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IntroductIon

 Innovative and expanded strat-
egies to address the disproportion-
ately low funding rates of R01s 
among certain United States (US) 
racial and ethnic populations are 
needed to capture untapped talent 
and increase the contribution of 
groups presently underrepresented 
in biomedical research workforce.1-3 

A significant funding gap between 
African American (AA) and White 

researchers in first-time NIH R01 
applications was documented by 
Ginther and colleagues at the end 
of the last decade.4,5 More recently, 
a Working Group from the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH) 
reported that the funding gap dur-
ing FY2000 and FY 2006 between 
first-time NIH R01 applications 
from African American and White 
researchers (17% vs 29%) con-
tinued between FY 2011 and FY 
2015 (11% vs 17%).6 The Work-
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ing Group also found that African 
American investigators: submitted 
fewer initial R01 grant applica-
tions; received lower overall prior-
ity scores; resubmitted unfunded 
grant applications less frequently; 
and proposed topics that were less 
likely to be awarded more often 
than White investigators.6  These 
factors constitute critical barriers 
to reducing the racial disparity in 
funded initial R01 grant applica-
tions and in bringing the insights 
and talents of African American 

Centers for Minority Aging Re-
search11; the investigator develop-
ment cores of the National Institute 
on Minority Health and Health 
Disparities (NIMHD) Specialized 
Centers of Excellence on Minor-
ity Health and Health Dipartites; 
and the National Mentoring Net-
work Grant programs.12 These re-
search skill-building programs are 
promising exemplars designed to 
increase the prevalence of underrep-
resented minority (URM) research-
ers in the biomedical workforce 
through diversity-focused training. 
 The current hypercompetitive 
environment for extramural fund-
ing in the United States further 
undergirds the critical need for ef-
fective research training programs 
that focus not only on grantsman-
ship, but also on skill development 
across the full range of research 
activities, culminating in writing 
research results for publication. 
Remarkably, few research training 
programs for early career research-
ers focus on both manuscript and 
grant writing.13 This is particularly 
surprising given the increased fo-
cus on two key review criteria for 
NIH grant applications: a) the in-
vestigator’s suitability, experience, 
training, and record of accomplish-
ment; and b) the strength of pub-
lications or research products that 
punctuate the contributions to 
science required in the NIH bios-
ketch. These are key areas of NIH 
grant applications where African 
American and other underrepre-
sented minority applicants often do 
not fare well in peer review meet-
ings to score grant applications.3,5,14

 Writing and publishing peer-

reviewed manuscripts is one of the 
primary challenges facing URM 
faculty at both research-intensive 
and teaching-intensive institu-
tions.7 The development of strong 
writing skills and related habits is 
often assumed to be part of grad-
uate research training; however, 
graduate students from groups un-
derrepresented in the biomedical 
sciences tend to have fewer oppor-
tunities to develop scientific com-
munication skills for careers in re-
search compared with their peers 
from majority populations.4 Those 
who transition to their first faculty 
position in a teaching-intensive 
institution without completing a 
post-doctoral research fellowship 
or publishing from it typically re-
quire additional training to estab-
lish research careers, and even many 
URM fellows  at research-intensive 
institutions have had fewer oppor-
tunities to participate in high-qual-
ity research projects and to publish 
than their majority-group peers.3 
A high publication rate is essential 
for career advancement in academic 
research, and both publications and 
external grant applications are be-
coming increasingly important for 
promotion and tenure in teaching-
intensive institutions. Early-career 
faculty and young scholars (ie, 
postdoctoral fellows) transition-
ing into a research career must de-
velop effective ways to meet insti-
tutional and professional standards 
for writing productivity, but these 
requirements can be particularly 
challenging for faculty at teaching-
intensive institutions because of 
high teaching loads, heavy service 
demands, and constrained resources 

The purpose of this 
article is to report on 

the assessment of OHD 
PRIDE’s WAGs and their 

impact on mentees.

researchers to bear on health chal-
lenges that affect the US population.
 In an effort to increase the 
competitiveness of investigators 
underrepresented in the biomedi-
cal sciences and reduce the racial/
ethnic funding gap in R01s, the 
NIH has established a number of 
training programs focused on de-
veloping strong grantsmanship 
skills, including, but not limited 
to, the National Heart, Lung, and 
Blood Institute (NHLBI) Programs 
to Increase Diversity among Indi-
viduals Engaged in Health-Related 
Research (PRIDE)7-10; Resource 
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for faculty research development.7

