled in their writing by spouses and partners. 

LH producers were different from HH producers in that 

they made personal choices to prioritize family obligations 

and maintain a balance between their careers and home life. 
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LH producers seemed to be much more aware of the impact that 

their writing had on spouses, partners, and children. LH 

producers made conscious decisions to spend less time writing 

in order to spend more time with significant others. LH 

producers recognized that there had been some financial costs 

associated with getting in positions to write (i.e., higher 

education rather than public school teaching); however, LH 

producers did not consider these costs to be sacrifices 

because they had made personal choices to be in higher 

education. LH producers with children recognized that time 

spent raising their children negatively impacted on their 

productivity. However, like the financial costs, LH producers 

did not believe child rearing was a sacrifice because again 

it was a personal choice, and they believed a higher 

priority. 

Profiles of HH Producers and LH Producers 

As data were analyzed, a profile emerged of two distinct 

groups of high producers, who were significantly different in 

the number of publications they had produced. The degree of 

influence of personal and contextual variables also varied 

between the groups. How the two groups managed perceived 

negative influences on writing also varied. 

The profiles (see Figures 5 & 6) were developed from the 

individual schematics (see Appendix Il and 12) and from 

interview transcripts to depict the dynamic process of 

writing. The distance away from WRITING indicates the 
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relative amount of (positive or negative) impact that each 

contextual variable has on writing. The location, above or 

below WRITING, indicates whether the impact is positive or 

negative. Some contextual variables influence writing in both 

positive and negative ways and so are drawn both above and 

below WRITING. When personal variables (e.g., age, 

relationship status, number of years teaching, tenure, 

academic rank, type of institution, sex discrimination, and 

gender stereotypes) influence contextual variables, they are 

included in the profile with an arrow to depict the direction 

of the influence. Affective domain qualities are indicated by 

the larger circle and labeled in the top left hand corner. 

HH producers. Figure 5 profiles the influences of 

personal and contextual variables on the writing of HH 

producers. Writing of HH producers was impacted positively by 

interactions with professional others, home setting, work 

setting, interactions with students, and education. Writing 

of HH producers was most positively impacted by interactions 

with professional others (e.g., interactions provided 

support, connections, collaboration was motivating and 

encouraging); this impact increased as HH producers increased 

in age. Positive impact of home setting on writing of HH 

producers increased if the home setting was perceived as 

being supportive (e.g., other people enabled them in their 

writing at home). Positive impact of work setting on writing 

of HH producers was higher for younger professionals (e.g., 
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administrators encourage, resources available). Positive 

impact of work setting on writing of HH producers increased 

as the level of the institution increased (e.g., higher level 

institutions had higher expectations for scholarly 

productivity but also provided more support services). 

Positive impact of interactions with students on writing 

increased as HH producers got older (e.g., older HH producers 

collaborated more with students). Positive impact of 

education on writing of HH producers was higher for younger 

professionals (e.g., younger professionals had a limited 

amount of exposure to mentors outside their educational 

program). Affective domain qualities that HH producers 

perceived as positively impacting writing were internal 

motivation, self-determination, creativity, independence, 

opportunistic, and persistence/stubbornness. 

Writing of HH producers was negatively impacted by work 

setting, home setting, and interactions with professional 

others. Writing of HH producers was most negatively impacted 

by work setting (e.g., expectations of the institution take 

time away from writing and there was no time for writing in 

the work setting). The negative impact of the home setting on 

writing of HH producers increased as obligations to spend 

more time with significant others in the home setting 

increased. Writing of HH producers was negatively impacted by 

interactions with professional others when the highest 

producers perceived themselves as being different from 
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colleagues in the value they placed on writing and when HH 

producers felt isolated or marginalized in the work setting. 

LH producers. Figure 6 profiles the influences of 

personal and contextual variables on the writing of LH 

producers. Writing of LH producers was impacted somewhat 

positively by interactions with work setting, interactions 

with professional others, home setting, education, and 

interactions with students; none of these influences were 

perceived as being very high. Positive impact of work setting 

on writing of LH producers was perceived both as higher for 

younger professionals (e.g., administrators encouraging, 

resources available) and older professionals (e.g., more 

efficient use of time, less course preparation, more 

knowledgeable about the review process). Positive impact of 

interactions with professional others on writing of LH 

producers was higher for younger professionals (e.g., 

opportunities for collaboration and mentoring from more 

experienced writers). Positive impact of home setting on 

writing of LH producers increased if the home setting was 

perceived as being supportive (e.g., other people shared 

responsibilities, edited, and encouraged). Positive impact of 

education on writing of LH producers was higher for younger 

professionals (e.g., younger professionals had a limited 

amount of exposure to mentors outside their educational 

program). Positive impact of interactions with students on 

writing of LH producers increased as LH producers got older 
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(e.g . , more experienced and confidence in own writing) and as 

level of institution increased (e.g., increased number of 

master's and doctoral students with whom to collaborate). 

Affective domain qualities that LH producers perceived as 

positively impacting writing were internal motivation, 

creativity, self-confidence, independence, and passion. 

Writing of LH producers was negatively impacted by work 

setting, home setting, and interactions with students. 

Writing of LH producers was most negatively impacted by work 

setting (e.g., expectations of the institution took time away 

from writing and there was no time for writing in the work 

setting); the negative impact increased as LH producers got 

older (e . g., priorities changed and less time was spent 

writing). The negative impact of the home setting on writing 

of LH producers increased as LH producers got older (e.g., 

priorities changed and more time was spent with significant 

others and less time writing). The negative impact of the 

home setting on writing of LH producers increased for LH 

producers who were married and had children (e.g., rearing 

children took time away from writing). The negative impact of 

interactions with students on writing of LH producers 

increased as the level of institution decreased (e.g., LH 

producers at Master's I Comprehensive institutions had more 

noncollaborative student interactions and thus less time to 

write). 
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The profiles for the highest and LH producers portray 

only a very ba~ic picture of writing; they do not probe the 

complexities and intricacies of writing; in order to probe 

below the surface of women's writing, the researcher used a 

feminist theory framework that would centralize the focus of 

the research on women. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this investigation was to examine 

perspectives of women adapted physical activity professionals 

with doctoral degrees concerning experiences and variables 

that affect scholarly writing and publication. Discussion is 

organized relative to the interview questions for the total 

group. 

Question #1 

As you think back on your career in adapted physical 

activity, who do you believe has been most influential in 

getting you to this point of your career in research, 

writing, and publishing? 

Most of the women in this study named one or two 

specific women and/or men faculty from master's and doctoral 

programs who had either direct influence on their writing as 

mentors or were models that the women wanted to emulate. A 

representative quote of how women discussed mentors was: 

She [graduate faculty] gave out the kind of assignments 
that made us think and pull for ourselves you know 
rather than just dump information on us. She made us go 
out and do the probing and thinking and she was always 
there and open and available to discuss any items. 
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A representative quote of how women discussed models was: 

My graduate advisor, __ , [he] was of course prolific, 
and you just can't help but follow examples 
sometimes .... And that was true of a lot of people I 
worked with. 

Several women also mentioned women and men with whom they 

worked professionally who were mentors and models. A 

representative quote of how mentors facilitated the 

development of confidence and self-esteem relative to writing 

was: 

When he was revising his book, he asked me to review 
some chapters in his book and make changes. 

Mentors and models helped facilitate writing by promoting 

writing during graduate programs and providing specific 

technical information to improve writing. A representative 

quote was: 

She would read my papers and anything that she did and 
corrected, and I utilized, my paper was accepted on the 
second try. 

Previous researchers supported these results. Crase (1987, 

1993) and Blackburn et al. (1978) both reported that 

scholarly productivity was related to writing early in the 

career for both women and men. Creamer and McGuire (1998) 

reported that 83% of the women and men they interviewed 

published at least one refereed article within 2 years of 

completing their doctoral degrees. Crase (1993) also reported 

that proximity to other creative and committed scholars 

facilitated writing for both women and men. Boice and Johnson 

(1984) reported that 50% of their sample of both men and 
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women said that models facilitated writing although they did 

not report specific ways facilitation occurred. Hunter (1986) 

identified four ways that mentors facilitated writing: (a) 

providing opportunities for women to interact with other 

professionals, (b) helping women acquire professional 

positions, (c) assisting women with early writing, and (d) 

serving as a role model. Results of the present study 

strongly supported assistance in early writing and serving as 

role models, however; women in the present study did not 

report specific examples of mentors or models providing 

interaction opportunities or assistance in acquiring 

positions. As one woman stated, women may have been unaware 

of help they did receive. 

I probably underestimate how much help I've gotten from 
some of the women in the field and I probably don't know 
about all the help I have received in some of the 
things .... A lot of people ... just watch out and make 
sure that you get the opportunities, that people know 
about you. 

Hunter & Kuh (1987) reported several factors related to 

graduate preparation that facilitated writing: faculty 

actively publishing, experience with faculty members on 

research projects, and faculty encouraging writing. Many of 

the women in the present study discussed influences of 

faculty that they believed facilitated their writing: faculty 

models and mentors, participation in research, and faculty 

encouragement and editing of writing. Women who were newer 

faculty members, who had been in graduate school fairly 

recently, were more likely to describe the impact of graduate 
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faculty on writing in greater detail than women who had been 

in higher education longer. Representative of the differences 

between newer and established faculty discussing graduate 

school faculty were: 

New faculty member 

I'd go to his house on a Sunday and he'd sit there and 
we'd correct the paper together. He was really great and 
he even helped me with stuff that his name wasn't even 
on and so ... he is very helpful. He still does that, I 
run ... a structure of a study by him and ... he'll ... give 
me some good feedback. 

Established faculty member 

I would go back to my undergrad program .... The 
professors within my work were all publishing, active in 
research, and they enjoyed what they were doing. 

It is possible that established faculty had, over time, 

acquired other individuals who now had greater influence than 

graduate faculty or that they had now acquired a higher level 

of confidence and the influence of others was not as 

prevalent. A representative quote was: 

Two years after I graduated and was in the work 
field ... I was floundering in terms of research and 
nobody was there. I didn't have anybody to talk to. And 
I went to this first post-doctoral seminar ... and 
realized there are ways to connect and still get 
feedback and all of that and so I picked up a couple of 
external type people [whom] I can call and talk it over 
with. 

Findings of the present study strongly suggest that mentors 

and models were influential and facilitated writing of women 

in adapted physical activity. Similar to the women in 

Hunter's (1986) study, the willingness of mentors to share 



experiences and assist in writing and development of 

professionalism was considered invaluable. 

