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ABSTRACT  
Aim/Purpose This qualitative study examines how dissertation chairs conceptualize and enact 

leadership and mentoring practices that support doctoral students’ persistence 
and progression toward degree completion during candidacy. Guided by the In-
tersectional Path-Goal Mentoring Framework (IP-GMF), the study explores 
how dissertation chairs describe clarifying pathways, reducing barriers, and sup-
porting scholarly development during the dissertation phase. 

Background Doctoral attrition remains a persistent challenge across higher education, with 
departure occurring most frequently during the dissertation phase (Council of 
Graduate Schools, 2008; Sverdlik et al., 2018). Although prior research has es-
tablished the importance of supervision, mentoring, and doctoral socialization, 
comparatively less attention has been devoted to understanding how disserta-
tion chairs themselves conceptualize and enact leadership practices that support 
doctoral students’ persistence through the challenges of navigating ambiguity, 
organizational complexity, barriers to progression, and scholarly development 
during candidacy, particularly within prominent research-intensive doctoral edu-
cation environments. 

Methodology This theory-informed qualitative study employed semi-structured interviews 
with 20 experienced dissertation chairs from social sciences and humanities 
doctoral programs at prominent research-intensive predominantly White institu-
tions (PWIs) in the United States. Data were analyzed through an iterative pro-
cess of inductive and deductive coding informed by the IP-GMF. Trustworthi-
ness was supported through reflexive memoing, collaborative analytic review, 
maintenance of an audit trail, and ongoing comparison of participant narratives, 
codes, and themes throughout the analytic process.   
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Contribution This study advances doctoral education scholarship by conceptualizing disserta-
tion chairing as an adaptive leadership practice embedded within complex or-
ganizational systems and by providing empirical support for the Intersectional 
Path-Goal Mentoring Framework (IP-GMF) as a theory-building framework for 
understanding how dissertation chairs support students’ persistence, scholarly 
development, and access to opportunities during doctoral candidacy.      

Findings Three interrelated leadership practices emerged: (1) pathway clarification 
through transparency and demystification, (2) barrier reduction enacted through 
power-conscious mentoring, and (3) scholarly cultivation and sponsorship be-
yond degree completion. Participants described helping students navigate the 
hidden curriculum, institutional barriers, committee dynamics, and professional 
opportunities while supporting the development of scholarly identity and future 
participation in academic and professional communities. Although power-con-
scious mentoring was originally conceptualized as a distinct framework con-
struct, participants most often described it as a mechanism for reducing barriers 
in practice.  

Recommendations  
for Practitioners 

Institutions should provide formal preparation, developmental support, and or-
ganizational structures that support dissertation chairing as a critical mechanism 
for promoting doctoral persistence during candidacy while recognizing disserta-
tion leadership as consequential faculty labor. Faculty can support doctoral per-
sistence through pathway clarification, intentional sponsorship, adaptive men-
toring practices, and explicit guidance that helps students navigate institutional 
processes, academic culture, and barriers to progression.   

Recommendations  
for Researchers  

Future research should examine dissertation chairing across institutional, disci-
plinary, and national contexts, explore alignment between faculty and doctoral 
student perspectives, and further refine the IP-GMF through comparative, lon-
gitudinal, and mixed-methods inquiry.  

Impact on Society The findings suggest that dissertation chairing influences not only doctoral per-
sistence and completion but also how individuals access opportunities, navigate 
organizational systems, and develop as scholars and professionals. By conceptu-
alizing dissertation chairing as a form of adaptive leadership, the IP-GMF high-
lights how pathway clarification, barrier reduction, and scholarly cultivation can 
shape who successfully completes doctoral study and ultimately contributes 
knowledge, research, and professional expertise to society. Through supporting 
persistence and participation, dissertation chairs may contribute to more equita-
ble access to scholarly communities and the production of future scholarship. 

Future Research Further examination of the IP-GMF across diverse organizational, mentoring, 
and leadership contexts may strengthen understanding of how leadership prac-
tices influence persistence, development, and participation within complex sys-
tems. 

Keywords doctoral education, dissertation chair, dissertation mentoring, doctoral persis-
tence, doctoral leadership, doctoral attrition, scholarly socialization, intersec-
tional mentoring, path-goal theory, intersectional path-goal mentoring frame-
work 
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INTRODUCTION 
Doctoral education plays a critical role in developing future researchers, faculty, and professional 
leaders, while contributing to knowledge production and innovation across disciplines and sectors 
(McAlpine & Amundsen, 2018; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2023). 
Yet, across national contexts, substantial numbers of doctoral students depart programs before earn-
ing their degrees, with attrition occurring disproportionately during the transition from coursework 
to independent research (Council of Graduate Schools, 2008; Hurtado et al., 2024; Sverdlik et al., 
2018). These patterns have prompted continued scholarly interest in understanding the conditions 
that support doctoral persistence and successful degree completion.  

Dissertation supervision consistently remains one of the strongest influences on doctoral persistence 
and completion across disciplinary and national contexts (Pyhältö et al., 2015; Sverdlik et al., 2018). 
During candidacy, dissertation chairs serve as students’ primary source of scholarly guidance, profes-
sional socialization, and navigation of institutional expectations (Gardner, 2009; McAlpine & 
Amundsen, 2018); however, there is a dearth of research on how dissertation chairs understand and 
enact their responsibilities, particularly within prominent research-intensive academic environments, 
where access to information, opportunities, and support may be unevenly distributed or experienced 
differently across students and contexts (Posselt, 2018, 2020; J. Walker & Yoon, 2017).  

To address this gap, this study introduces the Intersectional Path-Goal Mentoring Framework (IP-
GMF), a conceptual framework that integrates Path-Goal Leadership Theory (House, 1971, 1996; 
House & Mitchell, 1974) and intersectional mentoring scholarship (Brown & Montoya, 2020; Cren-
shaw, 1991) to examine dissertation chairing as an adaptive leadership practice through which faculty 
clarify pathways, reduce barriers, cultivate scholarly and professional development, and navigate is-
sues of power and access within doctoral education. Guided by the IP-GMF, this theory-informed 
qualitative study examines how experienced dissertation chairs in social sciences and humanities doc-
toral programs across the United States describe their mentoring practices to support students’ per-
sistence to degree completion.  

