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Abstract. This study explores the challenges encountered by faculty
members at a non-English-speaking higher education institution in Saudi
Arabia in their pursuit of international academic publishing. Using a
qualitative phenomenographic approach, the study examines the lived
experiences of twenty academics from diverse disciplines at the
University of Bisha. Data were collected through semi-structured
interviews and analyzed thematically to identify key barriers and
competencies influencing publication outcomes. Three major themes
emerged: perceived research and writing competencies, institutional and
linguistic barriers, and proposed strategies for improvement. Participants
reported challenges including limited academic writing support, a lack of
sustained mentorship, restricted access to international publishing
platforms, and feelings of marginalization due to language expectations
and cultural norms embedded in peer review systems. Despite these
obstacles, many faculty members exhibited resilience and a strong
motivation to meet international publishing standards. The study found
that linguistic barriers were often amplified by structural inequities, such
as the absence of writing centers, inadequate research funding, and
unclear institutional policies regarding publication incentives. Based on
these findings, the study proposes evidence-based strategies such as
English for Research Publication Purposes (ERPP) programs, peer-review
training, and institutional support mechanisms that are aligned with
Vision 2030’s goals for research excellence. The study contributes to
current literature by centering the voices of scholars from peripheral
academic contexts and by presenting a conceptual framework that links
faculty competencies with institutional interventions. These insights offer
a practical foundation for reform efforts aimed at empowering non-native
English-speaking scholars in global academic dissemination.
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1. Introduction

International academic publishing has become an essential benchmark for faculty
performance and institutional reputation in higher education globally (Habibie &
Hyland, 2019; Hyland, 2016). Publishing in indexed journals is no longer optional
but rather a requirement for academic promotion, institutional ranking, and
international visibility. However, for faculty members in non-English-speaking
higher education institutions, particularly in under-resourced academic systems,
this requirement imposes challenges that are both linguistic and structural
(Canagarajah, 2015; Curry & Lillis, 2024).

Several scholars have highlighted how researchers from linguistically
marginalized regions face compounded difficulties related to limited English
proficiency, unfamiliarity with the rhetorical conventions of English academic
discourse, and constrained access to international publishing networks (Ferguson
etal., 2011; Hanauer & Englander, 2011). These challenges are not merely technical
but are embedded in deeper structural inequalities tied to knowledge production
and access (Lillis & Curry, 2013). In the Arab academic context, the situation is
further exacerbated by institutional limitations, including insufficient faculty
development programs, limited writing support services, and bureaucratic
hurdles that inhibit scholarly productivity (Elgamri et al., 2023; Hakami, 2023).

In Saudi Arabia specifically, academic publishing is central to national education
goals, as reflected in Vision 2030 and the Ministry of Education’s emphasis on
global research visibility. Faculty members are increasingly expected to contribute
to high-impact journals as a measure of academic excellence. Yet, despite this
policy orientation, many universities — particularly regional or newly established
ones —lack the necessary infrastructure to cultivate academic writing competence
and provide sustained mentorship for early-career researchers (Alasbali et al.,
2023; Alharbi & Albelihi, 2023).

This study addresses a persistent and underexplored challenge faced by faculty
members at the University of Bisha: the limited success in publishing in high-
impact international journals. While national policies emphasize
internationalization and research excellence, many faculty members encounter
recurring  barriers—including language-related  difficulties, insufficient
institutional support, and limited exposure to global academic publishing norms.
These constraints not only impede individual academic advancement but also
undermine institutional goals of international engagement. Although the problem
is particularly pronounced at the University of Bisha, it reflects broader systemic
issues affecting scholars across Saudi Arabia and in comparable non-English-
speaking academic contexts.

Literature on English for Research Publication Purposes (ERPP) emphasizes the
importance of integrating language development with scholarly identity
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formation (Flowerdew, 2022; Habibie, 2022). However, most existing studies
remain focused on surface-level linguistic challenges rather than addressing the
lived experiences of faculty navigating complex institutional, linguistic, and
epistemological barriers. Moreover, the voices of scholars from peripheral
academic contexts, such as those in Saudi public universities, remain
underrepresented in global conversations on academic publishing (Canagarajah,
2015; Hyland, 2016).

Recent global discussions have underscored the persistence of linguistic and
epistemological inequities in academic publishing, even with the emergence of
Al-driven writing tools. Lepp and Smith (2025) demonstrated that peer reviewers
continue to penalize non-native scholars for subtle differences in discourse tone,
regardless of surface-level language corrections. Similarly, Schnell (2024) found
that multilingual scholars often face implicit resistance when deviating from
dominant Anglo-centric rhetorical norms. These findings highlight the urgency of
addressing not only linguistic proficiency but also structural and cultural
gatekeeping in the publishing process. As Nature Human Behaviour (2023) and
Stanford HAI (2025) suggest, the responsibility for linguistic equity lies not only
with scholars and institutions, but also with editorial boards and peer review
systems.

Accordingly, this study investigates how faculty members at the University of
Bisha, a non-English-speaking institution, perceive and experience academic
skills competence —including abilities related to research design, academic
writing, literature review, and methodological awareness—and how these
competencies intersect with the challenges of international academic publishing.
Using a qualitative phenomenography approach, the study explores how
individual capabilities and institutional contexts shape scholarly engagement
with global publishing norms. Specifically, it aims to:
1. explore faculty members’ perceptions and enactments of academic
research competence within a non-English-speaking academic context;
2. identify key linguistic, institutional, and epistemological barriers that
hinder successful publication in high-impact international journals; and
3. propose context-sensitive, evidence-based strategies to enhance research
productivity and international academic visibility, in alignment with
national goals under Vision 2030.

By focusing on an understudied institutional case within Saudi Arabia, this study
contributes to a more nuanced understanding of faculty development in
linguistically marginalized academic systems. The findings hold practical
significance for institutional reform, capacity building, and policy development
aligned with Vision 2030’s agenda for higher education transformation.
Furthermore, improving faculty publishing success has broader implications for
enhancing institutional research capacity, fostering regional and international
collaborations, and positioning Saudi universities as competitive participants in
the global knowledge economy. Through identifying systemic barriers and
advancing practical interventions, this study supports long-term goals of
academic excellence and equitable global engagement.
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2. Literature Review

Academic publishing in high-impact international journals is a benchmark for
scholarly success. However, non-native English-speaking researchers,
particularly in Saudi Arabia, face considerable barriers, including linguistic
challenges, limited institutional support, and unfamiliarity with international
publishing standards. These obstacles result in lower publication rates, limited
research visibility, and reduced global academic engagement (Englander &
Corcoran, 2021; Hyland, 2016). This literature review synthesizes recent studies to
explore these issues, with a specific focus on systemic inequalities, language
hegemony, and the need for structural reforms to enhance global research
accessibility and impact.

2.1 Theoretical Frameworks and Research Gaps

This study is grounded in two key theoretical frameworks: the Academic
Literacies Model (Lea & Street, 1998) and Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL)
(Halliday, 1985). The Academic Literacies Model provides a lens for
understanding writing as a socially situated practice that encompasses not only
surface-level linguistic correctness but also issues of identity, power, and access.
In parallel, the SFL framework enables analysis of how linguistic structures shape
meaning and influence the construction of scholarly voice in academic texts. Both
frameworks continue to inform contemporary research and remain relevant in
multilingual and professional academic contexts. Recent studies have reaffirmed
their applicability across diverse settings — Academic Literacies in healthcare and
multilingual education (Klarare et al., 2022; Li, 2022), and SFL across disciplines
and languages (Xuan et al., 2024, 2025).