  Obesity Health Disparities 
(OHD) PRIDE is an intensive re-
search training and mentoring pro-
gram funded by NHLBI, designed 
to support research-oriented early-
career URM faculty at historically 
Black colleges and universities 
(HBCUs) and other teaching-in-
tensive institutions in their effort to 
become established as independent 
biomedical scientists.7,8 It is focused 
on developing mentees’ strong sci-
entific writing skills, promoting 
their strategic writing in advance of 
applying for grants, and enhancing 
the scholarly productivity of faculty 
with heavy teaching and clinical 
loads.7 Because there is a paucity 
of published evidence-based strat-
egies to establish scientific writing 
habits among early-career faculty 
from groups underrepresented in 
biomedical science, OHD PRIDE 
has also sought to evaluate the im-
pact of its activities in this area. 
 One core component of OHD 
PRIDE’s program is the Writing 
Accountability Group (WAG). The 
concept of WAGs was developed 
by Dr. Paul Silva, who advocated 
committing to a set schedule of 
writing with others to whom one 
would be accountable.15 Johns 
Hopkins University (JHU) School 
of Medicine’s Office of Faculty of 
Development has established sev-
eral WAGs across the University to 
develop sustained scholarly writing 
habits. The first author has expe-
rience leading WAGs at the JHU 
School of Public Health and es-
tablishing WAGs at other universi-
ties. The purpose of this article is to 
report on the assessment of OHD 

PRIDE’s WAGs and their impact 
on mentees. We hypothesized that 
participation in WAGs would result 
in OHD PRIDE mentees spend-
ing increased time writing scien-
tific manuscripts and an increase in 
their frequency of writing generally. 

Methods

Study Participants
 Study participants included in-
dividuals who participated in the 
OHD PRIDE research training 
and mentoring program designed 
for early-career faculty from back-
grounds underrepresented in bio-
medical research and who are grad-
uates of or active faculty members 
at HBCUs. OHD PRIDE is one 
of nine PRIDE Programs at that 
time sponsored by the NHLBI.9 
Each PRIDE site addresses one of 
NHLBI’s areas of emphasis (https://
www.nhlbi.nih.gov/node-gener-
al/programs-increase-diversity-
among-individuals-engaged-health-
related-research-pride). OHD 
PRIDE focuses on training and pre-
paring early-career faculty mentees 
to conduct disparities research in 
obesity. Individuals selected for this 
program are exposed to cutting-edge 
obesity research in combination 
with guidance in career navigation, 
networking, and intense one-on-
one and group mentoring designed 
to enhance their overall research 
productivity with peer-reviewed 
publications, development of high-
quality grant applications, and 
general professional development. 
Additional information on OHD 
PRIDE is available elsewhere.8

Design
 WAGs are peer-facilitated, 
weekly writing groups designed to 
instill good writing habits and in-
corporate time management, priori-
tization, and organization skills.15,16 
One unique aspect of a WAG is 
that it focuses on the writing pro-
cess, rather than writing outcomes. 
There is no review of writing con-
tent. A typical WAG has between 
four and eight members who meet 
for one hour a week over a 10-week 
period and commit a priori to at-
tend at least 70% of the sessions. 
Weekly WAGs allocate the first 15 
minutes for members to report on 
their writing goal for the prior week 
and their plan for that day’s writ-
ing session; the next 30 minutes 
are dedicated to a timed period of 
simultaneous, individual writing, 
and the final 15 minutes are allot-
ted to participants reporting their 
accomplishments during the group 
writing session and writing goals for 
the upcoming week. In addition to 
the weekly WAG, Silva suggests that 
WAG participants write for at least 
30 minutes 5 days a week.15 The 
study period discussed in this article 
spanned from January to December 
2017 and included data from three 
10-week cycles beginning in Febru-
ary, May, and September. The Johns 
Hopkins Bloomberg School of Pub-
lic Health institutional review board 
approved this research (IRB #7630). 

Measures
 Participants completed brief 
electronically administered sur-
veys prior to and after each WAG 
cycle. The pre-WAG questionnaire 
consisted of questions pertaining 
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to the participants’ frequency of 
writing, ideal frequency of writing, 
duration of a typical writing ses-
sion, and duration of an ideal writ-
ing session. This survey also asked 
participants to report: their number 
of peer-reviewed publications; the 
number of peer-reviewed publica-
tions they aspired to publish in the 
coming year; the number of grants 
on which they were the principal 
investigator; the number of grants 
they aspired to obtain as principal 
investigator; their faculty rank; and 
their time in that rank. Participants 
were also asked to assess the signifi-
cance for them of common barriers 
to writing, which included: trouble 
getting started; perfectionism pre-
vents me from finishing; too many 
clinical commitments; too many 
teaching commitments; too many 
personal/family commitments; dif-
ficulty with time management; do 
not have adequate statistical sup-
port; do not have mentors to give 
me feedback and encourage me; 
not very interested in my topic; 
do not know what to write about; 
English is not my first language; 
writing skills are poor; or other. 