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE  
DOCTORAL PERSISTENCE AND COMPLETION DURING CANDIDACY 
The dissertation phase marks a transition from structured coursework to independent scholarship, 
often accompanied by increased ambiguity and reduced programmatic scaffolding (Gardner, 2008; 
Golde, 2005). Students are suddenly confronted with the need to navigate methodological decisions, 
committee relationships, institutional procedures, professional norms, and hidden-curriculum expec-
tations that are often communicated unevenly and insufficiently codified (Choi et al., 2021; Margolis, 
2001). Consequently, dissertation supervision frequently becomes one of the primary mechanisms 
students rely on for guidance, feedback, accountability, and institutional knowledge (Gardner, 2009; 
McAlpine & Amundsen, 2018).  

Across national and disciplinary contexts, large-scale reviews consistently identify supervisory rela-
tionships as among the strongest predictors of doctoral persistence, completion, and well-being 
(Cornér et al., 2017; Pyhältö et al., 2015). International scholarship similarly suggests that effective 
supervision provides academic guidance and developmental support that contribute to successful 
doctoral experiences and persistence (McAlpine & Amundsen, 2018). Collectively, these findings po-
sition supervision as a central component of doctoral persistence while highlighting the need to un-
derstand better how supervision is enacted in practice.  

Despite broad recognition that supervision is central to doctoral persistence, important limitations 
remain. Large-scale studies and systematic reviews identify supervisory support and quality as signifi-
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cant predictors of completion (Hurtado et al., 2024) yet offer comparatively little insight into how su-
pervisory practices are enacted. As a result, supervision is often treated as a predictor of doctoral suc-
cess rather than as a set of leadership and mentoring practices through which students navigate ambi-
guity, organizational complexity, and barriers to progression. Moreover, existing scholarship has em-
phasized student experiences and outcomes while devoting less attention to the perspectives of dis-
sertation chairs (Gardner, 2009; Hurtado et al., 2024; Sverdlik et al., 2018). 

DISSERTATION SUPERVISION, MENTORING, AND ACADEMIC 
SOCIALIZATION 
Beyond persistence and completion, supervisory relationships influence doctoral students’ scholarly 
development, research productivity, professional preparation, and well-being (Becker et al., 2025; 
Hurtado et al., 2024).  

The literature also increasingly conceptualizes supervision as a mentoring process through which fac-
ulty provide intellectual guidance, developmental feedback, encouragement, role modeling, and op-
portunities for professional and scholarly development that extend beyond supervising the comple-
tion of the dissertation itself (Barnes & Austin, 2009; Paglis et al., 2006). More recent scholarship fur-
ther highlights the role of mentoring in fostering belonging, self-efficacy, professional confidence, 
scholarly identity development, and preparation for future academic and professional roles (Becker et 
al., 2025; Byars-Winston & Rogers, 2019; Gardner, 2009).  

Dissertation chairs also play an important role in shaping students’ scholarly identity and potential for 
future academic or professional roles through academic socialization (Choi et al., 2021; McAlpine & 
Amundsen, 2018). Through this process, doctoral students learn the norms, expectations, values, and 
practices associated with participation in scholarly communities (Gardner, 2009; Weidman et al., 
2001).  

Despite these contributions, our understanding of how dissertation chairs perceive and enact these 
roles and responsibilities during candidacy and through scholarly socialization remains limited (Cart-
wright et al., 2021; Gittings et al., 2018; Scott & Johnson, 2022).  

POWER, IDENTITY, AND ACCESS IN DOCTORAL EDUCATION 
Researchers have documented how doctoral education functions within systems of hierarchy, evalua-
tion, and gatekeeping that influence students’ access to resources, opportunities, and pathways to ad-
vancement across disciplines and institutional contexts (Gardner, 2009; Griffin, 2020; Posselt, 2018). 
Consequently, doctoral student success is increasingly understood as a product of both individual 
achievement and students’ ability to navigate organizational environments that may distribute these 
resources, information, or opportunities unevenly (Posselt, 2018; J. Walker & Yoon, 2017).  

Growing scholarship suggests that access to mentoring, sponsorship, professional legitimacy, and ad-
vancement is shaped by organizational structures, social identities, and broader systems of power 
(Byars-Winston & Rogers, 2019; Griffin, 2020; Patton Davis & Museus, 2019). These influences are 
often interconnected rather than isolated, affecting how students navigate academic expectations, ac-
cess support, and engage with scholarly communities throughout the doctoral journey. Consequently, 
doctoral experiences and opportunities for participation are increasingly understood to be shaped not 
only by academic ability and effort but also by the contexts in which students pursue doctoral study 
(Choi et al., 2021). 

Despite these advances, important conceptual limitations remain. First, scholarship often examines 
persistence, mentoring, belonging, identity development, sponsorship, and access as related but ana-
lytically separate constructs (Byars-Winston & Rogers, 2019; Choi et al., 2021; Griffin, 2020; Sverdlik 
et al., 2018). While studies have documented inequities in doctoral students’ experiences and identi-
fied mentoring as an important source of support, comparatively less attention has been devoted to 
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exploring how faculty actively respond to structural barriers or facilitate students’ navigation of or-
ganizational systems. Second, much of the literature continues to privilege student experiences of in-
clusion, exclusion, or support, while devoting less attention to how faculty understand and enact re-
sponsibilities associated with power, gatekeeping, sponsorship, and access (Gardner, 2009; Griffin, 
2020; Hurtado et al., 2024; Posselt, 2018).  

Collectively, scholarship on doctoral persistence, supervision and mentoring, and power and access 
offers important but largely parallel understandings of doctoral education. Research on persistence 
identifies supervision as a critical influence on doctoral completion and well-being, but provides 
comparatively limited insight into how supervisory support is enacted in practice (Hurtado et al., 
2024; Pyhältö et al., 2015; Sverdlik et al., 2018). Mentoring and socialization scholarship emphasizes 
developmental relationships, scholarly identity formation, and professional preparation, yet offers 
less attention to dissertation chairing as a form of leadership enacted during candidacy (Gardner, 
2009; McAlpine & Amundsen, 2018; Weidman et al., 2001). Scholarship examining power, identity, 
and access addresses structural inequities and uneven participation in doctoral education but offers 
comparatively little understanding of how dissertation chairs navigate these conditions through day-
to-day mentoring and supervisory practice (Griffin, 2020; Posselt, 2018, 2020; J. Walker & Yoon, 
2017). Taken together, these limitations suggest a need for a framework that simultaneously accounts 
for leadership, mentoring, scholarly development, and the organizational conditions that shape doc-
toral persistence and participation.  