Existing studies have primarily emphasized the linguistic difficulties faced by
non-native English-speaking scholars in navigating academic discourse
(Flowerdew, 2008; Hyland, 2016); however, fewer investigations have addressed
the compounded influence of institutional and financial constraints within
specific academic contexts such as Saudi Arabia. Although some research has
highlighted underdeveloped infrastructure in the region (Alzahrani, 2011a;
Hakami, 2023), there remains a gap in exploring how institutional structures and
policy frameworks shape researchers” ability to publish internationally.

This study addresses that gap by integrating both linguistic and structural
dimensions, examining how Saudi faculty members interpret and respond to the
intertwined challenges of language, academic expectations, and systemic
limitations. By drawing on these frameworks, the study bridges the binary
between linguistic proficiency and institutional conditions, offering a more
comprehensive understanding of how structural inequalities influence
knowledge production and global dissemination.

Recent scholarship reinforces this need for a dual-perspective approach. For
example, Schnell (2024) and Lepp and Smith (2025) argue that the publication
challenges faced by multilingual scholars are rooted not only in linguistic barriers
but also in editorial practices and discourse expectations that marginalize non-
Western academic voices. Their findings underscore the importance of critically
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engaging with both language and institutional context to understand the
persistent underrepresentation of scholars from peripheral academic settings.

2.2 Linguistic Barriers in Academic Publishing

English remains the dominant language of global academic publishing, creating a
structural disadvantage for scholars whose first language is not English. While
researchers from diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds contribute
meaningfully to global knowledge production, they are often required to conform
to Anglophone discourse norms and stylistic expectations imposed by high-
impact journals (Corcoran & Englander, 2016; Englander & Corcoran, 2021).

Language proficiency continues to serve as a gatekeeping mechanism in the
academic publishing process. Flowerdew (2008) notes that non-native English
speakers frequently face higher rejection rates, often being advised to seek costly
professional language editing services. Hanauer and Englander (2011) provide
empirical evidence showing that writing in a second language increases cognitive
load by 24% and causes 21% more anxiety compared to writing in one’s native
language. Furthermore, Englander (2009), applying the SFL framework, argues
that the challenges faced by multilingual scholars extend beyond grammar and
vocabulary to include deeper issues of voice, stance, and disciplinary positioning
within the discourse community.

These linguistic constraints are not merely individual deficits but are tied to
broader issues of epistemic access and inequality (AlMarwani, 2020). As Schnell
(2024) observed, multilingual scholars often feel pressure to adjust their rhetorical
voice to fit dominant academic templates, resulting in the erasure of cultural
identity in scholarly expression. Similarly, Lepp and Smith (2025) demonstrate
that even when Al tools are employed to improve surface-level English, reviewers
still detect and penalize what they perceive as “non-native” voice, suggesting that
linguistic barriers are embedded within the very structure of academic
gatekeeping.

These findings highlight the need for tailored academic writing programs that go
beyond grammar correction, offering strategic instruction in discourse structure,
rhetorical variation, and academic identity formation. Without such targeted
support, the pressure to conform linguistically can diminish scholarly confidence
and restrict participation in global academic discourse.

2.3 Institutional and Financial Constraints

In many Saudi universities, particularly those in regional or developing areas,
faculty members encounter significant institutional and financial constraints that
impede their academic publishing efforts. These include the absence of dedicated
academic writing centers, limited access to research mentorship programs, and
inadequate funding for language editing or publication fees (Hakami, 2023).
Alzahrani (2011a) also highlights the restricted access to major research databases,
which further limits the scope, quality, and currency of faculty research.

Such limitations are not unique to the Saudi context. Ondari-Okemwa’s (2007)
comparative study of Sub-Saharan Africa revealed that the region accounted for
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only 1.4% of global scholarly output, largely attributed to insufficient research
funding and limited access to academic resources. These findings resonate with
broader global patterns of inequality in research production and dissemination,
particularly in non-Western academic contexts.

Recent literature suggests that institutional interventions must extend beyond
surface-level training or one-off workshops. Alharbi and Albelihi (2023)
emphasize the importance of long-term academic support structures, including
research mentorship, strategic publishing guidance, and career-stage-specific
writing programs. Their study showed that faculty in under-resourced
institutions often experience “developmental isolation,” wherein the lack of
continuous academic accompaniment hinders scholarly progress despite high
motivation.

Addressing institutional and financial barriers requires a comprehensive policy
approach that includes stable research funding, subsidized access to academic
resources, and the development of local infrastructures to support academic
writing and publishing. Without such structural reforms, even highly motivated
faculty members remain at a disadvantage in global academic arenas.

2.4 Peer Review and Editorial Gatekeeping

The peer review process, while central to scholarly publishing, has also been
widely critiqued for reinforcing structural inequalities, particularly for
multilingual and non-Western scholars. Lillis and Curry (2006) introduced the
concept of “literacy brokers” to describe individuals—editors, reviewers,
translators —who mediate between the author’s voice and the expectations of the
target journal. This process often results in the reshaping of academic narratives
to align with dominant Western discourse norms. Corcoran and Englander (2016)
refer to this as a “bias gap,” whereby scholars from non-English-speaking
backgrounds face additional scrutiny due to linguistic and rhetorical differences.
Editorial practices and journal guidelines further institutionalize this imbalance.

Geiger et al. (2022) found that journal Instructions for Authors (IFAs) function as
implicit gatekeeping mechanisms, often favoring submissions that adhere to a
narrow set of Anglophone conventions. Likewise, Williams and Leatham (2017)
showed that most top-tier journals in mathematics education —and by extension,
other fields—are predominantly English-language, limiting participation from
scholars in multilingual regions.

These editorial biases are not always explicit, but they influence acceptance rates
and peer review outcomes. Schnell (2024) observed that multilingual scholars
frequently receive vague or culturally coded feedback that suggests
“misalignment” with expected academic norms, even when their work is
linguistically accurate. Lepp and Smith (2025) similarly demonstrate that even Al-
assisted writing is not immune to reviewer bias; texts generated or edited with
tools such as ChatGPT still face rejection based on perceived “non-native” voice.
These findings collectively underscore the need for more inclusive peer review
policies and editorial reforms. Rather than placing the full burden on non-native
scholars to adapt, journals should commit to linguistic equity by diversifying
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editorial boards, training reviewers on implicit bias, and rethinking submission
guidelines to accommodate rhetorical diversity. Without such measures, the
current system continues to privilege a narrow academic elite at the expense of
global scholarly inclusivity.

2.5 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework guiding this study integrates key insights from the
literature on linguistic inequity, institutional barriers, and editorial gatekeeping
in global academic publishing. Drawing from prior research (e.g., Englander &
Lopez-Bonilla, 2011; Hyland, 2019; Lepp & Smith, 2025; Schnell, 2024), the
framework illustrates how structural and linguistic challenges interact with
institutional interventions to shape research productivity and international
visibility among faculty in non-English-speaking contexts.