Question #2a 
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As you think about the work environment that has 

surrounded your professional life, what things have 

facilitated or mitigated against your production of scholarly 

writing? 

Facilitated. Women discussed many specific experiences 

that they believed had facilitated their writing; the most 

prevalent facilitators related to work environment were 

institutional level and consistency between personal goals 

and perceived institution goals for writing. Faculty at 

Research I (n = 4) and Doctoral I (n = 4) institutions 

published at equally high rates; faculty at Doctoral II 

(n = 1) and Master's I Comprehensive institutions (n = 4) 

published at much lower levels. Clearly in this study, the 

type of institution is a distinctive factor impacting on 

writing. A representative quote was: 

The institution I'm at now values research to the degree 
that if it is going to help you be more productive, 
which will ultimately help them ... they will do what they 
can to assist you. 

A typical statement of a women at an institution that did not 

value scholarly activity as highly was: 

I change(d] to a teaching institution and the gun wasn't 
to my head any more [to write]. 



In the present study women teaching at Research I and 

Doctoral I institutions were ranked as the most productive 

with one exception. 
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Findings of the present study support previous 

researchers who have indicated that faculty in university 

settings and more prestigious institutions (i.e., Research I 

and Doctoral I institutions) publish more than faculty in 

4-year colleges (Blackburn et al., 1978; Blau, 1973; Cameron 

& Blackburn, 1981). Research I and Doctoral I institutions 

frequently expect more writing, provide more resources, have 

larger faculties and have greater numbers of graduate 

students than Doctoral II and Master's Comprehensive I 

institutions. All of these factors have been reported to 

facilitate writing (Boice & Kelly, 1987; Cameron & Blackburn, 

1981; Creamer & McGuire, 1998; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995; 

Massengale & Sage, 1982). 

Mitigated against. Women discussed many specific 

experiences that they believed had mitigated against their 

writing; the most prevalent were related to the expectations 

of the institution and the lack of time to write. Very few 

studies have examined barriers to writing (Astin & Davis, 

1993; Boice & Johnson, 1984; Kovar & Overdorf, 1995). Women 

in the present study discussed teaching and administrative 

expectations as activities that took time away from writing. 

In the present study, women in Master's I Comprehensive 

institutions were more likely to have higher teaching loads 
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and to produce less scholarly writing than women at Research 

I and Doctoral institutions who were more likely to have 

lower teaching loads. Representative of the difference 

between Research I teaching loads and Master's Comprehensive 

teaching loads and how the teaching loads impacted on writing 

were: 

Research I institution faculty 

In my present situation I have a course reduction, a 
lighter load, which is attempting to assist me as much 
as possible by giving me time [to research and write]. 

Master's Comprehensive I institution faculty 

We're a teaching institution, I have heavy teaching 
loads .... The Dean and so forth ... say 'oh that's nice, 
look at the writing you're doing, that's really good,' 
but there's no push for that, no rewards for that, no 
time for that. 

These findings are supported by Kovar and Overdorf (1995) who 

reported that teaching, research, and administrative loads 

impacted scholarly writing. Surprisingly in the Kovar and 

Overdorf (1995) study, research and administrative loads did 

not impact on publication rate. 

In the present study women with more administrative 

responsibilities, with one exception, published less than 

women with no administrative responsibilities. Representative 

quotes of the women in the present study who had both paid 

and unpaid administrative responsibilities were: 

Tremendous amount of work ... students in your office all 
the time, faculty ... putting out fires and just being an 
administrator ... really ... affected my time. 
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Anytime you take on administrative responsibilities you 
sacrifice scholarly quantity, you don't sacrifice 
quality but quantity. 

Well, I think that obviously my job and how it continues 
to evolve, inside the university and other things that I 
get myself involved in really get in the way [of 
writing], or I allow them to impose on that time. 

Younger women in the present study who had come directly 

from their doctoral programs into their current positions 

tended to have fewer publications. However, they did not 

perceive entering their present position directly after 

receiving their doctorate as the reason they were not 

writing. They associated the barrier to productivity early in 

their careers with young age, lack of experience, and less 

time to write. The difficulties of having new course 

preparations, getting to know the system of the university, 

and having other responsibilities at the university, such as 

committee assignments and advising duties, impacted more on 

the productivity of younger women than being in their first 

job after the doctorate. A typical quote from young scholars 

in their first positions was: 

Your first year of teaching anywhere you're just feeling 
your way out and to be realistic nothing too much gets 
done. So your first year you really don't get a lot 
done ... you're just getting your classes together and all 
that kind of stuff. 

Findings in the present study refuted previous 

researchers (Astin & Davis, 1993) who reported that women who 

had come directly from student status into their present 

position indicated this as a barrier to productivity. Women 
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who did not enter their current positions directly from 

doctoral programs but from other positions in higher 

education discussed similar barriers to productivity when 

they changed institutions: new course preparation, new 

committee responsibilities, and having to establish new 

research projects. Representative of this was the following 

quote: 

Throughout my career so far [I've] been in the position 
where I'm still preparing new courses and ... the time 
that it takes to prepare new courses is probably the 
biggest barrier to being a productive researcher ... by 
far that I can think of. 

It is possible that women in this study, regardless of being 

in their first position after receiving their doctorate, were 

continuing the practices that had been established in their 

graduate programs to write and conduct research. Previous 

researchers indicated that early success was built upon in 

early professional careers (Hunter, 1986); this appears to be 

the case for many of the women in the present study. 

Question #2b 

As you look back at your work environment at (Name 

prior institutions) how would you describe the institution's 

level of support for your research and writing? 

In the present study, productivity seemed related to 

receiving grants or other financial assistance (with one 

exception), collaborating with colleagues, and being involved 

in a supportive network. Most of the women in this study 

reported having some form of financial assistance for 
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research. Having research funds available was not related to 

institutional type (i.e., women at all types of institutions 

received research funding), as was reported by Astin and 

Davis (1993). However, the amount of funding at Research I 

institutions seemed to be greater than that received at 

Doctoral or Master's I Comprehensive institutions. 

Representative quotes from different types of institutions 

were: 

Research I 

'I need to know about this program, this software 
program [and] I don't have time to read through the 
manual, there's a course offered in Chicago it's 
a ... couple thousand dollars to go. Can I go, can you 
fund me?' .... If you can show that you really need 
it ... all you have to do is be up-front, it's not 
like ... you have to show to the extent that you're making 
things up, or that there's a contest ... who needs it 
more .... The institution I'm at now values research to 
the degree that if it is going to help you be more 
productive, which will ultimately help them ... they will 
do what they can to assist you. 

Doctoral I 

We have opportunities within the college as well as 
within the university to write for internal funding to 
support our research projects. 

The expectation at [my university] is not [writing] 
... the primary concern is teaching, it's expected that 
you be involved in scholarship but no resources and 
hardly any consequences if you're not. 

Master's I Comprehensive 

The college is real supportive of ... trying to promote 
scholarship ... we have a scholarly incentive grant 
program every year .... And usually you don't get it for 
just service alone. 
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In a teaching university ... where the primary focus is on 
teaching but research is expected you just can't get 
that kind of [financial] support for research efforts. 

With one exception, having research funds was equated with 

being more productive. 

Previous researchers indicated that lack of support and 

encouragement were factors that interfered with writing 

(Boice & Johnson, 1984). In the present study, however, 

despite lack of support and encouragement in many instances, 

women were productive. Some women at Research I and Doctoral 

I institutions expressed feelings of being "an odd duck," of 

"being out of step," and of feeling "alienated." The 

following quote was typical of women who were much more 

productive than their colleagues: 

You begin to feel out of step, or ... that your priorities 
are different from others and it ... makes you marginal or 
it makes you a minority group .... If everybody else ... is 
talking about teaching, or talking about anything ... over 
the years there have been very few people in my work 
place who talk about research or talk about writing or 
publication .... So I guess ... the collegiality was missing 
is maybe the word that I'm looking for. 

Some women perceived colleagues as feeling threatened by 

their productivity. These perceptions may be a result of the 

large differences between the productivity level of these 

women relative to their colleagues. The results of the 

present study support previous research in which both men and 

women reported that feeling isolated from colleagues, 

decreased amount of support, and decreased opportunities for 

collaboration resulted in decreased productivity (Creamer & 



McGuire, 1998; Fox, 1989; Moore & Sagaria, 1993; Sandler, 

1973, 1993). 

Question #3 

329 

As you think about the environment surrounding your 

personal life, what would you name as factors that you think 

have facilitated or mitigated against your production of 

scholarly writing? 

Facilitated. Women reported that the most facilitative 

factor related to personal life was the support received by 

women in their relationships (i.e., from parents, spouses, 

partners, and other significant individuals). Previous 

research indicated that single women had lower overall rates 

of publication than married women; however, single women 

published more books than married women (Astin & Davis, 1993) 

in higher education. Findings of the present study refute the 

first part of the statement, but support the second, both 

however with a caveat. Astin and Davis (1993) examined only 

two relationship structures; single or married. The present 

study examined single women and women in traditional (i.e., 

marriage) and nontraditional relationships (i.e., lesbian or 

unspecified, either with a woman or man). If only the 3 women 

living in traditional marriages in the present study are 

examined, they are among the least productive women in the 

group; this refutes the findings of Astin and Davis (1993). 

However, if women living in nontraditional relationships 

(n = 6) are included with the group of married women, then 



they are more productive than single women (n = 3) in the 

study, and the findings of Astin and Davis (1993) are 

supported. Of the 36 books published by the women in the 

present study, only one was written by a married woman. 
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Several factors may account for the differences in 

publication rate of women who were in relationships and women 

who were single. Support in relationships allowed women in 

the present study to have the flexibility of utilizing 

personal time for writing. Representative quotes were: 

I do think that I've been very blessed right now that 
I'm in a relationship which is very ... positive in 
give-and-take, of professional and personal. 

The people I've chosen to live with have been ... quiet, 
scholarly, they also ... were very much involved with 
books ... maybe not writing but certainly reading ... I've 
purposely created a home environment, a personal 
environment that ... matched the goals I was trying to 
achieve. 

Women in the present study made choices relative to their 

home environment that facilitated writing and offset barriers 

to writing (i.e., lack of time) in the work setting. 

Astin and Davis (1993) suggested that single women may 

lack one key advantage of being married. They posited that, 

since academic women tended to marry academic men (Astin, 

1969), that married women had greater access to the 'old 

boys' network and important information than single women. In 

the present study, several women were in relationships with 

academic spouses or partners. A representative quote was: 

My partner is terribly supportive ... she's also doing her 
writing ... and so we understand that. I think ... in 
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previous relationships ... that was very hard, there 
wasn't that recognition. So I think recognizing you're 
with someone that is [supportive]. 