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
To address these interconnected limitations, this study is guided by the IP-GMF. This framework in-
tegrates Path-Goal Leadership Theory practices and intersectional mentoring scholarship constructs 
to explore how dissertation chairs support doctoral persistence and scholarly development through 
pathway clarification, barrier reduction, power-conscious mentoring, and scholarly cultivation within 
academic systems. 

PATH-GOAL THEORY 
Originally developed by House (1971) and later refined by House and Mitchell (1974) and House 
(1996), Path-Goal Leadership Theory proposes that leaders clarify pathways, remove obstacles, and 
adapt support to facilitate progress toward desired goals. Rather than emphasizing fixed leadership 
styles, the theory conceptualizes leadership as an adaptive process through which leaders help indi-
viduals navigate uncertainty and achieve complex outcomes.  

The dissertation phase is characterized by ambiguity, evolving expectations, and increasing scholarly 
independence, conditions that align closely with the assumptions underlying Path-Goal Theory 
(Gardner, 2009). Dissertation chairs frequently clarify expectations, coordinate committee processes, 
facilitate access to resources, and help students overcome barriers to progression; however, Path-
Goal Theory provides limited attention to how power, identity, and institutional structures shape ac-
cess to opportunities and resources. Therefore, understanding dissertation chairing requires a com-
plementary perspective that captures the social and structural conditions of how dissertation chairs 
support students’ navigation of doctoral education.  

INTERSECTIONAL MENTORING 
Intersectional mentoring recognizes that mentoring relationships are shaped by broader systems of 
power, privilege, and access (Brown & Montoya, 2020; Crenshaw, 1991). Within doctoral education, 
students may experience mentoring, belonging, scholarly identity development, and professional ad-
vancement differently, based on the intersection of identity, context, and institutional conditions 
(Byars-Winston & Rogers, 2019; Griffin, 2020; Patton Davis & Museus, 2019). Brown and Montoya 
(2020) identify four commitments central to intersectional mentoring:  
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• Power Awareness 
• Contextualized Support 
• Barrier Recognition and Disruption  
• Equitable Sponsorship 

These commitments emphasize that effective mentoring requires attention not only to individual de-
velopment, but also to the organizational conditions under which development occurs.  

The IP-GMF was developed by integrating the adaptive leadership assumptions of Path-Goal Theory 
with the equity-oriented commitments of intersectional mentoring. Path-Goal Theory contributes a 
leadership perspective focused on clarifying pathways, reducing obstacles, facilitating participation, 
and supporting goal attainment through directive, supportive, participative, and achievement-ori-
ented leadership behaviors (House, 1971, 1996; House & Mitchell, 1974). Intersectional mentoring 
contributes attention to power, context, barriers, and sponsorship through the commitments of 
power awareness, contextualized support, barrier recognition and disruption, and equitable sponsor-
ship (Brown & Montoya, 2020; Crenshaw, 1991). Together, these complementary perspectives in-
formed the development of the four IP-GMF constructs: Pathway clarification, barrier reduction, 
power-conscious mentoring, and scholarly cultivation and sponsorship (Table 1). 

Table 1. Conceptual foundations of the IP-GMF 

IP-GMF construct Path-Goal Theory 
contribution 

Intersectional mentoring 
contribution 

Pathway Clarification Directive Leadership Contextualized Support 
Barrier Reduction Supportive Leadership Barrier Recognition and 

Disruption 
Power-Conscious Mentoring Participative Leadership Power Awareness 
Scholarly Cultivation and 
Sponsorship 

Achievement-Oriented 
Leadership 

Equitable Sponsorship 

 

THE INTERSECTIONAL PATH-GOAL MENTORING FRAMEWORK (IP-GMF) 
Although both Path-Goal Theory and intersectional mentoring offer valuable insights, neither frame-
work independently provides a sufficient explanation of dissertation chairing. The IP-GMF integrates 
these complementary perspectives to conceptualize dissertation chairing as an adaptive leadership 
practice that simultaneously facilitates goal attainment and attends to unequal conditions of access 
and opportunity through four interrelated functions: 

1. Pathway Clarification: making expectations, milestones, institutional procedures, and discipli-
nary norms transparent and navigable.  

2. Barrier Reduction: helping students identify and navigate procedural, structural, cultural, and 
organizational obstacles to progression. 

3. Power-Conscious Mentoring: engaging authority reflexively while recognizing how identity, posi-
tionality, and institutional context influence mentoring relationships.  

4. Scholarly Cultivation and Sponsorship: facilitating professional development, scholarly identity 
formation, network access, and participation in academic communities.  

Together, these functions conceptualize dissertation chairing as an adaptive, power-conscious leader-
ship practice through which faculty help doctoral students navigate these systems and advance to-
ward scholarly participation and professional development (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. The Intersectional Path-Goal Mentoring Framework 

Guided by the IP-GMF, this study was designed to examine how dissertation chairs conceptualize 
and enact leadership and mentoring practices during doctoral candidacy. The following research 
questions guided the study:  

1. How do dissertation chairs conceptualize their role in supporting doctoral students’ progres-
sion through the dissertation phase? 

2. How do dissertation chairs describe leadership practices and experiences associated with 
clarifying pathways, addressing systemic barriers, and supporting doctoral students’ scholarly 
development during candidacy, if at all? 

METHODS 
This study examined how dissertation chairs conceptualize and enact leadership practices that sup-
port doctoral persistence. Guided by the IP-GMF, an interpretive qualitative design provided an in-
depth understanding of dissertation chairs’ perspectives and experiences (Creswell & Poth, 2025). In-
depth interviews generated rich descriptions of participants’ leadership practices, mentoring strate-
gies, relational dynamics, and decision-making processes that would be difficult to capture through 
survey-based approaches (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The IP-GMF informed data collection and anal-
ysis while allowing for the identification of themes that both aligned with and extended beyond the 
framework’s deductive constructs. 

RESEARCH CONTEXT AND PARTICIPANTS 
This study employed purposeful criterion sampling to identify experienced dissertation chairs capable 
of providing information-rich perspectives regarding dissertation mentoring practices during doctoral 
candidacy. Maximum variation sampling was also employed to include participants representing di-
verse disciplinary backgrounds, demographic characteristics, institutional contexts, academic ranks, 
and levels of dissertation-chairing experience (Patton, 2015). Attention to variation was intentional, 
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given the study’s focus on how dissertation chairs conceptualize and enact mentoring and leadership 
practices within complex doctoral education environments.  