At the foundation of this model lies a recognition that language barriers, such as
limited proficiency in academic English and rhetorical misalignment with
Anglophone discourse norms, continue to hinder manuscript clarity, voice
construction, and responsiveness to reviewer feedback (Englander & Corcoran,
2021; Flowerdew, 2008). In tandem, editorial and peer-review biases often
penalize non-native authors regardless of surface-level corrections, contributing
to underrepresentation and diminished scholarly confidence (Lepp & Smith, 2025;
Schnell, 2024). These linguistic constraints are compounded by institutional
limitations, notably the absence of academic writing centers, restricted access to
scholarly databases, and a lack of structured mentorship (Alzahrani, 2011a;
Hakami, 2023).

To address these interlinked obstacles, the framework proposes a suite of strategic
institutional interventions, including: targeted academic writing programs
tailored to disciplinary conventions; provision of subsidized editing and
publication resources; policy-level recognition of publishing as a faculty
performance metric; and development of international research collaborations
that expose scholars to global academic norms (Alharbi & Albelihi, 2023; Alhefzi
et al., 2021). Such strategies not only support faculty development but also
challenge prevailing models of academic gatekeeping by re-centering institutional
responsibility.

The anticipated outcomes of these reforms include improved research
competence, increased publication rates in indexed journals, and greater
integration into international academic networks, thereby fostering both
individual academic advancement and institutional alignment with national goals
such as Vision 2030.

The interaction among these challenges, interventions, and outcomes is visually

represented in Figure 1, which maps the conceptual logic underpinning the
present study.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study

The reviewed literature reveals a complex and interconnected set of challenges
that hinder academic publishing among non-native English-speaking faculty —
particularly in under-resourced contexts such as Saudi Arabia. These include
linguistic barriers, peer review bias, institutional limitations, and restricted access
to scholarly infrastructure (Alzahrani, 2011b; Englander & Corcoran, 2021;
Hyland, 2016). These factors are not isolated but reinforce each other, contributing
to reduced research visibility and global academic exclusion.

While existing research has addressed individual dimensions— particularly
linguistic challenges (Englander, 2009; Flowerdew, 2008) —fewer studies have
integrated these issues into a unified explanatory model. This study responds to
that gap by offering a conceptual framework that synthesizes linguistic,
institutional, and editorial dynamics. In doing so, it advances our understanding
of how systemic constraints collectively shape publishing success and provides a
basis for targeted interventions.

2.6 Structural Inequities in Global Publishing

The reviewed literature highlights a complex interplay between linguistic
barriers, institutional limitations, and structural inequalities in the international
academic publishing landscape. For non-native English-speaking faculty—
particularly in under-resourced higher education systems such as those in Saudi
Arabia—challenges include limited access to academic writing support, peer
review bias, and restricted access to scholarly databases (Alzahrani, 2011b;
Englander & Corcoran, 2021; Hyland, 2016). These obstacles contribute to lower
publication output, diminished research visibility, and exclusion from global
scholarly discourse.

While several studies have explored the linguistic dimensions of academic
publishing (Englander, 2009; Flowerdew, 2008), fewer have addressed how
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institutional infrastructure and editorial policies jointly shape publishing
outcomes. Recent evidence underscores the need for comprehensive reform —not
only within universities but also at the level of editorial boards and journal
policies (Lepp & Smith, 2025; Nature Human Behaviour, 2023; Schnell, 2024).
These sources call for greater transparency, reviewer training, and systemic
support to mitigate the effects of linguistic bias and gatekeeping.

This study seeks to address these gaps by focusing on the lived experiences of
Saudi faculty in navigating academic publishing systems. Through its conceptual
model, it connects institutional dynamics with faculty competencies and identifies
targeted interventions to enhance scholarly productivity. In doing so, the study
contributes to ongoing calls for a more equitable and inclusive publishing
environment that values diverse academic voices and epistemologies.

These disparities are further illustrated in Table 1, which presents comparative
statistics on global publishing output, rejection rates due to language barriers, and
access to indexed databases across different regions. The table reinforces the
systemic nature of inequality and provides a contextual foundation for the present
study’s empirical focus on faculty in Saudi Arabia.

Table 1. Global Publishing Inequalities in Academic Research
% of Global Rejection Access to

Region Publications Rate Dueto  Indexed Source
(2020) Language  Databases
North America 16% 12% High Ng:)i;;zil;)cziife
Europe 28-30% 14% High N;g;’f(;lzsocziife
China 23% 18% Medium T pional Beence
North Affen o7 40-45% Low Elgamri etal,
(MENA) (estimated) 2023
SubASﬁeﬂii}zran ~1.4% 50-55% Very Low Elgarzrgzi?)e tal,
3. Methodology

This study employs a qualitative phenomenographic approach, which is
particularly well-suited for exploring the subjective experiences and perceptions
of faculty members regarding academic publishing. Phenomenography is chosen
because it allows for an in-depth examination of how individuals conceptualize
and navigate complex challenges. This methodology helps to uncover variations
in faculty members’ experiences with international publishing, highlighting
structural and institutional barriers as well as potential strategies for
improvement. The phenomenographic approach is particularly relevant in
educational research as it focuses on how participants experience a given
phenomenon, rather than merely describing it (Marton, 2004).
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3.1 Data Collection

Data were collected through semi-structured interviews with twenty faculty
members across multiple disciplines at the University of Bisha. This qualitative
approach ensured that participants could express their experiences in depth while
allowing for follow-up questions to clarify and expand on key themes. The
University of Bisha was selected as a case study due to its representativeness of
the challenges faced by Saudi faculty in global academic publishing.

The interview structure consisted of three key sections:

1. Demographic and Publishing Experience (16 questions): Collected
information on faculty members’ academic backgrounds, prior
publication experiences, and familiarity with international publishing
standards.

2. Scientific Inquiry Competence (5 questions): Assessed faculty members’
ability to conduct research, structure academic papers, and engage in
scholarly discourse.

3. Challenges in International Publishing (5 questions): Focused on obstacles
related to language proficiency, institutional support, peer review, and
access to publishing resources.

This structured approach ensured that both individual competencies and broader
systemic barriers were explored in depth, allowing for a nuanced understanding
of faculty experiences in academic publishing. (See Appendix 4 for the full
interview protocol).

3.1.1 Validation of Research Instruments

To ensure the validity and reliability of the interview protocol, the semi-
structured interview questions were reviewed by a panel of three experts in
educational psychology and higher education research, each with extensive
experience in qualitative research methods and faculty development. The panel
assessed the content validity of the questions, ensuring alignment with the study’s
objectives, relevance to the research problem, and clarity in wording. Their
feedback was incorporated to refine question phrasing and enhance
comprehensibility.

Additionally, a pilot study was conducted with six faculty participants similar to
the study’s target population. Pilot participants provided feedback through
follow-up discussions, focusing on question clarity and structure. Based on their
input, minor refinements were made to simplify wording and ensure consistency
across questions. The pilot study also served as a test for the effectiveness of the
interview structure in capturing relevant data.