None of the women discussed important connections utilized 

through their spouses or partners. Although this certainly 

does not completely support Astin and Davis' suggestion, 

neither does it refute it outright. 

Another benefit of having an academic spouse or partner 

is having someone with whom to share ideas. Previous 

researchers (Hunter, 1986, Hunter & Kuh, 1987) indicated that 

women, in higher education and student affairs 

administration, who were married to men who also engaged in 

writing benefited by having opportunities to share ideas and 

by having a spouse who was understanding of the necessary 

requirements (i.e., time) for writing. Representative quotes 

from the present study were: 

It [raising a child] had to be fifty-fifty, but I think 
that's because we're both working in academia so we both 
know how much this has changed our work patterns and we 
know that we have to split it fifty-fifty or ... either 
that or one of us is going to lose our job or ... it's 
just not going to work. 

At home in terms of help, getting people to understand 
why sometimes you're a little more stressed, and you 
have to put a little more time in, and balancing, being 
understanding when you can't be there and helping 
facilitate you getting out the door sort of thing. 

Findings of the present study support previous results with 

regard to women living in traditional and nontraditional 

relationships with men or women who were also in academic 

related professions. Women discussed having support in 



writing endeavors and someone with whom to discuss writing 

projects. The variable of relationship status should be 

considered for further investigation. 
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Hunter (1986) reported that women with children were 

more likely to have paid help (i.e., housekeepers, 

babysitters) than women without children and that husbands 

assumed additional responsibilities in the household. In the 

present study, some of the women with children reported that 

during the day children were in daycare but no women in the 

study, with or without children, reported _having housekeepers 

or live-in babysitters. Several women did report that either 

their husbands were at home with the children or their 

husbands assumed additional responsibilities in the 

household. Women in nontraditional relationships in the 

present study acknowledged that often the person with whom 

they were living assumed a greater share of the household 

responsibilities, especially during times of intense periods 

of writing (i.e., just before deadlines, during revisions of 

textbooks). 

Roles of the women in the present study are certainly 

different from those posited by social theorists (i.e., men 

as breadwinner and women as homemaker) and are more in line 

with those proposed by feminist theorists (Osmond & Thorne, 

1993). Feminist theorists suggested that women's roles are 

not limited to the home, are not necessarily complimentary to 

men's roles, and are not less powerful than men's (Osmond & 
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Thorne, 1993). Representative of the way men and women were 

socialized differently, and how that impacted on writing was: 

Women don't have wives [laughing] .... I mean it may sound 
silly but it really is a matter of fact ... and I don't 
mean to damn men ... but, you know, they've been 
socialized into a whole different role and we don't have 
the wives to do that. 

The present study certainly provides an example of women's 

expanding roles outside the home and that in both traditional 

and nontraditional relationships the roles of each individual 

can be both similar (i.e., taking on the same 

responsibilities in the home) and different (i.e., taking on 

different responsibilities in the home) at the same time 

(i.e., there are no specific roles for either individual). 

From the results of this study, it is clear that women 

who are in supportive relationships of any kind are more 

productive than women who are single or in nonsupportive 

relationships. This concurs with previous research by Astin 

and Davis (1993), Hunter (1986), and Hunter and Kuh (1987) 

that supportive home environments contributed to women's 

scholarly productivity. Women in the present study spent 

considerable amounts of time at home writing, and the time 

they spent at home writing was supported by significant 

others who understood the importance of writing and did not 

make outside demands when they were writing. Supportive 

relationships were beneficial to women in the present study 

because the support allowed them the flexibility of being 

able to pursue writing during personal time. 
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Mitigated against. In the present study the factors that 

mitigated against writing most often related to personal life 

were obligations and responsibilities to care for children 

and spending time with significant others. Some of these 

factors that women reported as mitigating against writing 

were personal choices on their part while others were not. 

Women in the present study who had children were much 

more likely to prioritize care of their children above 

writing. Representative quotes were: 

I don't look at my kids as ... an interference ... I look at 
them as my priority ... everything comes after them and if 
I'm late for something, I'm late. I say 'I don't want to 
be, I'll do a good job but my [children]' ... that's how I 
am, I feel bad about that but ... it's not even that 
uncommon for people who don't have kids to ... miss a 
deadline or something. 

· [Children] definitely hindered both course prep and 
research production in that I chose to go home at five 
and not stay later and I ... chose not to work until she's 
gone to bed. 

In doing so, however, they spent less time writing at home, 

which is where most women wrote. If women cannot write in the 

work setting and time to write at home is limited, less 

writing can be accomplished. This supports previous 

researchers who indicated that women with children had less 

time to write (Hunter, 1986). 

The results of the present study support the contention 

made by Hunter (1986) that women strived for a balance 

between work and home. Especially later in their careers 

women discussed making conscious choices to prioritize time 



with significant others and participation in leisure and 

recreation activities. A typical quote was: 
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I worked 70 and 80 hour weeks, probably the first 10 
years of my career .... I think the older you get and the 
more secure you get, the more you understand the 
necessity of balancing home and work. 

The result of these choices, however, was that women spent 

less time writing. Since women do most of their scholarly 

writing in the home setting, more research is needed to 

examine factors that facilitate and mitigate against writing 

in regard to relationships, responsibilities, and personal 

choices. 

Question #4 

Cost isn't always reflected in dollars, as you think 

about your career and where you are right now as a 

researcher, writer, and scholar, what would you say it has 

cost you to get to this point in your career? 

No previous research has been completed on costs or 

sacrifices associated with scholarly writing. Women in the 

present study reported that they had lost relationships and 

that there had been financial costs associated with acquiring 

the doctoral degree. However, the most typical response to 

this question was: 

I suppose it's cost me a balanced life ... however 
whatever ... the cost was, I was willing to pay the 
price .... I don't feel that it's cost me anything that I 
wasn't willing to give. 

Most women did not perceive their choice to spend time 

writing as a sacrifice, even though sometimes they regretted 
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and even felt guilty in retrospect. Women tended to be 

ambivalent about the time spent writing also being the time 

they could spend with other significant individuals in their 

lives. A representative quote was: 

There are times that, if I didn't have to think about 
anybody else, I could just sit and read and write 
forever and ... I'd be perfectly happy doing that. 

Some of the women in this study were more aware of the impact 

of writing on relationships than others because they had 

experienced a loss of relationship that they attributed 

directly to amount of time spent researching and writing. 

Sometimes women made choices to sacrifice writing in order to 

spend time and energy on the relationship. Other women were 

less likely to view time spent writing as a sacrifice to 

personal time, or a sacrifice to relationships, perhaps 

because of the nature of their relationships, or because of 

their more directed focus on scholarly writing. 

Question #5a 

What would you say is your primary motivator for 

continuing to research, write, and publish? 

Although previous researchers indicated personality 

traits as indicators of prolific scholars (Hunter & Kuh, 

1987), no research reported motivators for writing. Although 

institutional expectations were considered important, the 

most discussed motivators for the women in the present study 

were internal or related to what they could do to help others 

in adapted physical activity or individuals with 
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disabilities. Women in the present study discussed writing to 

satisfy their curiosity, having a sense of accomplishment, 

passion, and being driven intrinsically. The following quote 

summarizes the feelings of many of the women in this study: 

I feel more alive when I'm actively involved in a 
writing project .... It's like some sort of adrenaline or 
drug or whatever. It actually gives me a tremendous 
high ... that I don't feel at other times. 

Internal motivation was often strong enough to overcome lack 

of support from the institution. A representative quote was: 

We're a teaching institution, I have heavy teaching 
loads .... The Dean and so forth ... say 'oh that's nice, 
look at the writing you're doing, that's really good', 
but there's no push for that, no rewards for that, no 
time for that. And so there's ... lots of stuff that 
mitigates against [writing] so it just comes from 
within. 

Along with internal motivation, women in this study wrote 

because they believed that their writing benefited others and 

contributed to the profession. The motivation of helping 

others was stronger motivation to write than tenure. Typical 

quotes were: 

I really don't think that much about tenure .... I think 
publishing an article and a new idea makes me feel 
like ... if one kid benefits, if one teacher feels better 
about teaching kids with disabilities, then I did the 
right thing. 

That feels good, that feels really good .... We won't win 
awards and stuff like that, but you know what, people 
use the book and people know about the book and it was a 
contribution to the profession. That counts, that 
satisfies me. 

Internal motivation and helping others appeared to be 

stronger motivators for writing for the women in the present 
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study than those suggested in the literature; institutional 

expectations and tenure. 

Question #Sb 

What has been your observation of tenured versus 

nontenured individuals in their productivity as researchers 

and authors? On you or others - quantity-quality? 

Women in the present study believed that institutional 

expectations and tenure were motivating early in their 

careers but became less motivating later in their careers. 

This is understandable in light of the fact that research and 

publication are weighted heavily in tenure and promotion 

decisions (Ladd, 1979; Moore & Sagaria, 1993). Although 

previous researchers indicated that tenured faculty were more 

productive (Astin & Davis, 1993; Blackburn et al., 1978) in 

the present study, when productivity was averaged over years 

in higher education, tenured and nontenured faculty produced 

at approximately the same level, 1.76 and 1.81 products per 

year, respectively. It should be remembered, however, that 

only 3 of the 13 women in this study were nontenured. 

In the present study expectations for tenure were 

perceived as being more highly motivating for women who were 

less productive. Representative quotes were: 

If you're untenured, you do what you're told you have to 
do to get tenure if you wish to stay at the institution. 

The key for the first 5 years was to gain tenure. If you 
didn't write, you didn't get it. Once you get tenure, 
the whole world opens up; that's how I felt. I felt I 
didn't have to ... I could do what I wanted instead of 
what I had to. And so at first it was a chore. 
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Women who were more productive indicated that tenure had not 

been a motivating factor. The findings of the present study 

support, but not very strongly, the previous researchers who 

indicated that institutional expectations (Hunter & Kuh, 

1987) and tenure (Crase, 1987) were instrumental motivators. 

It is possible that institutional expectations were not as 

motivating for these women because they were already meeting 

or exceeding the criteria set by the institution for tenure 

or promotion. 

Question #Sc 

As you think about your writing history, what peaks and 

valleys can you identify in your productivity and can you 

account for why these peaks and valleys occurred? 