Following approval from the Institutional Review Board, participants were recruited via email using 
publicly available faculty directories. Institutional selection was guided by characteristics relevant to 
the study purpose, including distinguished levels of doctoral education activity, very high research in-
tensity (R1 Carnegie classification), national visibility within graduate education, and established infra-
structures for doctoral preparation and scholarly mentoring (McKenzie et al., 2023; G. E. Walker et 
al., 2008). Prominent research-intensive doctoral-granting PWIs have historically played a central role 
in preparing future faculty and scholars and continue to exert substantial influence over disciplinary 
norms, doctoral socialization processes, and expectations for academic careers (Golde & Walker, 
2006; G. E. Walker et al., 2008).  

Because dissertation chairing is rarely supported by formal preparation and is more commonly 
learned through participation in academic culture, faculty at these institutions help shape and repro-
duce mentoring and supervisory norms across doctoral education. These environments are also char-
acterized by complex organizational structures, competitive scholarly cultures, and stratified systems 
of access, opportunity, and sponsorship (Posselt, 2018, 2020). Accordingly, they provide particularly 
salient contexts for examining dissertation chairing as a leadership and mentoring practice. 

Participants were drawn from social sciences and humanities disciplines because these fields rely 
heavily on individualized dissertation supervision and sustained faculty-student mentoring relation-
ships throughout candidacy and dissertation completion (Gardner, 2009; G. E. Walker et al., 2008). 
Unlike many laboratory-based science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) doctoral 
program environments that often employ distributed mentoring structures and research teams, doc-
toral education in the social sciences and humanities frequently centers dissertation chairs as students’ 
primary source of scholarly guidance, professional socialization, and developmental support (Golde, 
2005; McAlpine & Amundsen, 2018).  

To participate, individuals were required to: (a) hold a faculty appointment within a doctoral-granting 
social sciences or humanities program at a prominent research-intensive university in the US, (b) cur-
rently serve in the role of dissertation chair, and (c) have chaired at least seven completed disserta-
tions. These criteria ensured that participants had sufficient experience to reflect on recurring men-
toring patterns and supervisory practices across multiple doctoral students, rather than on isolated 
supervisory experiences, thereby supporting the development of rich, information-dense data rele-
vant to the study’s theory-building aims (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  

The sample consisted of 20 dissertation chairs representing multiple social science and humanities 
disciplines from prominent research-intensive doctoral-granting PWIs across all major regions of the 
US. Participants varied in disciplinary backgrounds, years of faculty experience, and the number of 
dissertations they had chaired, allowing exploration of both common and divergent perspectives on 
dissertation mentoring and doctoral persistence.  

Given participants’ professional visibility and status within their respective fields and institutions, 
several measures were implemented to protect confidentiality. Although the institutions represented 
in the sample are reported in aggregate to provide contextual information about the study setting, in-
dividual participants were not linked to specific institutions, disciplines, or other potentially identify-
ing characteristics. Participant characteristics are presented in aggregate form to minimize deductive 
disclosure while preserving relevant contextual information (Kaiser, 2009; Tolich, 2004). This ap-
proach was particularly important because many participants occupied high-status scholarly positions 
within relatively small academic communities, where combinations of demographic and professional 
characteristics could increase the likelihood of identification (Table 2).  
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Table 2. Sample characteristics table 

Characteristic Description 
Total Participants 20 dissertation chairs 
Institutions Represented 12 prominent research-intensive PWIs across all major 

regions of the US 
Institutional Contexts 
Represented 

Columbia University, Harvard University, Johns Hopkins 
University, New York University, Northwestern, Stanford 
University, University of California, Berkeley, University of 
Michigan, Ann Arbor, University of Texas at Austin, 
University of Virginia, University of Wisconsin – Madison, 
and Vanderbilt 

Disciplines Represented Anthropology, Early Childhood, Education Policy, 
Communications, Educational Leadership, Education 
Technology, Higher Education Leadership, International 
Education, Political Science, Philosophy, Psychology, Special 
Education, Social Work, and Sociology.  

Years as Dissertation 
Chair 

M=14.5 years (Range = 6 - 44 years)  

Gender Identity Women n=14 70% 
Men n=6 30% 

Race/Ethnicity White n=14 70% 
Black or African Ameri-
can 

n=2 10% 

Asian n=2 10% 
Two or More Races n=2 10% 

 
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
Data were collected through 60-90-minute semi-structured virtual interviews that were audio rec-
orded and professionally transcribed. The interview protocol was informed by the IP-GMF and 
aligned with the study’s research questions, focused on how dissertation chairs described their leader-
ship practices during the dissertation process by clarifying expectations, supporting students through 
barriers and challenges, adapting mentoring practices across varied contexts, and fostering scholarly 
development and professional socialization during candidacy. Broad interview domains included their 
conceptualizations of dissertation chairing, mentoring practices, pathway clarification, barrier reduc-
tion, scholarly cultivation, sponsorship, and navigation of organizational and relational dynamics 
within doctoral education. Follow-up questions were used to elicit detailed examples and in-depth 
perspectives.  

Data analysis was conducted using an iterative concept coding process informed by the research 
questions and the IP-GMF (Saldaña, 2025). Interview transcripts were uploaded into Dedoose quali-
tative analysis software to support data organization, coding, memoing, and thematic analysis (Braun 
& Clarke, 2006; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Analysis began with repeated reading of transcripts to sup-
port familiarization with the data and identification of recurring concepts related to dissertation 
chairing, doctoral persistence, mentoring, scholarly socialization, and navigation of organizational 
systems. Initial coding combined deductive concepts derived from Path-Goal Leadership Theory 
(House, 1971, 1996) and intersectional mentoring scholarship (Brown & Montoya, 2020; Crenshaw, 
1991) with inductive codes emerging from participants’ descriptions and experiences. Consistent with 



Dissertation Chairing as Leadership 

10 

concept coding approaches, codes were refined iteratively through constant comparison across tran-
scripts and analytic memoing to identify broader thematic patterns and relationships within the data 
(Saldaña, 2025). The progression of the analytic process is depicted in Appendix A.   