To enhance reliability, a standardized interview protocol was developed to ensure
consistent question delivery across all participants. This validation process aligns
with best practices in qualitative research and enhances the credibility and
trustworthiness of the collected data (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Maxwell, 2013).
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3.2 Sample Distribution
Participants were purposefully selected from various faculty ranks to capture
diverse perspectives on academic publishing challenges. The distribution was as

follows:
Table 2: Faculty Rank and Experience Distribution
Number of .
Faculty Rank Participants Years of Experience
Assistant Professors 10 5-10 years
Associate Professors 5 10-15 years
Full Professors 5 10-15+ years

This diversity in rank and experience allowed the study to capture differences in
faculty members' perceptions of publishing challenges based on career
progression. Ensuring a variety of perspectives helped provide a broader
understanding of systemic issues affecting research productivity at different

career stages.

3.3 Data Analysis

Thematic analysis was conducted using NVivo software, providing a structured
framework to identify recurring patterns in participant responses. The analysis
followed a three-step process:

Initial Coding: Transcribed interviews were coded into broad thematic
categories related to research skills, publication barriers, and institutional
support.

Theme Development: Recurring patterns across responses were refined
into key challenges faced by faculty members and potential strategies for
improvement.

Refinement and Validation: Themes were cross-checked across transcripts
to ensure reliability and alignment with the study’s objectives.

Four major themes emerged from the data:

1.

a)

Language Barriers Participants consistently cited difficulties in
expressing academic ideas in English, often requiring paid editing
services. For example, Participant P1 noted: “I rewrite each article
many times and still get comments like ‘language unclear.” It is
exhausting.” Similarly, P5 reflected: “International publications
have more rigorous language expectations. It's not just grammar —
it's how ideas are structured.” These comments highlight how
linguistic expectations create cognitive and emotional burdens for
non-native English-speaking scholars.

Institutional Support Gaps: Many participants reported
insufficient institutional infrastructure to support international
publishing. Participant P2 shared: “We don’t have a writing center
or mentor support.  had to figure out everything on my own.” This
theme underscores the absence of systematic mentoring, writing
workshops, and publication-focused training in Saudi universities.
Publishing Pressures: There was a shared perception of
performance pressure related to publishing in high-impact
journals. P3 stated: “Promotion is tied to international publishing,
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but we are not trained for it. It's expected without guidance.”
Faculty expressed concern that institutional incentives were not
matched with developmental support.

d) Peer Review Challenges: Several faculty members expressed
concerns about vague and inconsistent reviewer feedback. P4
mentioned: “Sometimes reviewers say the paper is ‘not academic’
without saying why. It feels like a wall you can’t climb.” Others
pointed to perceived bias: “Even when I used Al tools to improve
my paper, reviewers still hinted that it didn't sound “native’
enough.” (P5) This suggests that peer review processes may
contain implicit language or cultural biases that disadvantage
multilingual scholars.

Overall, these themes reflect both personal and structural obstacles to
international academic publishing. The inclusion of direct participant voices
enhances the credibility of the findings and aligns with the phenomenographic
approach’s emphasis on variation in lived experience.

3.4 Research Design and Phenomenographic Approach

This study applies a phenomenographic research design, which seeks to explore
the range of ways in which individuals experience a particular phenomenon —in
this case, the challenges of publishing in international academic journals.
Phenomenography focuses on capturing variations in perception, rather than
aiming for generalizability (Marton, 2004). This makes it particularly relevant in
educational research settings, where researchers seek to understand how context,
identity, and experience shape individual responses to shared structural
challenges.

The analysis process followed phenomenographic conventions by identifying
both common patterns and variations across participants' experiences. The key
steps involved:

1. Identifying Variations in Experience: The data were analyzed to uncover
how participants conceptualized academic publishing—ranging from
feelings of marginalization to strategic adaptation.

2. Categorization of Responses: Participants' responses were grouped into
broader descriptive categories reflecting structural and cognitive
dimensions of publishing barriers.

3. Pattern Recognition: Recurring yet nuanced patterns were examined to
identify both individual and systemic challenges—such as peer review
bias, lack of mentorship, and institutional expectations.

This design provided a framework for interpreting the depth and diversity of
lived experiences among faculty members at the University of Bisha. Importantly,
it enabled the research to move beyond mere enumeration of obstacles toward a
theory-informed understanding of how these challenges influence scholarly
behaviors, decisions, and trajectories.
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3.5 Research Objectives

While prior studies have examined the challenges faced by non-native English-
speaking scholars in global publishing, limited attention has been given to how
faculty members in Saudi Arabia— particularly in regional institutions — perceive
and enact research competence in navigating international academic publication.
This study addresses this gap by pursuing the following objectives:

1. To explore how faculty members at the University of Bisha perceive and
articulate their academic research competencies, including writing,
literature engagement, and methodological understanding.

2. To identify the linguistic, institutional, and epistemological barriers that
influence their participation in international publishing.

3. To propose practical, evidence-based strategies that support faculty
members” publishing capacity and align with institutional development
under Vision 2030.

By applying a qualitative phenomenographic approach, this study seeks to
uncover variations in faculty experiences and contribute to policy, training, and
institutional reforms aimed at enhancing global academic engagement.

4. Results

4.1 Research Skills of Faculty Members

The analysis revealed substantial variations in the research competencies of
faculty members. While many demonstrated a strong grasp of theoretical
foundations, practical challenges in applying these skills were consistently
reported. Five critical domains of skill deficiency were identified:

1. Research Methodology Application: Participants exhibited familiarity
with theoretical concepts but often lacked the practical proficiency to
design methodologically sound studies aligned with international
standards. Challenges included the application of advanced techniques
and adapting to evolving editorial expectations. Several faculty members
emphasized the urgent need for professional development initiatives
focused on research design and methodological rigor.

2. Academic Writing Proficiency: Respondents reported difficulty
structuring manuscripts, adhering to academic style, and aligning their
work with journal guidelines. An over-reliance on translation or editing
services sometimes resulted in inconsistencies in tone and clarity. Some
noted the lack of interdisciplinary writing skills required to integrate
knowledge from education, psychology, and policy fields to meet
publication expectations in international venues.

3. Navigating the Peer-Review Process: Many participants described the
peer review process as both technically demanding and emotionally
exhausting. Repeated revisions and ambiguous reviewer comments
contributed to significant stress and disempowerment. One participant
(P5) articulated this uncertainty: “I have experience with empirical
research, but I still feel unsure if my work meets the global standard.” This
sentiment underscores a broader anxiety among faculty members who
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possess technical research skills but lack the confidence to engage with the
expectations of international reviewers. Structured mentorship programs
were widely recommended to help researchers interpret reviewer
feedback, revise effectively, and build resilience when facing rejection.
Targeted peer-review training is also necessary to demystify editorial
standards and increase publication confidence.

Language Barriers: Limited proficiency in academic English emerged as a
significant obstacle. Faculty highlighted the need for university-supported
writing centers and mentoring tailored to non-native speakers. As one
participant (P7) expressed: “I struggle with what journals expect when
they say ‘academic tone’. It's not how we were trained.” Another echoed
the sentiment, stating: “We were taught methodology well, but we never
practiced writing for global audiences. That's a separate skill.” (P3) These
perspectives align with recent findings from Schnell (2024) and Lepp and
Smith (2025) who argue that non-native English-speaking scholars face
structural disadvantages not because of poor content, but due to
mismatches in rhetorical style and institutional expectations embedded in
Western academic publishing.