Women in the present study answered this question in two 

different ways. Some women discussed peaks as feelings 

associated with the process of writing and others discussed 

peaks as level or amount of work being accomplished. Women 

discussed feelings they associated with the process of 

writing as well as feelings associated with completing 

writing projects. Representative quotes were: 

A sense of accomplishment of finishing something and 
showing a product. 

From a personal point of view just the excitement of 
getting things ... done. 

I think the peak is definitely collaboration with 
graduate students. That's probably the most fun thing ... 
they motivate me because you don't want to let down 
another person. 
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In our conversations there was a mutual thing of just 
being excited about what we were doing and then trying 
to find a way to put it out there. 

After the revisions and everything, [when] ... you stand 
at the mailbox and wave it off, it's a good feeling that 
you've finished something and you've put something down 
that maybe someone can benefit from. That[it's] going to 
hopefully advance the field, is going to make your 
mark .... I don't think anybody can honestly say that it's 
not fun or nice to see their name in print and to know 
their name will be there forever on that article, or 
book, or piece of work, whatever it is. And so it gives 
you a good feeling of self-satisfaction, accomplishment. 

Peaks were associated also with large amounts of writing 

being accomplished especially in collaboration with others. 

Representative quotes were: 

When I have people to work with ... More hands to do the 
same job tend to be a little bit more productive in 
terms of output ... You see the output of it a lot quicker 
than you do when it's you doing the whole thing. 

When I'm working with someone that's also productive ... 
When I'm working with someone [who is] responsive and 
responds back. 

When I was ... able to immerse myself in research. 

When there is time to feel productive. 

Women believed that they were more productive when they had 

others to collaborate with and when they had few other 

responsibilities and could focus exclusively on writing. 

Valleys were associated with projects that took a long 

time to complete; because they consumed so much time they 

often were completed by sacrificing other activities or 

interactions with people, working with individuals who did 

not fulfill their responsibilities, and responsibilities 
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outside the work setting. Representative quotes were: 

The peaks have definitely been working on the ... books 
[but] they've also been valleys for me because of the 
time working on those have definitely taken away from 
the opportunity to get out and collect data and be able 
to get [those] data analyzed and published ... just 
because they were so time consuming. But they would 
definitely have to be the peaks, but the data-based 
stuff definitely took a dive. 

I know I'm going to wake up someday and my mother's not 
going to be there and I'm going to wish that I spent 
many, many more hours with her. 

The worst times I think for me, or like when I just lose 
steam is when I work with someone [who] doesn't meet 
timelines, that says they're going to do something and 
[they] don't do it. 

The valleys have been associated with maternity leave ... 
There's a period of 6 months where ... not only are you 
not doing the writing that you would currently be doing, 
but you're also not writing for future proposals or 
future projects. 

Valleys were also associated with having other duties in the 

work setting. Women with administrative responsibilities 

discussed how their productivity dropped considerably as 

their administrative duties increased. A typical quote was: 

I was most productive as a researcher during the time 
when I didn't have heavy administrative 
responsibilities. Once given administrative 
responsibilities, then it really leveled off. 

Semesters in which there were heavy teaching loads also 

constituted valleys for some women. A representative quote 

was: 

I'm a lot more productive in my writing in the summer 
because I don't teach at all in the summer. So another 
valley would be associated with the semester when I'm 
expected to teach. 
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Women associated a variety of experiences with peaks and 

valleys during their careers. No previous research has been 

completed on peaks and valleys associated with writing, so 

more research is needed to examine these experiences and 

related factors. 

Question #6 

Based on your experience, if you were given an 

opportunity to address a group of doctoral students what 

advice would you give them? How would you counsel young 

people just starting out in their careers in regard to 

research, writing, and publishing? 

The most prevalent advice was associated with matching 

personal goals and expectations with those of the institution 

where they were going to teach. Women in this study stressed 

that, in order to be happy and satisfied in a job situation, 

the individual must be comfortable with the job expectations. 

Representative of these quotes were: 

Be very careful about what you want in a job, what 
motivates you, and to chose a job, if you have a choice, 
that's in synch with that. 

Think about your professional fit within that job 
environment, that means educational philosophy, social, 
if there's issues of diversity involved you need to know 
if that work place is open to diversity or not .... if you 
don't fit, anything you do you're just going to be 
unhappy, you're not going to want to stay. 

Along with being comfortable and satisfied in the job 

setting, women advised finding a research line that could be 

enjoyed and in which individuals could be productive. 



Representative quotes were: 

Find a line that you can focus in, something that can 
allow you be to productive and it can allow you to be 
productive at the university where you are. 
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To make the conscious decision to love whatever they're 
going to do. And to hold out for a job that allows them 
to do the things that they love. 

Women in the study also suggested developing supportive 

networks in the field. Representative quotes were: 

Get to know other women and look for support there. That 
the chauvinism is alive and well and that it is not a 
friendly environment in some ways .... There are many 
friendly people ... men and women ... try to find people 
that are going to help and support you, and return the 
favors. 

Get as supportive a network as possible both inside and 
outside of work. 

Results of previous researchers support the advice given by 

the women in this study. Boice and Johnson (1984) reported 

that colleagues helped to facilitate writing for 46% of the 

women and men in their study. Major reasons that women should 

have a supportive network are because their successes are 

more likely to be attributed to happenstance (Sandler, 1993) 

than to ambition, intelligence, and hard work (Fox & Ferri, 

1992), and because women's abilities are often devalued 

(Paludi & Bauer, 1983, Paludi & Strayer, 1985). 

Previous researcher indicate that women are perceived as 

being less ambitious and less dedicated than men (Berg & 

Ferber, 1983; Sandler, 1993), and thus women are treated 

differently. Numerous women in the present study indicated 

that they believed they were perceived as being less 



ambitious and less dedicated than male faculty members and 

they had to work harder than men to receive equal 

opportunities. Representative quotes were: 

I was not promoted to full professor when I clearly 
should have been the top candidate recommended out of 
our department. 
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I guess as much as I would like to think in 1998 that 
women have equal opportunity and are going to have 
smooth sailing, fair treatment, expectations that are 
equal; I still think that women have to be better than 
men to be considered as good. 

I think women are a little more independent and proud of 
their own accomplishments and feelings, and value how 
they got where they got, because ... they have to work 
twice as hard to get there. 

Women were also asked to participate on committees that did 

not necessarily benefit tenure and promotion opportunities. A 

representative quote was: 

People thought I'd be good on [the committees that were] 
more service oriented. And at the time of annual reviews 
I think women tend to get dinged more if they're not 
doing warm fuzzy service compared to the productivity. 
Get dinged for both, but men don't get those same 
comments with the same degree or level. 

Part of this may be explained by women serving on more 

committees as a representative of their gender and being 

sought out as advisors or mentors by women students because 

there were few women in advisement and mentoring roles 

(Menges & Exum, 1983); these activities took time away from 

writing. 

Women may also be perceived as being less ambitious and 

less dedicated because they are less likely to resubmit 
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articles and often take more time to make revisions than men 

(Kovar & Overdorf, 1995). Women in this study did report 

occasions when they did not resubmit articles when major 

rewrites were required or that they did not give high 

priority to resubmitting the article, especially early in 

their careers. Representative quotes were: 

I submitted this really good research article ... and they 
sent it back with ... 'Accept but it needs this and this 
and this and this'. And I was upset and so disturbed 
about the whole thing that I put it in a drawer. I 
didn't try to revise it because I didn't realize that 
most papers are accepted conditionally and publication 
depends on making revisions. 

I wrote this awesome article ... and they said 'accepted 
with major revisions' and I can't, I just couldn't do 
it. 

What I used to do is put it aside and say 'oh my God, oh 
my God, oh my God.' And now I've been able to just dig 
into it, do one thing at a time. Reread it, rewrite 
it ... I make copies of the review, I cross things off as 
I get to them so it really looks like I've gotten to 
them. And some points, if it's a philosophy thing and I 
don't believe in changing it I won't but I'm much better 
about just delving into it and making the revisions. 

Previous researchers suggested that women may perceive 

that their research training institution did not facilitate 

writing or their self-efficacy (Brown et al., 1996). As 

careers progress, the process associated with publication may 

become known to them through colleagues and networks, they 

may develop more confidence in their abilities, and they are 

more likely to rewrite and resubmit articles later in their 

careers. Women may also not have had opportunities for 

collaboration early in their careers with women senior 
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faculty because of the lack of women in senior faculty 

positions and senior men faculty, who see women as less 

ambitious, would tend to not initiate collaboration with 

women junior faculty (Cameron & Blackburn, 1981). It is 

possible that women have not been socialized into the process 

of writing for publication during graduate school. The 

results of the present study certainly support the need for 

women to be involved in collaborative writing and supportive 

networks. 

Conclusion 

Women who are high scholarly producers began early in 

their careers and remained relatively productive throughout 

their careers. HH and LH groups appeared to have different 

perspectives about scholarly writing and publication; 

however, they shared (a) similar affective domain qualities 

(i.e., internal motivation, self-determination, confidence); 

(b) similar facilitating factors (i.e., support from

institution, support from home, access to models or mentors); 

and (c) the ability to use a variety of strategies to 

overcome barriers. The differences in perspectives appeared 

to be more in the degree of perceived support and in the type 

of strategies used to overcome barriers. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were developed from the 

perspectives of 13 women adapted physical activity 
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professionals with doctoral degrees concerning experiences 

and variables that affect scholarly writing and publication. 

1. Goodness-of-fit between the women's philosophy 

toward scholarly writing and the institution's philosophy 

toward scholarly writing will help predict the level of 

productivity. 

2. Women, who make a conscious decision to write, 

create a satisfactory psychological, social, and physical 

environment in which to write. 

3. A power differential, as illustrated by 

collaborating with students and younger professionals, may be 

explained by (a) the desire to nurture, (b) more confidence 

and security in their writing ability, and/or (c) a desire 

for power and control. 

4. High producers establish an 'old girls' network to 

create their own support system. 

5. High producers maintain their level of productivity 

because of (a) a strong ability to focus attention on their 

writing, (b) an overwhelming passion to write, and/or (c) a 

belief that writing is their top priority. 

6. Women who are not yet highly productive could 

benefit from having more direct mentoring, encouragement, and 

recognition from established professionals. 

7. Women who are less productive do not benefit from 

models because they (a) are not aware of appropriate models, 
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(b) are not exposed to appropriate models, and/or (c) require 

more direct contact. 

Grounded Theory 

A grounded theory is derived from inductive analysis of 

phenomena. In this study the perspectives of 13 women adapted 

physical activity professionals were analyzed. Based on the 

analysis, the following theory is posited to explain high 

scholarly productivity by women adapted physical activity 

professionals. 