As data analysis progressed, related codes were grouped into higher-order categories reflecting recur-
ring leadership and mentoring practices associated with dissertation chairing during candidacy. These 
categories were subsequently refined into themes informed by the IP-GMF. While pathway clarifica-
tion and scholarly cultivation emerged as distinct themes, participants most often described power-
conscious mentoring as a mechanism through which barrier reduction was enacted rather than as a 
separate leadership practice. An example of the alignment of how codes aligned with IP-GMF con-
structs, including instances where power-conscious mentoring was embedded within barrier-reduc-
tion practices, can be found in Appendix B. Consistent with interpretive qualitative inquiry, themes 
were identified through analytic interpretation rather than frequency counts alone; however, preva-
lence indicators were incorporated where appropriate to illustrate the extent to which particular expe-
riences were reflected across the sample (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Table 3 illustrates the alignment be-
tween the IP-GMF constructs and the themes developed through data analysis.  

Sample sufficiency was evaluated through ongoing comparison of participant accounts, codes, and 
thematic patterns throughout data collection and analysis. As interviews progressed, participants con-
tinued to provide rich examples and varied illustrations of dissertation chairing practices; however, 
no substantively new thematic categories emerged beyond those reflected in the IP-GMF constructs 
and the developing thematic framework. Consistent with recommendations for interpretive qualita-
tive inquiry, the sample size was considered sufficient when thematic patterns demonstrated depth, 
recurrence, and conceptual adequacy to address the study’s research questions and theory-building 
aims (Braun & Clarke, 2022; Creswell & Poth, 2025; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 

Table 3. Theme and IP-GMF construct alignment 

IP-GMF construct Corresponding theme Description 
Pathway Clarification Clarifying Expectations 

and Processes 
Chairs’ descriptions of supporting through 
transparency, procedural guidance, and 
expectation setting. 

Barrier Reduction Addressing Structural 
and Relational 
Challenges 

Chairs described helping students navigate 
institutional, relational, and personal barriers. 

Power-Conscious 
Mentoring 

Integrated within Barrier 
Reduction 

Chair descriptions and experiences of power 
awareness, advocacy, contextual adaptation, 
and enacting authority through barrier 
reduction practices.  

Scholarly Cultivation 
& Sponsorship 

Developing Future 
Scholars 

Chairs’ descriptions of scholarly identity 
development, professional socialization, and 
sponsorship. 

 

Trustworthiness  
To strengthen analytic rigor, several measures were taken to increase the trustworthiness of the find-
ings. Portions of the coded transcripts and thematic interpretations were independently reviewed by a 
second qualitative researcher familiar with doctoral education and qualitative inquiry. Collaborative 
analytic discussions were used to refine code definitions, clarify thematic boundaries, and enhance 
consistency of interpretation. When differences in coding interpretation emerged, transcripts, analytic 
memos, and supporting excerpts were reviewed collaboratively until consensus was reached regarding 
code application and thematic representation. Consistent with interpretive qualitative inquiry, this 
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process was used to challenge assumptions, support analytic coherence across the coding process, 
and strengthen trustworthiness (Creswell & Poth, 2025; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Saldaña, 2025). Ad-
ditional strategies used to support trustworthiness included maintaining an audit trail, reflexive mem-
oing, and ongoing comparison between participant narratives, emergent themes, and the IP-GMF 
framework.  

RESEARCHER REFLEXIVITY STATEMENT 
Given the interpretive nature of the study and the researcher’s professional experience with doctoral 
education and dissertation chairing, reflexive memoing and ongoing analytic reflection were used 
throughout the study to examine assumptions, interpretations, and potential biases influencing the 
research process (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Reflexivity was incorporated throughout data collection 
and analysis to support transparency and analytic rigor while remaining attentive to how prior profes-
sional experiences may shape the interpretation of participants’ perspectives.  

LIMITATIONS 
Several limitations should be considered when interpreting the findings. The study focused on disser-
tation chairs in social sciences and humanities within prominent research-intensive PWIs. Conse-
quently, mentoring and dissertation supervision practices may differ across institutional, national, and 
disciplinary contexts. Participants also self-selected into the study, and findings relied on retrospec-
tive self-reported accounts, creating the potential for selection bias, social desirability bias, and selec-
tive recall. Additionally, the study examined dissertation chairs’ perspectives rather than doctoral stu-
dents’ experiences directly. Consistent with interpretive qualitative inquiry, analysis was also shaped 
by the researcher’s theoretical orientation and professional experience within doctoral education. Re-
flexive memoing, collaborative analytic review, and ongoing attention to analytic transparency were 
used to support trustworthiness and minimize unchecked interpretive bias (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; 
Saldaña, 2025). As a result, findings are intended to support analytic interpretation and transferability 
rather than statistical generalization.  

FINDINGS 
Analysis revealed three interrelated leadership and mentoring practices through which dissertation 
chairs conceptualized their roles and enacted dissertation leadership during doctoral candidacy. 

1. Pathway clarification through transparency and demystification, 
2. Barrier reduction through power-conscious mentoring, and 
3. Scholarly cultivation and sponsorship beyond degree completion. 

Although the IP-GMF conceptualizes power-conscious mentoring as a distinct construct, partici-
pants rarely described it as a standalone leadership practice. Instead, power awareness, advocacy, and 
contextual adaptation emerged primarily in finding two, through efforts to reduce barriers to student 
progression. 

PATHWAY CLARIFICATION THROUGH TRANSPARENCY AND 
DEMYSTIFICATION 
Participants consistently described the importance of clarifying pathways through transparent com-
munication about expectations, milestones, and academic norms, which they felt were difficult for 
students to navigate. Rather than assuming students independently acquire this knowledge, partici-
pants emphasized how they demystify these expectations and processes through communication and 
structured guidance. Candice said, “My first priority is to be as open and transparent about the pro-
cesses as possible … because I feel for a lot of these students there are these unspoken hurdles I 
want to remove as much as I can.” Kristianna explained that “the hidden curriculum thing is real,” 
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noting that many students enter doctoral environments that “can feel deeply alienating” without di-
rect guidance about academic norms and expectations.  

The majority of participants also described pathway clarification through personalized communica-
tion structures and articulated timelines with productivity benchmarks. Several emphasized that mak-
ing these expectations known reduced ambiguity and anxiety and minimized avoidable procedural 
missteps that could delay progress. Lillian stated, “I’m trying to help students juggle both the logistics 
and the intellectual matter. But also the practical matters … What’s feasible in the time that you 
have?”  