Institutional Limitations: Participants cited a lack of access to research
funding, publication incentives, and mentorship. Inadequate database
subscriptions and limited institutional support for conference
participation were also mentioned as barriers to publishing in high-impact
journals, especially for early-career researchers.

The following bar chart presents the percentage of faculty members who reported
gaps across five core research skill domains:

1.

ii.

ii.

iv.

Research Methodology (25%): Challenges in designing studies aligned
with international standards.

Academic Writing (22.5%): Difficulties in structuring manuscripts and
adapting to global stylistic norms.

Language Barriers (20%): Inconsistencies due to limited English
proficiency and dependence on editing.

Institutional Limitations (17.5%): Gaps in access to databases, mentorship,
and funding.

Peer Review Difficulties (15%): Challenges in interpreting and addressing
reviewer feedback effectively.
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Figure 2. Distribution of Research Skills Among Faculty Members

This distribution highlights the interconnection between academic writing,
language proficiency, and methodological preparedness. Together, these
dimensions reinforce the need for comprehensive institutional programs that
build research capacity through integrated academic writing support, targeted
mentorship, and infrastructure for global publishing readiness.

4.2 Challenges in International Publishing
Faculty members identified several critical barriers that hinder their ability to
publish in international academic journals. These challenges extend beyond
individual limitations and reflect broader systemic and institutional issues:
1. Language Proficiency: Most participants reported difficulty in meeting the
advanced English writing standards required by international journals.
This often necessitated reliance on costly language editing services, which
increased publication expenses and contributed to higher rejection rates
due to linguistic clarity issues. One participant (P8) explained: “Even after
editing, I'm never sure if the language is good enough. It’s like we're being
judged more for how we write than for what we say.” This aligns with
findings from Lepp and Smith (2025), who documented persistent
reviewer bias even when Al tools such as ChatGPT were used to enhance

language quality.

2. Peer Review and Procedural Challenges: Participants reported significant
difficulties navigating the peer-review process, including selecting
appropriate journals, understanding formatting guidelines, and
addressing reviewer comments effectively. Many noted that reviewer
feedback was often vague or contradictory, leading to frustration and
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repeated manuscript rejections. Some faculty members perceived a bias
against non-native English speakers, where minor linguistic issues
appeared to outweigh the academic merit of the research. As Participant
18 observed: “The rejection feedback is often vague, making it difficult to
understand how to improve the manuscript.” This perception reflects
what Schnell (2024) describes as “linguistic resistance,” where cultural
discourse norms subtly shape editorial decisions. The lack of structured
institutional training in academic publishing further compounded these
procedural and evaluative barriers. Participants emphasized the need for
structured peer-review training and editorial mentorship to improve
manuscript preparation and reduce rejection rates.

3. Institutional Limitations: Beyond the lack of technical resources,
participants emphasized structural and policy-level barriers within the
university system. These included an absence of clear incentives for
international publishing, limited recognition for non-English research
output, and bureaucratic delays in accessing research funding. Faculty
members also noted a disconnect between university strategic goals (such
as internationalization) and the practical support mechanisms available to
researchers. Participant 12 commented: “There is minimal institutional
support in helping faculty with journal selection and manuscript editing.”
This reflects similar concerns raised by Alharbi and Albelihi (2023) who
emphasize that institutional support should include not only technical
assistance but also academic mentorship and advocacy for language-
inclusion policies.

4. Research Methodology Barriers: Several participants highlighted a gap
between their theoretical understanding of research methods and the
practical ability to design studies that align with international publishing
norms. Specific difficulties included operationalizing variables for cross-
cultural research, selecting appropriate analytical tools, and adapting
research instruments to meet global expectations. These methodological
limitations were often attributed to a lack of professional development
programs and insufficient institutional support for research design
mentoring.

5. Academic Writing and Linguistic Transition: Faculty members reported
substantial challenges in transitioning from Arabic-medium academic
conventions to the rhetorical expectations of English-language scholarly
writing. This shift involved not only translating content but also
rethinking how arguments are structured, evidence is presented, and
disciplinary voice is conveyed. Participant 6 noted: “Even after multiple
revisions, I struggle to meet the writing standards expected by
international reviewers.” These observations support Nature Human
Behaviour (2023) which calls for a re-evaluation of linguistic expectations
in peer-reviewed journals and recommends editorial reforms to reduce
language-based publication inequities.
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The pie chart illustrates the distribution of the most commonly reported
challenges faculty members encounter in international academic publishing,
alongside the strategic interventions they suggested. The five key challenges
identified include:
i. Research Methodology (25%), with faculty calling for structured
methodology workshops.
ii. Academic Writing (23%), which participants linked to the need for
specialized academic writing training.
iii. Language Barriers (20%), associated with the need for institutional
language support services.
iv. Institutional Limitations (17%), requiring improved access to funding,
databases, and mentorship programs.
v. Peer-Review Difficulties (15%), where peer-review training was proposed
to better navigate editorial processes.

Challenges in International Publishing and Proposed Solutions

Language Barriers

20%
Language Support Services Institutional Limitations
17%
Institutional Funding &
Academic Writing Mentorship
23%
Academic Writing /
Training
Peer-Review
Difficulties
15%
Research Methodology Peer- Review Training
25%
Methodology
Workshops

Language Barriers  Institutional Limitations M Peer-Review Difficulties M Research Methodology ® Academic Writing
Figure 3. Challenges in International Publishing and Proposed Solutions

While these percentages and charts provide an overview of recurring themes, they
are not used for statistical generalization but rather as a visual aid to highlight the
salience and relative prominence of specific experiences across the sample. This
use of quantification in qualitative research aligns with methodological
perspectives by Sandelowski (2001) and Namey et al. (2008) who argue that
frequency counts and visual summaries can enhance clarity and transparency in
large-scale qualitative datasets without undermining the interpretive nature of
the analysis.

This figure emphasizes how closely the perceived challenges are aligned with

practical solutions and reflects the importance of multi-dimensional institutional
interventions in overcoming systemic publishing barriers. Importantly, these
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tindings reinforce the call for reform in both internal university systems and
external publishing ecosystems, ensuring that faculty from non-English-speaking
backgrounds can participate in global academic discourse on equitable terms.

4.3 Strategies for Improving Research Output

The strategies proposed in this section are grounded in the lived experiences and
suggestions of faculty members during the interviews. While further institutional
analysis is elaborated in the discussion, these insights reflect immediate, practice-
driven needs for enhancing research productivity in non-English-speaking
academic environments:

1. Enhanced Research Training: Participants consistently emphasized the
need for targeted workshops on academic writing, journal selection, and
the peer-review process. Programs focused on English for Research
Publication Purposes (ERPP) were frequently recommended to improve
scholarly writing and reduce reliance on external editing services. One
faculty member (P9) noted: “A short course on writing for international
journals would help more than a year of trial and error.” This aligns with
international recommendations, such as those by Alharbi and Albelihi
(2023), which call for embedded ERPP mentorship within faculty
development programs to support linguistic and cultural adaptation to
global publishing norms.