High scholarly productivity of women adapted physical 

activity professionals is a result of internal 

motivation to write, enhanced by positive interactions 

with other professionals, and supportive home and work 

environments. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Most of the research related to scholarly productivity 

supports the inequities between the quantity of publications 

produced by women and men. Very little qualitative research 

has been conducted on scholarly productive of women or men to 

ascertain why these differences exist. The following are 

recommendations for further studies: 

1. Examine the perspectives of women adapted physical 

activity professionals who did not meet the productivity 

criteria for this study in order to test the theory posited 

here. 



2. Apply different theories to women's scholarly 

productivity (e.g., motivational theories, family role 

theories). 
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3. Examine women's personal qualities and temperaments 

(i.e., their manner of thinking, behaving, and reacting) 

relative to women's scholarly productivity. 

4. Develop a support system survey to examine the number 

(different people), frequency (times per person), and type of 

contacts (phone, letter, in person, email, conference, etc.) 

with other professionals relative to productivity level of 

the individual. 

5. Examine the perspectives of men adapted physical 

activity professionals and compare the results with those of 

the present study. 



REFERENCES 

Aisenberg, N., & Harrington, M. (1993). Rules of the 

game. In J.S. Glazer, E.M. Bensimon, & B.K. Townsend (Eds.), 

Women in higher education: A feminist perspective 

(pp. 387-398). Needham Heights, MA: Ginn. 

Astin, H.S., & Davis, D.E. (1993). Research productivity 

across the life and career cycles: Facilitators and barriers 

for women. In J.S. Glazer, E.M. Bensimon, & B.K. Townsend 

(Eds.), Women in higher education: A feminist perspective 

(pp. 415-423). Needham Heights, MA: Ginn. 

American Psychological Association (1994). Publication 

manual of the American Psychological Association (4th ed.). 

Washington, DC: Author. 

Belenky, M.F., Clinchy, B.M., Goldberger, N.R., & 

Tarule, J.M. (1986). Women's ways of knowing: The development 

of self, voice, and mind. United States: Basic Books. 

Berg, H.M., & Ferber, M.A. (1983). Men and women 

graduate students: Who succeeds and why? Journal of Higher 

Education, 54(6), 629-648. 

Birrell, S., & Richter, D.M. (1994). Is a diamond 

forever? Feminist transformations of sport. In S. Birrell & 

C.L. Cole (Eds.), Women, sport, and culture (pp. 221-44). 

Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

350 



351 

Blackburn, R.T., Behymer, C.E., & Hall, D.E. (1978). 

Research note: Correlates of faculty publications. Sociology 

of Education, 51(2), 132-141. 

Blau, P.M. (1973). The organization of academic work. 

New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

Blinde, E.M., Taub, D.E., & Han, L. (1993). Sport 

participation and women's personal empowerment: Experiences 

of the college athlete. Journal of Sport and Social Issues, 

17(1), 47-69. 

Boice, R., & Johnson, K. (1984). Perception and practice 

of writing for publication by faculty at a doctoral-granting 

university. Research in Higher Education, 21, 33-43. 

Boice, R., & Kelly, K.A. (1987). Writing viewed by 

disenfranchised groups. Written Communication, 4(3), 299-309. 

Bothamley, J. (1993). Dictionary of theories. London: 

Gale Research International. 

Boyer, E.L. (no date). Enrollment in institutions of 

higher learning. [Online]. Available: 

http//www.carnegiefoundation.org/cihe/forward.htm. 

Braxton, J.M. (1983). Department colleagues and 

individual faculty publication productivity. Review of Higher 

Education, Q(2), 115-128. 



352 

Brown, S.D., Lent, R.W., Ryan, N.E., & McPartland, E.B. 

(1996). Self-efficacy as an intervening mechanism between 

research training environments and scholarly productivity: A 

theoretical and methodological extension. Counseling 

Psychologist, 24(3), 535-544. 

Butki, B.D., & Andersen, M.B. (1994). Mentoring in sport 

psychology: Students' perceptions of training in publication 

and presentations guidelines. Sport Psychologist, 8, 143-148. 

Cameron, S.W., & Blackburn, R.T. (1981). Sponsorship and 

academic career success. Journal of Higher Education, 52, 

369-377. 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching 

(1998, August 28). The nation: Institutions. Chronicle of 

Higher Education Almanac, 42-42. 

Chamberlain, M.K. (Ed.) (1988). Women in academe: 

Progress and prospects. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Centra. J.A. (1974). Women, men and the doctorate. 

Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service. 

Clark, S.M., & Corcoran, M. (1986). Perspectives on the 

professional socialization of women faculty: A case of 

accumulative disadvantage? Journal of Higher Education, 57, 

20-43. 



353 

Clifford, G.J. (1993). Shaking dangerous questions from 

the crease: Gender and American higher education. In J.S. 

Glazer, E.M. Bensimon, & B.K. Townsend (Eds.), Women in 

higher education: A feminist perspective (pp. 135-173). 

Needham Heights, MA: Ginn. 

Clough, P.T. (1994). Feminist thought: Desire, power, 

and academic discourse. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell. 

Coakley, J.J. (1997). Sport in society: Issues and 

controversies (6th ed.). Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill. 

Crase, D. (1987). Guest editorial: Dimensions of 

scholarly productivity. Physical Educator, 44(2), 

282-290. 

Crase, D. (1992). Guest editorial: Editors, editorial 

boards, and reviewers: The gatekeeperrs of knowledge. 

Physical Educator, 49(1), 28-32. 

Crase, D. (1993). Highly productive scholars: What 

drives them toward success. JOPERD, 64(6), 80-82. 

Creamer, E.G. (1995). The scholarly productivity of 

women academics. Initiatives, 57(1), 1-9. 

Creamer, E.G. (1999). Knowledge production, publication 

productivity, and intimate academic partnerships. Journal of 

Higher Education, 70, 261-277. 

Creamer, E.G., & McGuire, S.P. (1998). Applying the 

cumulative advantage perspective to scholarly writers in 

higher education. Review of Higher Education, 22(1), 73-82. 



Curie, E. (1937). Madame Curie. New York: Doubleday, 

Doran & Company. 

354 

Delmar, R. (1994). What is feminism? In A.C. Herrman & 

A.J. Stewart (Eds.), Theorizing feminism: Parallel trends in 

the humanities and social sciences (pp. 5-25). Boulder, CO: 

Westview. 

Donovan, J. (1992). Feminist theory: The intellectual 

traditions of American feminism. New York: Continuum. 

Dunbar, H., & Lewis, D.R. (1998). Determinants of 

research productivity in higher education. Research in Higher 

Education, 39, 607-631. 

Erlandson, D.A., Harris, E.L., Skipper, B.L., & Allen, 

S.D. (1993). Doing naturalistic inquiry: A guide to methods. 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Finkelstein, M.J. (1984). The status of academic women: 

An assessment of five competing explanations. Review of 

Higher Education, 7(3), 223-246. 

Foley, D. (1990). The great American football ritual: 

Reproducing race, class, and gender inequality. Sociology of 

Sport Journal, 7, 111-135. 

Fox, M.F. (1989). Women in higher education: Gender 

differences in the status of students and scholars. In J. 

Freeman (Ed.), Women: A feminist perspective (pp. 217-235). 

Mountain View, CA: Mayfield. 



Fox, M.F., & Ferri, V.C. (1992). Women, men and their 

attributions for success in academe. Social Psychology 

Quarterly, 55, 257-271. 

Fraser, N. (1989). Unruly practices: Power, discourse 

and gender in contemporary social theory. Minneapolis, MN: 

University of Minnesota. 

Gatens, M. (1992). Power, bodies and difference. In M. 

Barrett & A. Phillips (Eds.), Destabilizing theory: 

Contemporary feminist debates (pp. 120-137). Stanford, CA: 

Stanford University. 

355 

Gergen, K.J. (1985). The social constructionist movement 

in modern psychology. American Psychologist, 40, 266-275. 

Gilligan, C. (1982). In a different voice: Psychological 

theory and women's development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

Glaser, E.G., & Strauss, A.L. (1967). The discovery of 

grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative research. 

Chicago: Aldine Publishing. 

Goe Karp, G., Williamson, K., & Shifflett, B. (1996). 

Physical education teacher educators' work roles in research 

and doctoral-granting institutions. Journal of Teaching in 

Physical Education, 15, 251-265. 

Goldstein, E. (1979). Effect of same-sex and cross-sex 

role models on the subsequent academic productivity of 

scholars. American Psychologist, 34, 407-410. 



Gorden, R. (1992). Basic interviewing skills. Itasca, 

IL: F.E. Peacock. 

356 

Grant, J. (1993). Fundamental feminism: Contesting the 

core concepts of feminist theory. New York: Routledge. 

Hall, M.A. (1996). Feminism and sporting bodies: Essays 

on theory and practice. Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

Henderson, K.A., Bialeschi, M.D., Shaw, S.M., & 

Freysinger, V.J. (1989). A leisure of one's own: A feminist 

perspective on women's leisure. State College, PA: Venture. 

Hunter, D.E. (1986). Women who write: Prolific female 

scholars in higher education and student affairs 

administration. Journal of the National Association for Women 

Deans, Administrators, and Counselors, 50, 33-39. 

Hunter, D.E., & Kuh, G.D. (1987). The "write wing": 

Characteristics of prolific contributors to the higher 

education literature. Journal of Higher Education, 58, 

443-462. 

Hyer, P.B. (1985). Affirmative action from women 

faculty: Case studies of three successful institutions. 

Journal of Higher Education, 56(1), 282-299. 

Iwata, B.A., & Lent, C.E. (1984). Participation of women 

in behavior analysis: Some recent data on authorship of 

manuscripts submitted to the Journal of Applied Behavior 

Analysis. Behavior Analyst, 7, 77-78. 



357 

Kelly, L., Burton, S., & Regan, L. (1994). Researching 

women's lives or studying women's oppression? Reflections on 

what constitutes feminist research. In M. Maynard & J. Purvis 

(Eds.), Researching women's lives from a feminist 

perspective. Briston, PA: Taylor & Francis. 

Kincheloe, J.L., & McLaren, P.L. (1994). Rethinking 

critical theory and qualitative research. In N.K. Denzin & 

Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research 

(pp. 138-157). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Kovar, S.K., & Overdorf, V. (1995). Scholarly 

productivity as a function of graduate training, workplace, 

and gender. Women in Sport and Physical Activity Journal, 4 

(2), 1-21. 