Additionally, participants described demystifying the dissertation process by intentionally surfacing 
otherwise tacit expectations regarding academic writing support and differentiated feedback cycles. 
Most described the importance of demystifying the standards and expectations of academic writing 
in the initial stages of candidacy. Jacob explained how he supports students as a “mentor and transla-
tor” of academic norms. “I help people understand the specific expectations and the genre of aca-
demic writing. Students may be talented writers in some other genre, but that doesn’t always work in 
academic writing … my role is trying to translate back and forth for that.” Several participants de-
scribed demystifying feedback cycles by differentiating feedback according to student needs and nor-
malizing the process of scholarly struggle by sharing their own experiences with writing difficulties. 
Many shared that these strategies reduce students’ feelings of isolation and frustration, and help them 
better understand the realities of academic work.  

Although most participants emphasized transparency and procedural clarification as key levers for 
clarifying pathways, several also acknowledged that some aspects remained difficult to fully demystify 
due to institutional complexity, disciplinary variation, and tacit academic norms that remain ambigu-
ous even to faculty. Collectively, these accounts suggest that pathway clarification functioned as a di-
rective leadership practice through which chairs translated hidden curriculum and institutional ambi-
guity into actionable knowledge for doctoral students. 

BARRIER REDUCTION THROUGH POWER-CONSCIOUS MENTORING 
Participants in this study frequently described dissertation chairing as an intentional effort to reduce 
structural, relational, and psychological barriers that could impede progress. Within the IP-GMF, 
these practices reflected barrier reduction and power-conscious mentoring through adaptive leader-
ship approaches responsive to students’ differing identities, experiences, and orientations to academic 
culture. Rather than approaching mentoring as uniform, many participants emphasized that effective 
chairing required ongoing negotiation and adjustments of support, expectations, and power within 
their environments. Consequently, power-conscious mentoring did not emerge as an independent 
theme, but rather as the primary mechanism through which participants described identifying, navi-
gating, and reducing barriers to doctoral progression. 

Most participants acknowledged that they occupy positions of considerable institutional authority 
through their influence over dissertation progress, evaluation, and access to professional opportuni-
ties. As a result, several described intentionally reframing their roles away from gatekeeping and to-
ward support and scholarly development. Michael explained, “I don’t see myself as the gatekeeper to 
a doctor or not a doctor. That’s not my job. My job is to help students.” Many also described a simi-
lar approach when mentoring students about selecting committee members. Anna said she advises 
students, “You want [committee members] who will expand your knowledge about the content and 
the methodology with an eye toward growth and support rather than overly critical evaluation.” Pilar 
shared, “Research interest and expertise have to fit, but at the same time, we try to choose committee 
members who tend to respect diverse voices and new ideas, like how to help students navigate those 
new ideas.” Other participants spoke about how they navigate power dynamics when disagreements 
arise over defense decisions. Greg said:  
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If [committee members] are not willing to sign that final form, that student can’t finish their 
doctorate. But those signatures need to happen, and that’s an enormous amount of power. So I 
try to help my students negotiate that, and I do some of that behind the scenes, and sometimes 
I have to be very clear, and I coach them through it, you know, here’s how to have that discus-
sion with a committee member. 

Several participants also reflected on how their own institutional positions shaped their ability to ad-
vocate for students. Many described experiencing greater confidence and autonomy in navigating 
committee conflicts, challenging procedural barriers, and supporting students after earning tenure. In 
contrast, some recalled being more cautious as untenured faculty when negotiating disagreements 
with senior colleagues or intervening in committee dynamics. Such experiences connect to the IP-
GMF by illustrating power-conscious mentoring as awareness of power differences between faculty 
and students, as well as recognition of how organizational hierarchies shape faculty members’ capac-
ity to support them.  

Many participants described adapting mentoring practices to address the unique challenges and barri-
ers to completion faced by international doctoral students. They frequently discussed how visa re-
strictions, funding constraints, cultural differences, supplemental writing supports, employment limi-
tations, and unfamiliarity with U.S. higher education systems shaped students’ experiences during 
candidacy and dissertation completion. Rather than a standardized approach, participants described 
modifying communication and support structures to help students navigate these additional barriers 
while maintaining academic momentum, scholarly expectations, and persistence.  

These findings suggest that power-conscious mentoring operated less as a discrete leadership practice 
and more as the mechanism through which chairs enacted barrier reduction by adapting support, ad-
vocacy, and institutional navigation to students’ differing contexts and needs. 

SCHOLARLY CULTIVATION AND SPONSORSHIP BEYOND DEGREE 
COMPLETION 
Many participants described chairing as a process that extends beyond dissertation completion to cul-
tivating emerging scholars and future colleagues within their disciplines. Within the IP-GMF, these 
practices reflected a long-term investment of sponsorship and development of scholarly identity 
through achievement-oriented, supportive, and participative leadership behaviors aimed at doctoral 
socialization and preparation for careers within and beyond the academy.  

Most participants described intentionally extending sponsorship they had received earlier in their 
own careers through collaborative conference presentations, manuscript development, grant writing, 
and professional networking. Several emphasized that this mentoring involved helping students envi-
sion themselves as contributors to scholarly conversations rather than as dissertation writers.  

Several participants emphasized the importance of supporting students in identifying professional 
pathways aligned with their goals, values, and identities. Participants frequently framed these prac-
tices as essential to sustaining students’ confidence, motivation, and long-term engagement within 
academic work. Despite disciplinary pressures toward subject-matter conformity, Jennifer shared:  

Study what you love. Go hog wild! You’re never going to please the mainstream. That’s the best 
advice I got from [my chair]. And that’s what I tell my students, and so far, frankly, it’s working. 
All of my students who have decided to stay in the academy have gotten R1 jobs, and that’s by 
not being mainstream. That’s by going a little hog wild. 

Jennifer’s comments reflect scholarly cultivation through achievement-oriented leadership and equi-
table sponsorship through the IP-GMF, positioning students as contributors to scholarly conversa-
tions rather than merely observers or consumers of disciplinary norms.  

Additionally, participants emphasized that scholarly cultivation was influenced by broader considera-
tions of representation, access, and participation within disciplines as well. Several chairs described 
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sponsorship as particularly important for minoritized students, especially when they encountered sit-
uations involving unequal access to professional networks, mentorship opportunities, or scholarly 
visibility. Matt reflected that students from minoritized backgrounds or identities brought perspec-
tives “essential to the future of the field,” emphasizing that those contributions were diminished “if 
they don’t finish the dissertation.” Through the IP-GMF, these practices reflected scholarly cultiva-
tion and sponsorship not only as professional preparation, but also as an effort to expand participa-
tion and representation within scholarly communities.  