2. Institutional Support Programs: Participants underscored the necessity of
university-funded research grants, structured mentorship initiatives, and
policies that actively promote academic publishing. Increased access to
academic databases and collaboration platforms was also cited as vital. As
one participant (P11) stated: “Without access to recent studies or someone
to guide me, I can’t improve beyond a certain point.” These findings
reinforce the need for institutional strategies that integrate resource access
with performance-based support systems, especially for early-career
faculty.

3. Collaboration with International Scholars: Faculty members strongly
advocated for establishing partnerships with internationally recognized
researchers to facilitate co-authorship and increase their chances of
publishing in high-impact journals. Such collaborations were viewed not
only as opportunities to enhance research quality and credibility, but also
as strategic pathways to overcome geographic and linguistic isolation in
the publishing landscape. This mirrors recommendations from Schnell
(2024) who stresses that cross-border scholarly collaboration is one of the
most effective mechanisms to empower researchers from linguistically
marginalized contexts.

4.4 Integrated Summary of Key Findings and Strategic Responses

To synthesize the study's empirical results, the following table connects each
research objective with its corresponding findings, challenges, and proposed
interventions. This integrated summary functions as a transitional bridge between
the thematic analysis and the broader institutional and policy recommendations
discussed in subsequent sections.
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Table 3: Summary of Key Findings and Proposed Solutions

Research
Objective

Key Findings

Identified Challenges

Proposed Solutions

Assess faculty

Strong theoretical

Limited hands-on

Workshops on

research skill knowledge but training, especially for academic writing
levels skill gaps in faculty without and research
methodology, international exposure methodology
writing, and peer
review
Identify Language Difficulty meeting Mentorship
challenges in barriers, high English proficiency programs, language
publishing rejection rates, standards, unclear support services,
and lack of reviewer feedback, and journal
institutional minimal guidance on selection guidance
support journal selection
Develop Institutional Limited funding, weak = Research funding,
strategies for initiatives and research networks, lack  collaboration with
improvement global research of incentives for international
collaboration can publication scholars, and
enhance research structured
output institutional
support

This summary highlights how faculty perceptions of barriers are directly aligned
with actionable strategies that institutions can implement. By linking each
challenge to a specific intervention, the table underscores the necessity of a holistic
institutional framework that supports faculty at all stages of the research and
publishing process.

4.5 Visual Representation of Key Findings

The conceptual diagram below offers a visual synthesis of the study’s core
findings, linking each research objective to the corresponding challenges
identified through faculty interviews and the strategic interventions proposed in
response. This integrative model enhances the interpretability of results and
serves as a foundation for the institutional recommendations that follow.

1. On the left, faculty research skills address the first research objective.
Participants highlighted gaps in academic writing, research methodology,
and understanding of the peer-review process, particularly among those
with limited international exposure.

2. In the center, publishing challenges correspond to the second objective.
These include linguistic barriers, unclear reviewer expectations, limited
institutional support, and procedural frustrations —all of which align with
global concerns regarding language inequity in scholarly publishing
(Lepp & Smith, 2025; Schnell, 2024).

3. On the right, proposed strategies reflect the third objective. Participants
recommended ERPP training, structured mentorship, improved access to
databases, and partnerships with international scholars to enhance
research quality and visibility.
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Assessing Research Skills, Identifying Publishing Challenges And
Developing Improvements Strategies

Linking Research Objectives With Key Findings

\ 1
Research Skills Publishing Challenges Improvements Strategies

Methodology Proficiency Language Barriers Research Training
Academic Writing Institutional Limitastions Institutional Support

Publishing Processes Peer Review Difficulties International Collaborations

Figure 4. Alignment of Research Objectives, Challenges, and Proposed Strategies

This framework underscores the interconnected nature of faculty needs and
systemic publishing constraints. By visually mapping the findings, it becomes
evident that each set of challenges is met with corresponding, actionable
responses. The results reinforce previous calls in the literature (e.g., Alharbi &
Albelihi, 2023; Nature Human Behaviour, 2023) for institutional reforms that
address not only language skills but also structural inequities in research
environments.

Ultimately, the model illustrates how aligning institutional policies with faculty
needs—through sustained capacity-building and global engagement—can
contribute to a more equitable academic publishing ecosystem, particularly for
scholars in non-English-speaking higher education contexts.

5. Discussion

5.1 Interpretation of Key Findings and Theoretical Linkages

The findings of this study align with a growing body of research on the persistent
challenges faced by non-native English-speaking scholars in international
academic publishing. The identified deficits in research methodology, academic
writing, and navigating the peer-review process reinforce the Academic Literacies
Model (Lea & Street, 1998), which conceptualizes academic writing not merely as
a technical skill but as a socially situated practice embedded within disciplinary
and institutional power structures.

Faculty at the University of Bisha demonstrated a need not only for improved
linguistic competence but also for deeper engagement with genre awareness,
rhetorical expectations, and epistemological orientations characteristic of high-
impact journals. This reinforces the view that academic success in publishing
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requires acculturation into dominant scholarly discourses rather than mere
language correction.

In addition, Systemic Functional Linguistics (Halliday, 1985) explains the
linguistic challenges reported by participants, particularly the struggle to adapt
meaning-making practices to the genre-specific and audience-sensitive demands
of English-language journals. Participants’ difficulties in organizing arguments,
constructing disciplinary voice, and aligning with implicit stylistic expectations
further support this theoretical view.

The theme of perseverance under adversity relates strongly to academic resilience
(Cassidy, 2015). Participants described emotional fatigue, repeated rejections, and
psychological pressure, yet continued to re-engage with the publishing process.
This mirrors findings from Almulla (2024) at King Faisal University, where
academic resilience —expressed through adaptive coping, peer learning, and
institutional feedback —was found to predict higher publication success rates.

Recent work by Schnell (2024) and Lepp and Smith (2025) further confirms that
even advanced tools like ChatGPT cannot eliminate editorial bias if the scholar’s
rhetorical style deviates from Western academic norms. Thus, this study’s
findings highlight the urgent need to move beyond training researchers alone and
begin reforming editorial and institutional expectations alike.

These theoretical linkages collectively demonstrate that linguistic challenges are
symptoms of deeper structural asymmetries in academic publishing—and that
genuine inclusion requires both faculty development and systemic change.

5.2 Comparative Analysis with Other Academic Contexts

The obstacles encountered by faculty members at the University of Bisha mirror
trends observed in various non-English-speaking academic contexts. Prior
research by Hanauer and Englander (2011) and Corcoran and Englander (2016)
confirms that scholars from linguistically and economically marginalized regions
often receive disproportionately high rejection rates. These rejections frequently
stem from rhetorical and linguistic deviations rather than scientific merit,
reinforcing implicit publishing biases.

In the Saudi context, leading institutions such as King Saud University and King
Abdulaziz University have proactively implemented ERPP (English for Research
Publication Purposes) programs to support international publishing goals
(Hakami, 2023). These programs have significantly improved faculty publication
outcomes and confidence in manuscript preparation. In contrast, the University
of Bisha lacks such systematic training infrastructure, creating disparities in access
to scholarly resources and mentorship.

On a global scale, successful strategies from China and Latin America provide
useful benchmarks. Institutions in these regions often combine bilingual editorial
support with international collaborations to overcome publishing inequities.
According to Nature Human Behaviour (2023), journals are increasingly
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encouraged to adopt multilingual policies and diversify editorial boards to
mitigate linguistic hegemony.