Knoppers, A. (1989). Productivity and collaborative 

patterns of physical educators. Research Quarterly for 

Exercise and Sport, 60(2), 159-165. 

Ladd, E.C., Jr. (1979). The work experience of American 

college professors: Some data and an argument. Current Issues 

in Higher Education, 2, 3-12. 

Lincoln, Y.S., & Guba, E.G. (1985). Naturalistic 

inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Lofland, J., & Lofland, L. H. ( 1995) . Analyzing social 

settings: A guide to qualitative observation and analysis. 

Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 



Loy, J.W. (1979). An exploratory analysis of the 

scholarly productivity of North American based sport 

sociologists. International Review of Sport Sociology, 14 

(3-4), 97-113. 

Lykes, M.B., & Stewart, A.J. (1986). Evaluating the 

feminist challenge to research in personality and social 

psychology: 1963-83. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 10(4), 

393-412. 

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G.B. (1995). Designing 

qualitative research (2nd ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

358 

Massengale, J.D., & Sage, G.H. (1982). Departmental 

prestige and career mobility patterns of college physical 

educators. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 53 (4), 

305-312. 

Maynard, M. (1994). Methods, practice and epistemology: 

The debate about feminism and research. In M. Maynard & J. 

Purvis (Eds.), Researching women's lives from a feminist 

perspective (pp. 10-26). London: Taylor & Francis. 

Menges, R.J., & Exum, W.H. (1983). Barriers to the 

progress of women and minority faculty. Journal of Higher 

Education, 54, 123-144. 

Messner, M.A. (1992). Power at play. Boston: Beacon. 



359 

Moore, K.M., & Sagaria, M.A.D. (1993). The situation of 

women in research universities in the United States: Within 

the inner circles of academic power. In J.S. Glazer, E.M. 

Bensimon, & B.K. Townsend (Eds.), Women in higher education: 

A feminist perspective (pp. 227-240). Needham Heights, MA: 

Ginn. 

National Center for Education Statistics (1999). Digest 

of Education Statistics [Online]. Available: 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs99/1999036.pdf [June 2, 1999]. 

Olesen, V. (1994). Feminisms and models of qualitative 

research. In N.K. Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of 

qualitative research (pp. 158-174). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Osmond, M.W., & Thorne, B. (1993). Feminist theories: 

The social construction of gender in families and society. In 

P.G. Boss, W.J. Doherty, R. LaRossa, W.R. Schumm, & S.K. 

Steinmetz (Eds.), Sourcebook of family theories and methods: 

A contextual approach (pp. 591-625). New York: Plenum. 

Park, R.J. (1995). The contributions of women in 

exercise science and sports medicine, 1870-1994. Women in 

Sport and Physical Activity Journal, 3(1), 41-69. 

Paludi, M.A., & Bauer, W.D. (1983). Goldberg revisited: 

What's in an author's name. Sex Roles, 9, 387-390. 

Paludi, M.A., & Strayer, L.A. (1985). What's in an 

author's name? Differential evaluations of performance as a 

function of author's name. Sex Roles, 12, 353-361. 



360 

Powell, C. (1996). Whose voice? Whose feelings? 

Emotions: The theory and practice of feminist methodology. In 

K. Carter & S. Delamont (Eds.). Qualitative research: The 

emotional dimension. Brookfield, VT: Ashgate. 

Rees-Jones, D., D'Monte, R., Winning, J., & Kilmister, 

S. (1994). Postgraduate students: Empowering ourselves. In S. 

Davies, C. Lubelska, & J. Quinn (Eds.) Changing the subject: 

Women in higher education (pp. 101-110). Bristol, PA: Taylor 

& Francis. 

Reid, G., & Broadhead, G.D. (1995). APAQ at ten: A 

documentary analysis. Adapted Physical Activity Quarterly, 

12, 103-112. 

Reinharz, S. (1992). Feminist methods in social 

research. New York: Oxford University Press. 

ResearchWare (1994). HyperRESEARCH™: A content analysis 

tool for the qualitative resarcher (Version 1.56) [Computer 

software]. Randolph, MA: Author. 

Rich, A. (1992). Toward a women-centered university. In 

M. Humm (Ed.). Modern feminisms: Political, literary, 

cultural (pp. 390-393). New York: Columbia University Press. 

Riger, S., Stokes, J., Raja, S., & Sullivan, M. (1997). 

Measuring perceptions of the work environment for female 

faculty. Review of Higher Education, 21(1), 63-78. 

Ritzer, G. (1996). Sociological theory (4th ed.). New 

York: McGraw-Hill. 



Rossiter, M.W. (1982). Women scientists in America: 

Struggles and strategies to 1940. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 

University Press. 

Safrit, M.J. (1979). Women in research in physical 

education. Quest, 31, 158-171. 

Safrit, M.J. (1984). Women in research in physical 

education: A 1984 update. Quest, 36, 103-114. 

361 

Sage, G.H. (1998). Power and ideology in American sport: 

A critical perspective (2nd ed.). Champaign, IL: Human 

Kinetics. 

Sandler, B.R. (1973). A little help from our government: 

WEAL and contract compliance. In A.S. Rossi & A. Calderwood 

(Eds.), Academic women on the move (pp. 439-462). New York: 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

Sandler, B.R. (1993) The campus climate revisited: 

Chilly for women faculty, administrators, and graduate 

students. In J.S. Glazer, E.M. Bensimon, & B.K. Townsend 

(Eds.), Women in higher education: A feminist perspective 

(pp. 175-203). Needham Heights, MA: Ginn. 

Schuiteman, J., & Knoppers, A. (1987). An examination of 

gender differences in scholarly productivity among physical 

educators. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 58(3), 

265-272. 

Schiebinger, L. (1989). The mind has no sex? Women in 

the origins of modern science. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 



Sherrill, C. (1997). Past, present, future. Adapted 

Physical Activity Quarterly, 14, 1-7. 

Sherrill, C., & DePauw, K.P. (1997). Adapted physical 

activity and education. In J.D. Massengale & R.A. Swanson 

(Eds.), The history of exercise and sport science 

(pp. 39-108). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

Sherrill, C., & O'Connor, J. (1999). Guidelines for 

improving adapted physical activity research. Adapted 

Physical Activity Quarterly, 16, 1-8. 

362 

Sherrill, C., & Wilhite, B. (1996). Sport as 

empowerment: Perspectives of athletes in the 1996 Paralympic 

Games. Unpublished paper. Available from C. Sherrill, Box 

425647, Texas Woman's University, Denton, TX 76204. 

Simonton, D.K. (1990). Creativity in the later years: 

Optimistic prospects for achievement. Gerontologist, 30, 

626-631. 

Spradley, J.P. (1980). Participant observation. Fort 

Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 

Stacey, J. (1993). Untangling feminist theory. In D. 

Richardson & V. Robinson (Eds.), Thinking feminist: Key 

concepts in women's studies (pp. 49-73). New York: Guilford 

Press. 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative 

research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques. Newbury 

Park, CA: Sage. 



Street, S., Kromrey, J.D., & Kimmel, E. (1995). 

University faculty gender roles perceptions. Sex Roles. 32, 

407-422. 

363 

Thomas, J.R. (1997). Motor behavior. In J.D. Massengale 

& R.A. Swanson (Eds.), The history of exercise and sport 

science (pp. 203-292). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

Thomas, J.R., & Nelson, J.K. (1996). Research methods in 

physical activity (3rd ed.). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

Tierney, H. (1991). Women's studies encyclopedia: Views 

from the sciences (Vol. 1). New York: Peter Bedrick Books. 

Touchton, J.G., & Davis, L. (1991). Fact book on women 

in higher education. New York: Macmillan. 

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

(1971). Report on higher education. (Superintendent of 

Documents Catalog No. HE .250:50065). Washington, DC: U.S. 

Government Printing Office. 

U.S. Department of Education (1997). Title IX: 25 years 

of progress [Online]. Available: 

http//www.ed.gov/pubs/TitleIX/ [June 2, 1999]. 

Wilkerson, J. (1997). Biomechanics. In J.D. Massengale & 

R.A. Swanson (Eds.), The history of exercise and sport 

science (pp. 321-366). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics. 

Woloch, N. (1992). Early American woman: A documentary 

history, 1600-1900. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 

Woody, T. (1929). A history of women's education in the 

United States. New York: Science Press. 



364 

APPENDICES 



365 

List of Appendices 

A List of all women published in selected journals from 

1984-1998. 

B List of all women published in textbooks (chapters 

and/or books) (Adapted Physical Activity, Adapted Physical 

Education, Special Physical Education, Developmental Physical 

Education, Individualized Physical Education, Physical 

Education for Handicapped, Physical Education for Disabled, 

Disability Sport) from 1984-1998. 

C Letter of invitation. 

D Information card. 

El Permission letter from Human Subjects Review Committee. 

E2 Consent form. 

F Interview guide. 

Gl Sample Log Sheet - Day-to-Day. 

G2 Sample Log Sheet - Personal Log. 

H Researcher Checklist to guide interview and field notes 

process. 

Il Individual schematics - Highest producers. 

I2 Individual schematics - Less high producers. 

J Ranking categories calculated to establish HH and LH 

groups. 



366 

Appendix A 

List of all women published in selected journals (Adapted 
Physical Activity Quarterly, Clinical Kinesiology (previously 
American Corrective Therapy Journal), Quest, and Research 
Quarterly for Exercise and Sport from 1984-1998, N = 219. 

Adams, Glenda 
Adams-Mushett, Carol 
Adrian, Marlene 
Antony, Rose M. 
Arena-Ronde, Susan 
Babstock, Pamela 
Barnet, Beth 
Berger, Bonnie 
Berkin, Susan 
Beuter, Anne 
Biery, Martha J. 
Blinde, Elaine M. 
Block, Sandra 
Boswell, Boni B. 
Brown, Liana 
Bruno, Lucille 
Buck, Joan 
Buckley, Shelley 
Buckley, Tammy 
Burke, Jeanmarie 
Eyde, Rita 
Campbell, Elizabeth 
Campbell, Kathryn 
Canabal, Maria 
Cantell, Marja H. 
Cator, Carol 
Cauchon, Michelle 
Causgrove-Dunn, Janice L. 
Chandler, Judy Potter 
Charest-Lilly, Paula 
Clark, Jane E. 
Cole, Emily 
Combs, Sue 
Connolly, Maureen 
Connor-Kuntz, Fiona J. 
Cook, Melissa 
Cooper, Marilyn A. 
Coram, Susan J. 