Across interviews, participants consistently framed dissertation chairing as an extension beyond pro-
cedural supervision to the cultivation of future scholars, professionals, and colleagues. Further, some 
also acknowledged that sponsorship through networking and scholarly development was shaped by 
institutional resources, disciplinary norms, faculty capacity, and broader structures within higher edu-
cation. Within the IP-GMF, scholarly cultivation and sponsorship emerged as a developmental lead-
ership practice through which chairs expanded students’ access to professional networks, scholarly 
participation, and future opportunities while navigating the constraints of contemporary academic 
environments. 

DISCUSSION 
Findings from this study suggest that dissertation chairing is best understood as an adaptive leader-
ship practice operating at the intersection of pathway clarification, power negotiation, and scholarly 
socialization. By integrating Path-Goal Leadership Theory with intersectional mentoring scholarship, 
the IP-GMF provides a framework for understanding how dissertation chairs mediate students’ ac-
cess to clarity, support, sponsorship, and participation within academic communities. Notably, partic-
ipants described power-conscious mentoring primarily as embedded within barrier-reduction efforts, 
suggesting that attention to power functions as a mechanism through which adaptive leadership is 
enacted.  

CLARIFYING PATHWAYS 
Consistent with research identifying ambiguity and unclear expectations as contributors to doctoral 
attrition (Choi et al., 2021; Lovitts, 2001), participants described pathway clarification as a central 
leadership practice during candidacy. This finding positions transparency and demystification as de-
liberate leadership practices enacted by dissertation chairs, rather than passive outcomes of doctoral 
study (Gardner, 2009; Weidman et al., 2001). Rather than assuming students would independently 
acquire knowledge of academic norms and institutional processes, chairs intentionally made expecta-
tions, milestones, and disciplinary conventions more transparent by navigating the hidden curricu-
lum, committee expectations, scholarly writing conventions, and professional norms that often re-
main opaque or unevenly accessible to students (Choi et al., 2021).  

Within the IP-GMF, pathway clarification functioned as more than informational support. It repre-
sented an adaptive leadership practice through which chairs reduced uncertainty and increased stu-
dents’ access to institutional knowledge and norms. Importantly, participants acknowledged that aca-
demic systems remained dynamic and partially opaque, suggesting that effective dissertation leader-
ship involves helping students navigate ambiguity rather than ignore it.  

BARRIER REDUCTION  
Participants consistently acknowledged that dissertation chairing involves significant authority over 
students’ progress, evaluation, sponsorship, and access to opportunity. Yet rather than minimizing 
these realities, they frequently reflected on how their decisions shaped students’ experiences within 
doctoral education. This finding illuminates how faculty understand and enact authority within dis-
sertation supervision, complementing scholarship that has primarily examined students’ experiences 
of gatekeeping and power (Griffin, 2020; Posselt, 2018).  
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Participants further grappled with traditional understandings of supervisory power, describing how 
their institutional positions shaped their ability to advocate for students. Several reflected that tenure 
afforded greater autonomy to navigate committee conflicts, challenge procedural barriers, and sup-
port students, whereas they felt more constrained as untenured faculty. These findings illustrate how 
dissertation chairs navigate power within organizational hierarchies that both constrain and enable 
mentoring practices (Posselt, 2018, 2020). Through the IP-GMF, power-conscious mentoring in-
volves not only awareness of faculty-student power dynamics but also recognition of how institu-
tional structures shape faculty mentors’ capacity to advocate for, sponsor, and reduce barriers for stu-
dents (Austin, 2002; Griffin, 2020).  

SCHOLARLY CULTIVATION AND SPONSORSHIP  
Consistent with scholarship on doctoral socialization and scholarly identity development (Choi et al., 
2021; Gardner, 2009), participants described dissertation chairing as extending beyond degree com-
pletion to include preparation for future scholarly and professional participation.  

Participants emphasized that opportunities for sponsorship and professional development were 
shaped by institutional resources and disciplinary contexts. Within the IP-GMF, these practices sug-
gest that scholarly cultivation and sponsorship are not merely outcomes of doctoral education, but 
active components of dissertation chairing (Becker et al., 2025; Hurtado et al., 2024).  

At the same time, participants’ accounts also revealed important tensions in how the IP-GMF oper-
ated in practice. While chairs described pathway clarification as central to supporting persistence, 
they acknowledged that some aspects of academic culture and institutional processes remained diffi-
cult to demystify fully. Similarly, participants emphasized advocacy and barrier reduction, yet several 
noted that their ability to intervene was shaped by institutional hierarchies, committee dynamics, and 
their own professional status. Participants also described scholarly cultivation as important, while rec-
ognizing that sponsorship alone could not fully mitigate constraints associated with disciplinary 
norms, limited resources, and increasingly uncertain academic labor markets. These tensions suggest 
that the IP-GMF should not be understood as eliminating barriers, but rather as a framework for un-
derstanding how dissertation chairs navigate and respond to them within complex organizational sys-
tems. 

Collectively, the findings provide empirical support for the IP-GMF as a framework for understand-
ing dissertation chairing as a form of adaptive academic leadership. Through pathway clarification, 
barrier reduction enacted through power-conscious mentoring, and scholarly cultivation and spon-
sorship, participants described leadership practices that extend beyond procedural supervision to 
support students’ persistence through candidacy and preparation for future scholarly and profes-
sional participation. Consequently, dissertation chairing functions as an interconnected leadership 
process through which faculty influence not only degree completion but also students’ access to op-
portunities, professional development, and participation within academic communities.  

IMPLICATIONS 
The findings suggest that dissertation chairing functions as a consequential form of leadership that 
shapes how students navigate academic systems, access opportunities, and develop as emerging 
scholars and professionals. By highlighting pathway clarification, barrier reduction, power-conscious 
mentoring, and scholarly cultivation as interconnected leadership practices, the findings suggest that 
doctoral persistence is shaped not only by individual student characteristics but also by the organiza-
tional and relational processes that support persistence and scholarly development. Consequently, the 
implications of this study extend beyond individual mentoring relationships to the preparation and 
support of dissertation chairs, the organizational conditions within which they operate, and the 
broader structures that influence doctoral education and degree completion.  
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IMPLICATIONS FOR DOCTORAL EDUCATION AND INSTITUTIONS  
Findings suggest that dissertation chairing functions as a de facto persistence infrastructure during 
candidacy. Whereas undergraduate persistence is often supported through formalized institutional 
systems, doctoral persistence during the dissertation phase remains heavily dependent on the leader-
ship, mentoring capacity, and sponsorship practices of individual dissertation chairs. Institutions 
should therefore consider how responsibility for doctoral persistence is distributed and supported 
across organizational structures rather than relying primarily on individual faculty members to ad-
dress students’ academic, professional, and developmental needs.  