These cross-contextual comparisons suggest that, while challenges are global,
targeted policy innovations —especially those fostering ERPP, mentorship, and
open-access subsidies — can significantly narrow the gap in publication outcomes
between center and periphery institutions.

5.3 Statistical Analysis and Visual Interpretation
The bar and pie charts developed from participant responses reveal two
dominant barriers: limited academic English proficiency and inadequate
institutional support. Together, these factors compound the difficulty of meeting
international publishing standards.
Participants consistently emphasized three high-impact strategies:
1. Structured ERPP workshops covering journal selection, manuscript
design, and rhetorical conventions.
2. Mentorship programs offering guidance in addressing reviewer feedback
and navigating submission platforms.
3. International collaborations to facilitate co-authorship and build
disciplinary credibility.

These suggestions echo findings from Alharbi and Albelihi (2023) who advocate
for longitudinal faculty development models that combine writing, mentoring,
and cross-cultural navigation.

The thematic strength of these responses supports the conceptual framework
proposed earlier, validating the model’s emphasis on multi-dimensional,
institutional, and skill-based interventions. The visual data further underscore the
proportional urgency of each need as perceived by participants.

Therefore, addressing these statistically grounded themes requires not just
isolated workshops but comprehensive institutional ecosystems of support.

5.4 Implications for Institutional Policy and Development

The empirical insights gained from this study have several implications for
institutional policy at the University of Bisha and similarly positioned universities
in non-English-speaking countries:

1. Research Mentorship Programs: Pairing junior faculty with experienced
researchers to provide longitudinal support throughout the research and
publishing cycle.

2. ERPP Training Modules: Offering domain-specific academic English
instruction tailored to publication in international peer-reviewed journals.

3. Open-Access Publication Support: Funding for journal submission,
proofreading, and editing to alleviate financial burdens and enhance
visibility.

4. Global Collaboration Initiatives: Facilitating scholarly exchange, co-
authorship, and participation in international research networks.

These recommendations are grounded in both participant perspectives and
established global practices. By adopting them, institutions can bridge current
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gaps in faculty publishing performance and align with Saudi Vision 2030 goals
for academic excellence and global research integration.

Ultimately, institutions that invest in holistic support systems, not only technical
training, are more likely to foster sustainable, equitable, and impactful research
cultures.

6. Conclusion

This study underscores the urgent need to support faculty members in
overcoming research skill deficiencies, linguistic barriers, and institutional
challenges related to international publishing. The findings, although grounded
in the context of the University of Bisha, reflect broader structural obstacles that
hinder faculty engagement in global academic discourse across non-English-
speaking higher education institutions. Participants identified key barriers—
including limited academic writing proficiency, lack of methodological training,
and insufficient institutional support—that significantly impact their ability to
publish in high-impact journals. These challenges are compounded by procedural
frustrations during peer review and financial burdens associated with language
editing.

By implementing targeted training programs, fostering international
collaboration, and revising institutional policies to prioritize research
development, universities can empower faculty to navigate the complexities of
academic publishing and improve research visibility. While this study focuses on
a single institution, the consistency of the reported challenges —such as linguistic
barriers, limited institutional support, and difficulties navigating peer review —
suggests that the findings are likely transferable to similar non-English-speaking
universities, particularly within the MENA region. Future research should assess
this transferability through comparative studies across institutions operating
under comparable structural and linguistic conditions.

7. Limitations and Future Research

7.1 Study Limitations

While this study offers valuable insights into the challenges of international
academic publishing, several limitations must be acknowledged:

1. Sample Size and Generalizability: This research focused on twenty faculty
members from a single Saudi university (University of Bisha), limiting its
generalizability to broader populations. However, it serves as a
representative case for other non-English-speaking institutions with
comparable structural and linguistic challenges. To enhance
trustworthiness despite the limited sample size, the study employed
expert validation of the interview guide, pilot testing, and thematic
triangulation across diverse participant profiles. The analysis captured
varying experiences across academic ranks and disciplines, allowing for
analytical depth and conceptual variation rather than generalizability.
These steps strengthen the interpretive credibility of the findings within
similarly structured educational environments.
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2. Qualitative Methodology Constraints: The use of a phenomenographic
approach allowed for rich, in-depth exploration of faculty perspectives but
did not permit statistical generalization. Future studies could employ
mixed-methods or longitudinal designs to validate and expand upon these
findings.

3. Self-Reported Data: As with most qualitative research, this study relied on
participants” self-perceptions, which may be subject to memory bias or
personal framing. Future research should consider triangulating data with
publication records, reviewer reports, or institutional policies for a more
comprehensive analysis.

Despite these limitations, the study provides a foundational understanding of the
systemic factors influencing research output in Saudi higher education and offers
practical guidance for institutional reform.

7.2 Practical Implications and Recommendations
To address the challenges identified in this study, and drawing on empirical
findings and relevant scholarship (e.g., Lepp & Smith, 2025, Nature Human
Behaviour, 2023), several institutional strategies may be considered to improve
faculty publication success in international journals. These strategies are
presented as follows:

1. Institutional Policy Enhancements

i

ii.

iii.

Institutions are encouraged to establish structured academic writing
programs, including ERPP workshops, peer-review training, and
manuscript development initiatives.

It is advisable to implement faculty mentoring programs, particularly
targeting early-career researchers to strengthen research productivity.
Institutions may consider allocating funds for professional editing and
translation services to support high-stakes manuscript submissions.

2. Increased Research Funding

i.

ii.

It is recommended that universities provide internal grants to cover
journal submission fees, open-access publishing costs, and language
editing services.

Additional funding support may be offered to facilitate faculty
participation in academic conferences and collaborative research
projects aimed at enhancing global engagement.

3. Development of International Collaborations

1.

ii.

Institutions may promote international research partnerships by
supporting co-authorship opportunities, participation in research
clusters, and joint funding initiatives with globally recognized
scholars.

Faculty exchange programs and international research fellowships are
also encouraged to broaden exposure to global academic standards
and networks.
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4. Peer-Review Training and Publishing Literacy

5.

i. Structured workshops may be introduced to enhance faculty capacity
in journal selection, addressing reviewer feedback, and navigating
editorial procedures.

ii. Training in digital publishing tools —such as citation managers and
plagiarism detection software —may improve manuscript quality and
ensure compliance with submission requirements.

Enhancing Access to Research Resources
i.  Institutions are encouraged to ensure faculty access to international
databases, e-libraries, and reputable open-access repositories to
support evidence-based research.
ii.  Establishing dedicated research support centers or writing hubs may
also facilitate interdisciplinary collaboration and improve the quality
of manuscript preparation.

7.3 Future Research Directions
To expand on the insights gained from this study, future research is encouraged
to explore:

1.

Comparative Studies Across Universities: Examine differences in faculty
publishing experiences across Saudi institutions and other regional
universities to identify policy gaps and best practices.

Longitudinal Studies: Assess the long-term impact of ERPP programs,
mentorship models, and editorial support mechanisms on publication
outcomes.

Mixed-Methods Approaches: Combine qualitative interviews with
quantitative analysis of publication data, reviewer feedback patterns, or
institutional resource distribution.