Cowden, Jo E. 
Craft, Diane H. 
Cressler, Marsha 
Cross, Pamela J. 
Cunningham, Sheri 
Cusimano, Barbara 
Darby, Lynn 
Debu, Bettina 
deCalonne, Danielle 
DeLozier, Mollie 
DelRey, Patricia 
DePauw, Karen P. 
Devine, Mary Ann 
DiNatale, Josie 
Doll-Tepper, Gudrun M. 
Dordel, H. Jan 
Duda, Joan L. 
Dummer, Gai 1 M. 
Dwyer, Catherine 
Edwards, Jacqueline M. 
Ellis, M. Kathleen 
Emes, Claudia 
Ervin, Sandra 
Eterradossi, Jacqueline 
Evaggelinou, Christina 
Ewing, Martha 
Folsom-Meek, Sherry L. 
Fox, V. Marie 
Fraser, Marianne 
Frey, Georgia 
Fung, Lena 
Gagnon, Jocelyn 
Gall, Kimberly 
Gant, Sue 
Gavron, Susan J. 
Gehlsen, Gale M. 
Gench, Barbara 
Gibbons, Sandra L. 



Goe Karp, Grace 
Goldenburg, Lori 
Goodway, Jacqueline D. 
Goosey, Victoria L. 
Gorton, Beatrice 
Gray, Susan 
Habeck, Rochelle 
Hanrahan, Stephanie 
Hattin, Heather 
Heikinaro-Johansson, Pilvikki 
Henderson, Hester 
Henderson, Sheila E. 
Herman, Ellen 
Heyne, Linda 
Hoare, Deborah 
Hodges, Nicola 
Hogan, Patricia I. 
Holland, Leona J. 
Houston-Wilson, Cathy 
Hughes, Kathy 
Humphries, Laurie 
Huuhka, Heikki 
Illingworth, Sheelagh 
Inman, Kathleen B. 
Jackson, Sheila L. 
Janson, Sandy 
Jay, Danielle 
Jeltma, Kathy 
Joyce-Petrovich, Rosemary 
Kauffman, Nancy 
Kerpuk, Joan 
Kerr, Tracey 
Kimura, Iris F. 
King, Christine M. 
Knapen, Jan 
Knudsen, Mary J. 
Kobberling, Gisela 
Kafka, Joan 
Kolkka, Tarja 
Kowalski, Ellen M. 
Krebs, Patricia L. 
Kunstler, Robin 
Lahtiven, Ulla M. 
LaMaster, Kathryn 
Lanciault, Monique 
Larkin, Dawne 
Lasko-Mccarthey, Peggy 
Lazarus, Jo-Anne C. 

Lee, Amelia 
Lee, Mary 
Levinson, Leslie J. 
Long, Kimberly 
Longmuir, Patricia E. 
Loock, Christine 
Lowe, Leslie J. 
Lundegren, Herberta 
Maeland, Annlaug Flem 
Malone, Laurie 
Martin, Margie 
Mcclung, Lisa R. 
McGuire, Francis 
McHugh, B. Elaine 
Megginson, Nancy 
Menna, Lucille 
Missiuna, Cheryl 
Moreau, Mary 
Mossing, Marianne 
Newton, Maria 
Overton, Sara 
Painter, Mary A. 
Parks, Susan 
Parsons, Christine 
Pascal, Eve 
Peutsch, Helga 
Phillips, Sally J. 
Pogue-Screws, Doris 
Politino, Virginia 
Pope, Carol 
Prupas, Andrea 
Pyfer, Jean L. 
Rainbolt, Wanda Jean 
Ridgway, Mary 
Riggen, Katherine 
Robinson, Jo-Anne 
Roeleveld, Karin 
Rornanow, Sandy 
Rose, Betty 
Rose, Debra 
Rosendahl, Marjorie 
Roswal, Peggy M. 
Rowe, Joanne 
Rowe, Linda 
Rudisill, Mary E. 
Sayers, L . Kristi 
Schmidt, Sharon 
Schoemaker, Marina M. 
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Seidly, Christine 
Serpas, Denise 
Shapiro, Deborah R. 
Sherrill, Claudine 
Shifflett, Bethany 
Silliman-French, Lisa M. 
Smith, Kari 
Smith, Sarah 
Smith, Theresa 
Smyth, Mary M. 
Solmon, Melinda A. 
Square, Paula 
Stubbs, Nancy 
Stutts, Rose Marie 
Tarr, Susan J. 
Taylor, Denise 
Thompson, Linda P. 
Thorpe, JoAnne 
Titus, Julie A. 
Toole, Tonya 
Torrey, Carol 
Tousignant, Marielle 
Trader, Barbara R. 
Tripp, April 
Ulrich, Beverly D. 
Varela, Ana Marie 
Velde, Beth 
Verderber, Joan M.S. 
Vosse, Annette J. 
Wagner, Denise 
Warren, Barbara 
Watanabe, Kimberly T. 
Watkinson, E. Jane 
Webster, Gail 
Weissinger, Ellen 
Wells, Christine L. 
White, Sally A. 
Wilhite, Barbara 
Wilkerson, Jerry 
Williams, Harriet G. 
Williams, M. Laura 
Winchester, Tammi 
Wright, Helen C. 
Wright, Jennifer 
York, Shirril L. 
Younger, Trudy 
Zittel, Lauriece L. 
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Appendix B 

List of women published in textbooks (chapter and/or book) 
(Adapted Physical Activity, Adapted Physical Education, 
Special Physical Education, Disability Sport) from 
1984-1998, N = 30. 

Adams, Glenda* 
Cowden, Jo E.* 
DePauw, Karen P.* 
Dummer, Gail M.* 
Gavron, Susan J.* 
Grosse, Susan 
Heilbuth, Lynne 
Houston-Wilson, Cathy* 
Huettig, Carol 
Kalinowski, Lyn Burdick 
Kasser, Susan L. 
Keyes, Ann M. 
Lepore, Monica 
Lieberman, Lauren 
Megginson, Nancy* 
Miller, Patricia 
Morris, Lisa Rappaport 
Pyfer, Jean L.* 
Rainbolt, Wanda Jean* 
Rich, Sarah 
Sayers, L. Kristi* 
Schulz, Linda 
Seaman, Janet A. 
Sherrill, Claudine* 
Thompson, Donna 
Torrey, Carol* 
Wessel, Janet 
Wuest, Deborah A. 
Younger, Trudy* 
Zittel, Lauriece* 

Note: * Name also appears on list of all women published in 

selected journals (Appendix A). 
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Letter of invitation to participate. 

[NAME] 
[ADDRESS] 
[ADDRESS] 

Dear [NAME], 

Appendix C 

Deborah Buswell, MSEd 
Department of Kinesiology 
College of Health Studies 
Texas Woman's University 
P.O. Box 425647 
Denton, TX 76204-1717 
[DATE] 

370 

I am a doctoral student at Texas Woman's University in the Department of Kinesiology with 
a specialization in adapted physical education. I am writing to ask you to participate in my collection 
of data for my dissertation. The purpose of my study is to examine the perspectives of women 
adapted physical activity professionals concerning experiences and variables that affect scholarly 
writing and publication. My study will involve interviewing women in the field of adapted physical 
activity who have produced scholarly publications and analyzing the interviews using a constant 
comparative method in an effort to extrapolate commonalities and differences within the 
participation sample. I would like to interview between 15-20 women. 

Participation in this study would involve an audiotaped interview which would last 
approximately 45-60 minutes. Interviews would be set up in a quiet, accessible site, at a time and 
place that would be convenient for you. Your interview will be transcribed, and the transcription will 
be sent to you for confirmation approximately two weeks after the interview. Reading this 
transcript should take you only about 30 minutes. 

I feel that this research will help to provide information for training professionals in the field 
of adapted physical activity. This research will promote the rights, as a professional in adapted 
physical activity, for each participant to be heard and to have other professionals think about her 
experiences, her ideas, and her beliefs. I believe that this will promote a better understanding by 
individuals involved in professional preparation programming of the roles of women within the 
profession and their needs in preparing to enter the field. 

I feel that you have made considerable contributions by your writing to the field of adapted 
physical activity. Because of your contributions you are an essential component of this research 
and without your participation I believe that your valuable insight and experiences in the field of 
adapted physical activity will be missing. 

Participation in this study would be entirely voluntary and you may withdraw your consent 
at any time without penalty and have any data that you have contributed returned to you, removed 
from the research records, or destroyed. If you have any questions regarding this study or would 
like more information, you may contact me at the above address or phone 940-321-5168 or 
contact my advisor Claudine Sherrill, Ed.D. at 940-898-2575. Thank your for your consideration of 
my proposal. Please return the enclosed information card to me as soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 

Deborah J. Buswell, MSEd 
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Information card. 
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___ I DO NOT WISH TO PARTICIPATE IN YOUR STUDY "SCHOLARLY 
PUBLICATION BY WOMEN ADAPTED PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
PROFESSIONALS" AND AM PROVIDING MY NAME SO THAT I MAY BE 
REMOVED FROM THE LIST. 

___ I DO WISH TO PARTICIPATE IN YOUR STUDY "SCHOLARLY 
PUBLICATION BY WOMEN ADAPTED PHYSICAL ACTIVITY 
PROFESSIONALS" AND AM PROVIDING THE FOLLOWING 
INFORMATION SO THAT YOU MAY CONTACT ME TO ARRANGE AN 
INTERVIEW. 

NAME ________________________ _ 
ADDRESS _______________________ _ 

ADDRESS ___________ EMAIL __________ _ 
PHONE NUMBER(S) ________ FAX NUMBER ______ _ 
I CURRENTLY HOLD THE POSITION OF ______________ _ 

AT _______________________ _ 

I EARNED MY PhD AT ____________________ _ 

TIME(S) WHEN IT WOULD BE BEST TO CONTACT ME AT THE ABOVE 
NUMBER 
__ 8:00am - 12 noon __ 12 noon - 5:00pm __ 5:00pm - 8:30pm 
DAY(S) WHEN IT WOULD BE BEST TO CONTACT ME AT THE ABOVE 
NUMBER 

Mon. Tues. 

RETURN TO: 

Wed. Thurs. Fri. Sat. 

DEBORAH BUSWELL 

DEPARTMENT OF KINESIOLOGY 

COLLEGE OF HEAL TH STUDIES 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 

P.O. BOX 425647 

DENTON, TEXAS 76204-1717 

Sun. 
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Permission letter from Human Subjects Review Committee. 