The findings also suggest that doctoral-granting institutions should move beyond assumptions that 
effective dissertation chairing can or should develop informally through faculty experience alone. 
Participants described leadership practices associated with pathway clarification, power-conscious 
mentoring, sponsorship, and scholarly development that extend beyond disciplinary expertise and re-
quire intentional preparation. Consequently, institutions should consider more systematic approaches 
to supporting dissertation chairs through faculty development, mentoring resources, and professional 
learning focused on clarifying pathways, navigating committee dynamics, securing sponsorship, prac-
ticing power-conscious mentoring, and supporting students in navigating organizational and proce-
dural barriers commonly encountered during candidacy. 

The findings also highlight the need to recognize dissertation chairing as consequential academic la-
bor. If dissertation chairing functions as a primary mechanism through which doctoral students ac-
cess guidance, sponsorship, accountability, and support during candidacy, then the responsibilities 
associated with this role extend well beyond dissertation oversight. Participants described leadership 
practices associated with mentoring, sponsorship, scholarly cultivation, advocacy, and support for 
students’ navigation of institutional systems. Given the influence of these practices on doctoral per-
sistence and development, institutions should consider how dissertation leadership is recognized, 
supported, and valued within workload, evaluation, promotion, and reward structures.  

IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY 
The findings suggest that doctoral persistence, mentoring, scholarly socialization, identity develop-
ment, and access may be more productively understood as interconnected rather than discrete pro-
cesses. The IP-GMF contributes to this work by integrating developmental perspectives on persis-
tence and scholarly development with structural perspectives on power, access, and organizational 
context. Although developed in the context of dissertation chairing, the IP-GMF may also serve as a 
useful theory-building framework for examining leadership, mentoring, and developmental relation-
ships in contexts characterized by hierarchy, ambiguity, and unequal access to information, resources, 
and opportunities. Examples include faculty mentoring, early-career faculty development, postdoc-
toral supervision, academic leadership preparation, and workplace mentoring relationships in profes-
sional organizations.  

Beyond its application to doctoral education, the findings suggest several refinements to Path-Goal 
Theory. Traditional Path-Goal Theory conceptualizes leadership primarily as clarifying pathways and 
removing obstacles to goal attainment (House, 1971, 1996). The findings of this study suggest that 
within complex educational environments, obstacles are not solely task-related, but also relational, 
cultural, and institutional. Further, participants described leadership as requiring attention to power, 
sponsorship, and unequal access to opportunities; dimensions that receive limited attention in the 
original theory. Finally, whereas Path-Goal Theory emphasizes achievement of a defined goal, the IP-
GMF suggests that leadership may also involve cultivating identity, participation, and professional 
development beyond goal completion. In this way, the IP-GMF extends Path-Goal Theory by inte-
grating structural and developmental dimensions of leadership into contexts characterized by hierar-
chy, ambiguity, and unequal access to resources and opportunities.  
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IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
Future research should examine the transferability of the IP-GMF across institutional types, discipli-
nary contexts, and mentoring environments. Studies incorporating doctoral student and faculty per-
spectives, longitudinal designs, and diverse institutional settings may further illuminate how pathway 
clarification, power-conscious mentoring, and scholarly cultivation influence persistence, professional 
development, and participation within academic communities.  

CONCLUSION 
This study examined how experienced dissertation chairs described leadership and mentoring prac-
tices associated with doctoral persistence during candidacy. Rather than portraying persistence as 
solely a function of individual student motivation, ability, or resilience, participants described persis-
tence as shaped through ongoing interactions among students, faculty, and the organizational systems 
in which doctoral education occurs. Across interviews, dissertation chairing emerged not simply as 
the supervision of a research project, but as a leadership process through which faculty help students 
navigate ambiguity, access institutional knowledge, respond to barriers, and participate in scholarly 
communities.  

Viewed through the IP-GMF, dissertation persistence is better understood as both a developmental 
and organizational process. Participants described supporting students not only through the intellec-
tual challenges associated with the dissertation itself but also through the hidden curriculum, institu-
tional complexity, power dynamics, and unequal access to opportunities.  

The findings further suggest that dissertation chairing is an often-unrecognized form of academic 
leadership. Although institutions frequently focus on policies, procedures, and student supports to 
improve completion outcomes, participants described how persistence is also shaped through every-
day leadership practices enacted within mentoring relationships and organizational contexts. By con-
ceptualizing dissertation chairing as leadership rather than solely supervision, the IP-GMF offers a 
framework for understanding how faculty influence not only doctoral completion, but also access, 
participation, professional development, and opportunities for future scholarly contribution. Beyond 
doctoral education, the framework may also provide a useful lens for examining leadership and men-
toring relationships in other contexts characterized by ambiguity, hierarchy, developmental goals, and 
unequal access to information, resources, and opportunities. Notably, while institutions often invest 
heavily in formal persistence structures prior to candidacy, participants described dissertation chairing 
as serving many of these functions during the dissertation phase itself. The findings suggest that 
strengthening doctoral persistence requires greater institutional attention not only to doctoral stu-
dents but also to the preparation, support, and recognition of the faculty who guide them through 
candidacy.  
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APPENDIX A 

Flowchart of analytic process 
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APPENDIX B 
Codebook Excerpt 

IP-GMF 
construct Example code Description Example 

participant quote 
Pathway 
Clarification 

Expectation: 
Transparency 

Clarifying dissertation 
expectations and 
processes 

“Students often do not know 
what is expected until someone 
explicitly explains it.” 

Barrier Reduction Navigating 
Institutional 
Obstacles: 
Relational Barriers 

Addressing relational 
barriers 

“Part of my role is helping 
students navigate committee 
dynamics.” 

Power-Conscious 
Mentoring 
(embedded within 
barrier reduction) 

Adapting Support 
across Student 
Contexts: Entry 

Adjusting mentoring 
based on student 
needs at entry 

“Students do not all enter 
doctoral education with the 
same access or confidence.” 

Scholarly 
Cultivation & 
Sponsorship 

Developing 
Scholarly Identity  

Supporting individual 
scholarly 
participation and 
professional growth 

“I see chairing as preparing 
future colleagues, not just 
finishing dissertations.” 
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