Disciplinary-Specific Challenges: Investigate whether scholars in different
fields (e.g., STEM vs. humanities) face unique barriers related to
methodological expectations, publishing timelines, or editorial criteria.

Furthermore, international comparative research between Saudi and global
universities could illuminate systemic inequities in the publishing ecosystem and
inspire more inclusive models of scholarly communication.

By implementing these reforms and exploring new research avenues, Saudi
universities can enhance their global research impact, align with Vision 2030’s
goals, and contribute to a more diverse and equitable academic publishing
landscape.
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Appendix 4

Interview Protocol

Topic: Academic Skills Competence and Challenges to International Academic
Publishing

Location: Study Room 2305 at University of Bisha, Saudi Arabia

Goal: To learn about the level of scientific inquiry skills and challenges faced by
University of Bisha faculty when publishing in international journals.

Interview Questions
Today, I'd like to talk with you about your scientific inquiry skills and
challenges you specifically faced during your experience in academic
publication outlets.
Before we start fully, I want to mention the importance of your consent
for this research. As you can see in the detailed information provided in
the form, it ensures that I receive your consent to be part of this research,
your responses are kept confidential, I will be in touch with you if you
have any questions during and after the interview is completed. Could
you please read the form and sign if you don’t have any questions. If you
have any questions, let me know, ok?
Wonderful. I will ask simple questions, and you do not need to answer
them, but your responses will help me make sense of this interview in a
holistic manner. Note that I will be recording this interview, but I will
use a voice changer application to make sure that responses will be
anonymous. Remember I will not share your answers with anyone else.
This interview will be conducted in three parts. The first part includes
questions regarding demographics and your academic publishing
experience. The second part includes questions about your scientific
inquiry skills. The final part includes questions about possible challenges
you faced during your publication experience in international outlets.
It is now that we can start the interview. Ok?

Part A: Demographic Questions

QA1: What is your gender?

QAZ2: What is your age?

QA3: What is your ethnicity?

QAA4: What is your monthly personal income level?

QADS5: What is the highest level of your education completed?

QAG6: What is your marital status?

QA7: How many people live in your household?

QAB8: Which languages can you write fluently?

QA9: Which country were you born in?

QA10: What is your major field of academic research?

QA11: What is your employment status?

QA12: How long have you been working in academia?

QA13: Do you have any peer-reviewed academic publishing experience?
QA14: Have you ever published in a domestic academic journal?

QA15: Have you ever published in an international academic journal?
QC16: In terms of publishing your academic studies internationally, where do you
see yourself within the next five years?
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Part B: Scientific Inquiry Abilities

QB1: What skills do scholars need when publishing their studies in academic
journals?

QB2: How do you explain the role of scientific inquiry in academic publishing?
QB3: How do you perceive your theoretical knowledge when conducting
scientific analysis?

QB4: How do you perceive your practical skills in conducting scientific analysis?
QB5: How would you rate your overall scientific inquiry abilities?

Part C: Challenges for International Publishing

QC1: How do you explain publishing in international academic journals?

QC2: How do you perceive the difference between publishing in an international
journal and domestic journal?

QC3: Given your experiences, what could be the challenges of academic
publishing in general?

QC4: In your view, what could be the challenges of academic publishing in
international journals?

QC5: How comfortable are you feeling yourself when dealing with the challenges
in publishing international journals?

Wrapping up the Interview
Do you have any questions for me?
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Appendix 5
Informed Consent Form

W

. 1 “s . b
UNIVERSITY Of BISHA

Title of Research Study: Academic Skills Competence and
Challenges to International Academic Publishing: The Case of
University of Bisha, Saudi Arabia

Investigator: Jamlaa T. Almawi, Ph.D.

Department Affiliation: Department of Quality of Education
and Continuing Education, Bisha University, Saudi Arabia.

Sponsor: This research is supported by the Department of Education Leadership,
Bisha University, Saudi Arabia.

Brief summary about this research study: This form ensures whether you want
to participate in the study or not by showcasing the summary of the research
conducted by the investigator. If you have any questions, feel free to ask at any
time. The main risk of this interview for you is the loss of confidentiality of your
responses. The main benefit of this interview is that you can learn about your
university’s scientific inquiry skills and challenges they faced given their
experiences within international publication outlets.

Aim of the research study: This research aims to investigate academic skills
competence and challenges faced by Saudi scholars by focusing on the University
of Bisha faculty. I will ask several questions examining this topic during this
interview. I expect that this semi-structured interview will last between 30-45
minutes.

You are requested to participate in this study because you are teaching at Bisha
University, Saudi Arabia, as a full-time faculty. You will be one of twenty faculty
who agreed to take part in this research.

What you will be asked to do: This interview is conducted in a one-to-one
manner, and it can take part given your availability, at your chosen time space. If
you think it is ok for you, I expect you to meet me at one of the designated private
study rooms at the university library. You will be asked the following questions:

Part A: Demographic Questions

Please provide your

QAL: What is your gender? initials below approving
QAZ2: What is your age? of reading and
QAZ3: What is your ethnicity? understanding this page

QA4: What is your monthly personal income level? Tagree | Idisagree

QA5: What is the highest level of your education
completed?

QA®6: What is your marital status?

QA7: How many people live in your household?

QAB8: Which languages can you write fluently?
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QA9: Which country were you born in?

QA10: What is your major field of academic research?

QA11: What is your employment status?

QA12: How long have you been working in academia?

QA13: Do you have any peer-reviewed academic publishing experience?

QA14: Have you ever published in a domestic academic journal?

QA15: Have you ever published in an international academic journal?

QC16: In terms of publishing your academic studies internationally, where do you
see yourself within the next five years?

Part B: Scientific Inquiry Abilities

QB1: What skills do scholars need when publishing their studies in academic
journals?

QB2: How do you explain the role of scientific inquiry in academic publishing?
QB3: How do you perceive your theoretical knowledge when conducting
scientific analysis?

QB4: How do you perceive your practical skills in conducting scientific analysis?
QB5: How would you rate your overall scientific inquiry abilities?

Part C: Challenges for International Publishing

QC1: How do you explain publishing in international academic journals?

QC2: How do you perceive the difference between publishing in an international
journal and domestic journal?

QC3: Given your experiences, what could be the challenges of academic
publishing in general?

QC4: In your view, what could be the challenges of academic publishing in
international journals?

QC5: How comfortable are you feeling yourself when dealing with the challenges
in publishing international journals?

Wrapping up the Interview
Do you have any questions for me?

Your rights to participate: Since you accepted to participate in this research study
voluntarily, you have the right to withdraw at any time. Your decisions will never
be held against you. Note that the principal investigator can remove you from this
research without your approval. Possible reasons for removal include not joining
to the interview within the designated time and space, not answering questions
honestly, and non-compliance with the study procedures.
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Confidentiality and privacy: I will not disclose your
information. During the interview, I may include
additional documents and sources like taking notes,
audio and/or video recordings the interview,
transcribing the recordings, and the like, for the purpose
of conducting the study. Although I will do my best to
keep your answers confidential, please note that the IRB
committee at University of Bisha IRB may request your
information to ensure information safety and university
ethical standards.
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Please provide your
initials below approving
of reading and
understanding this page

T agree I disagree