March 30, 1998 

Ms. Deborah Buswell 
Kinesiology 

Dear Ms. Buswell: 

f#¥iiNt¥@BWEE&H& A 41 

TEXAS ,VOJ\1AN'S 
C>IIVERSIT'{ 

DE~TC~•DALLAS HOLSTO~ 

HC:-t-\:'\ SL"B!ECTS 
REVIEW co:-1\11TTEE 
P.O. Bo>. .;::619 
Denton, T\ 7t>:O.;-j6:9 
Phone: 940 89~·3377 
F3x: 9-l0.' 89S-3-l1,, 

Youi study entitled "Scholarly ?ubiication by Women Adapted Physical Activity Professionals" 
has been reviewed by a committee of the Human Subjects Review Committee and appears 
to meet our requirements in regard to protection of individuals' rights. 

Be reminded that both the University and the Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) regulations typically require that agency approval letters and signatures indicating 
informed consent be obtained from all human subjects in your study. These consent forms 
and an annual/final report (attached) are to be filed with the Human Subjects Review 
Committee at the completion of the study. 

This approval is valid one year from the date of this letter. Furthermore, according to HHS 
regulations, another review by the Committee is required if your project changes. If you have 
any questions, please feel free to call the Human Subjects Review Committee at the phone 
number listed above. 

Sincerely, 

i,'&yU:,lle &zu,,,J 
(chair 

Human Subjects Review Committee 

cc Graduate School 
Dr. Claudine Sherrill. De;)artment of Kinesiology 
Dr. Jerry Wilkerson, Department of Kinesiology 
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Appendix E2 

Consent form. 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
SUBJECT CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

I agree to be interviewed and audiotaped for the research titled SCHOLARLY PUBLICATION BY WOMEN 
ADAPTED PHYSICAL ACTIVITY PROFESSIONALS, which is being conducted by 

Investigator: Deborah Buswell, MSEd, 940-321-5168 
Advisor: Claudine Sherrill, Ed.D., 940-898-2575 

I understand that participation is entirely voluntary; I can withdraw my consent at any time without penalty 
and have all data that I have contributed returned to me, removed from the research records, or destroyed. 

The following points have been explained to me, and all of my questions have been answered. 

1 a. THE REASON FOR THE RESEARCH IS 
I understand that the research will help provide information for training professionals and 
will provide content for university classes, textbooks, and conference presentations in pedagogy, 
feminisms, adapted physical activity, and related areas. The research will emphasize the 
importance of listening to and learning from individuals participating in scholarly publication. 

I b. THE BENEFITS THAT I MAY EXPECT ARE 
I understand that this research promotes my right, as a professional in adapted physical 
activity, to be heard and to have other professionals think about my experiences, my ideas, and 
my beliefs. This should increase understanding of professional preparation programming, and 
women' s roles within the profession. 

2. THE PROCEDURES ARE AS FOLLOWS 
a. The investigator will set up an interview data collection time of approximately 45 to 60 

minutes. 
b. The interview will take place in a quiet, accessible site designated by the investigator 

and agreed upon by the interviewee. 
c. The interview will be audiotaped and the transcription will be mailed to you for 

confirmation. 

d. The interview will be comprised of open-ended questions like (a) Talk to me about those 
individuals who you feel have been most instrumental in the development of your 
scholarly publication in adapted physical activity and your relationship with them 
(mentors); (b) Talk to me about what you feel they did that helped you to develop into 
a productive writer. 

3. THE DISCOMFORTS OR STRESSES THAT MAY BE FACED DURING RESEARCH 
No discomforts or stresses are foreseen. 

4. THE RISKS ARE 

The data collected are not psychological or sociological. The data are personal ideas and beliefs, 

based on experiences as a student and as a professional. I understand that the results of this study 
will be confidential and my answers will not be linked to my name (See Item 5). 
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5. THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL and will not be released in any 
individually identifiable form, unless otherwise required by law. 

a. Audiotapes and data will be stored in locked files in the investigators' office. 
b. Confidential numbers rather than names will be used on audiotapes and instruments. 

The key linking numbers to names will be stored in a locked file. 
c. Tapes will be erased within 3 years (by September 1, 2001). 
d. Transcripts and the key linking confidential numbers to names will be shredded within 

5 years (by September 1, 2003). 
e. The investigators will be the only individuals to listen to the tapes and read the 

transcriptions of the interviews. 

6. DEBRIEFING 

I understand that I will receive a typed transcript of my data by mail and have the opportunity to 
confirm information. I will also receive a summary of the results of the study. This form includes 
the address and phone number of the investigator and faculty advisor should I wish additional 
information anytime during the next 3 years. 

7. The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen because of this research. I 
should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem and they will help me. I 
understand, however, that TWU does not provide medical services or financial assistance for 
injuries that might happen because I am taking part in this research. If I have any questions 
about the research or about my rights as a subject, I should ask the researchers: their phone 
numbers are at the top of this form. If I have questions later, or wish to report a problem, I may 
call the researchers or the Office of Research & Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 

Signature of Participant Date 
The above consent form was read, discussed, and signed in my presence. In my opinion, the person signing 
said consent form did so freely and with full knowledge and understanding of its contents. 

Representative of Texas Woman's University Date 

PLEASE SIGN BOTH COPIES OF THIS FORM. KEEP ONE AND RETURN THE OTHER TO THE 
INVESTIGATOR 

SO THAT I CAN MAIL YOU A COPY OF THE TRANSCRIPT OF YOUR AUDIOTAPED 
INTERVIEW, AND A COPY OF THE RESEARCH REPORT, PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING 
INFORMATION 

Name 
Street 
City 
State 
Phone 
Confidential# 

Zip Code 
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Author Interview Guide. 
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1. As you think back on your career in adapted physical 
activity, who do you believe has been most influential in 
getting you to this point of your career in resarch, writing, 
and publishing? 

PROBES 

a. Of all the folks you identified is there one or two 
that have maybe had more influence than all the others? 

b. Tell me something about these individuals and the 
way they related to you that impacted on your career 
development. 

c. Evidentially there wasn't anyone at the master's 
doctoral level as I recall you didn't mention anyone. 

2a. As you think about the work environment that has 
surrounded your professional life, what things have 
facilitated or mitigated against your production of scholarly 
writing? 

Be sure individual addresses facilitated/mitigated. 

PROBE: 

What is the piece of writing that you are most proud of? 
Why did you name this one? 

2b. As you look back at your work environment at (Name 
prior institutions) how would you describe the institution's 
level of support for your research and writing? 

PROBE 

If I were to ask a male faculty member in your 
department this question how do you think he might respond? 
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3. As you think about the environment surrounding your 
personal life what would you name as factors that you think 
have facilitated or mitigated against your production of 
scholarly writing? 

PROBES 

a. Do you have responsibilities for anyone other than 
yourself when you get home at night? 

b. How has this living arrangement facilitated your 
scholarly writing or been a liability to your productivity do 
you think? 

4. Cost isn't always reflected in dollars, as you think 
about your career and where you are right now as a 
researcher, writer, and scholar, what would you say it has 
cost you to get to this point in your career? 

PROBE 

What sacrifices have you had to make to get to this 
point in your career? 

Sa. What would you say is your primary motivator for 
continuing to research, write, and publish? 

Sb. What has been your observation of tenured versus 
nontenured individuals in their productivity as researchers 
and authors? On you or others - quantity-quality? 

Sc. As you think about your writing history what peaks and 
valleys can you identify in your productivity and can you 
account for why these peaks and valleys occurred? 

6. Based on your experience, if you were given an 
opportunity to address a group of doctoral students what 
advice would you give them, how would you counsel young 
people just starting out in their careers in regard to 
research, writing, and publishing? 

PROBE: 

How would your advice be different if you were just 
addressing women? 
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Sample Log Sheet - Day-to-Day 

Name of Participant Location 

377 

Length of 

Interview 



Appendix G2 

Sample Log Sheet - Personal Log 

Name of Participant: 

Date: 

Perceived Emotional State of the Participant: 

Interview Environment: 

Personal Reactions: 

Experience Notes (ideas, fears, mistakes, confusions, 

breakthroughs, problems): 

378 
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Researcher Checklist to guide interview and field notes 

process. 

Prior to beginning interview complete the following tasks: 

Have you done this yet? 

------ Introduce myself 

______ Explain purpose of the interview 

------Discuss their rights as participants 

------Ask for permission to audiotape 

379 

------Have them read, discuss, and sign informed consent 

______ Turn on the tape recorder, make sure it works 

______ Begin interview 

Notes on taking field notes - ask yourself the following 

questions: 

What is my perception of the participants' emotional state? 

What is the environment in which the interview took place 

(i.e., temperature, comfort, noise)? 

What are my personal reactions to the process of the 

interview (i.e., reactions to informants and feelings sensed 

from participants)? 

What was my experiences during the interview (i.e., ideas 

fears, mistakes, confusions, breakthroughs, problems)? 
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Individual schematics - Highest Producers 
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WRITING 
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PROFESSIONAL 
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Evolving job 

ot taking time away 
from students 

380 



Appendix Il 

Individual schematics - Highest Producers 

EDUCATION 

Elementary school 
teachers 

English teacher 

Lots of reading -
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writing 
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HOME 
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people happy 
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Individual schematics - Highest Producers 
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Uninterrupted time 
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Less time to write 
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Individual schematics - Highest Producers 
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Individual schematics - Highest Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Individual schematics - Less High Producers 
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Appendix J 

Ranking categories calculated to establish HH and LH groups. 

The researcher examined each of the following categories 

and recorded totals for the first 5 and calculated averages 

for the next 6. Based on this procedure individuals were 

ranked 1 to 13 in each of the 11 categories. Then the 

researcher summed all ranks for each individual to create a 

ranked point total score. Women with the lowest ranked point 

total scores (24 to 62) were assigned to the HH group and 

women with the highest ranked point total scores (95 to 121) 

were assigned to the LH group. A Mann-Whitney U revealed a 

significant difference between the ranked point total scores 

of the HH and LH groups (U = 15, Q = .003). 

Ranking categories: 

1. Total number of articles, chapters, and books published 

throughout career. 

2. Total number of articles published throughout career. 

3. Total number of chapters published throughout career. 

4. Total number of books published throughout career 

(multiple editions were only counted once). 

5. Total number of articles, chapters, and books published 

during past 5 years (1984 - 1998) . 

6. Average number of articles per year throughout career. 
I.. 

7 . Average number of chapters per year throughout career. 

8. Average number of books per year throughout career. 
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9. Average number of articles per year during past 5 years 

(1984 - 1998). 

10. Average number of chapters per year during past 5 years 

(1984 - 1998). 

11. Average number of books per year during past 5 years 

(1984 - 1998). 
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