The final item asked participants to 
identify the most significant bar-
rier of those they reported facing. 
 The post-WAG questionnaire 
was significantly shorter as it includ-
ed only questions regarding the par-
ticipants’ frequency of writing, ide-
al frequency of writing, duration of 
writing, and ideal duration of writ-
ing. The pre-WAG and post-WAG 
Questionnaire can be obtained 
from the corresponding author. 
  
Approach
 This study employed a pre-post 
study design with a non-random 
sample. After providing oral con-
sent, participants were emailed a 
link to the pre-WAG questionnaire 
to ascertain their writing habits at 
the study’s inception. Following 
the 10-week WAG, participants 
completed the post-questionnaire, 
which queried their writing habits 
in terms of frequency and duration 
of writing. Means and standard de-
viations were used to summarize 
the respondents’ actual numbers of 
peer-reviewed publications, ideal 
number of peer-reviewed publica-
tions, the actual number of grants 

where the participants were the prin-
cipal investigator, and participants’ 
ideal number of grants to obtain as 
principal investigator. Proportions 
were used to characterize the par-
ticipants’ current rank and reported 
barriers to writing, including the 
reported biggest barrier to writing. 
The Wilcoxon signed rank sum test 
was used to determine the overall 
impact of the frequency of writ-
ing and the duration of writing for 
members who completed pre- and 
post-WAG surveys.17 P-values <.05 
were considered to be statistically 
significant. Analyses were conduct-
ed using STATA version 14 (Stata-
Corp, LLC., College Station, TX).

results

 The distribution of select char-
acteristics of the WAG participants 
is presented in Table 1. Among the 
total group of 26 OHD PRIDE 
mentees, 53.8% of the program’s 
participants took part in the WAGs. 
More than half of the study par-
ticipants were assistant professors 
and their mean number of years at 

Table 1. Distribution of select characteristics of OHD PRIDE Writing Accountability Group (WAG) participants between 
February 2017 and January 2018a

Question Mean± SD

   Number of peer-reviewed publications 4.1±3.7
   Number of peer-reviewed publications aspired to publish 8.7±5.4
   Number of grants had as a PI 1.4±1.1
   Number of grants aspired to obtain as a PI 2.8±1.9
   Number of years in this rank 2.5±2.4

Current rank %
   Associate professor 20
   Assistant professor 60
   Instructor 20

a. 14 early-career faculty participated in WAGs. One participant joined two groups, resulting in 15 responses.
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their current rank was 2.5. Over 
the course of three WAG cycles, 
14 participants completed at least 
70% of all WAG sessions during 
a given 10-week period. There are 
15 responses in our sample be-
cause one person completed two 
WAG sessions. Study participants 
reported having published an aver-
age of four peer-reviewed articles 
at baseline, but also reported that 
they aspired to have published an 
average of eight peer-reviewed ar-
ticles at this point in their career. 
The participants reported being 
funded for an average of one grant 
as principal investigator. However, 
study members also reported that 

they aspired to obtain an average 
of three grants as principal investi-
gator by this point in their career. 
 The frequency of reported bar-
riers to writing and the most sig-
nificant barrier to writing are dis-
played in rank order in Table 2. 
The five most common barriers to 
writing included: 1) trouble get-
ting started; 2) too many teaching 
commitments; 3) perfectionism 
prevents me from finishing; 4) have 
too many personal/family commit-
ments; and 5) difficulty with time 
management. Four of the five most 
significant barriers to writing mir-
rored the most common barriers to 
writing. While it was not one of the 

top five barriers, several respondents 
indicated that lack of adequate sta-
tistical/data analytic support was 
their biggest barrier to writing. 
 The participants’ frequency and 
duration of writing are displayed 
in Table 3. Based on the Wilcoxon 
signed rank test, the WAGs did 
not have a statistically significant 
impact on the frequency of writ-
ing for the participants (P=.0915). 
However, a fuller description of the 
findings is noteworthy. Specifically, 
60% of the participants reported no 
change in their frequency of writing 
with the majority of these partici-
pants reporting writing almost ev-
ery day before and after the WAG. 

Table 2. Frequency of barriers to writing and the biggest barrier to writing among OHD PRIDE Writing Accountability Group 
participants between February 2017 and January 2018, N=14

Barriers to writinga n %

   Have trouble getting started 10 20.8
   Have too many teaching commitments 9 18.8
   Perfectionism prevents me from finishing 6 12.5
   Have too many personal/family commitments 6 12.5
   Have difficulty with time management 5 10.4
   Don’t have adequate statistical/data analytic support 4 8.3
   Other b 3 6.3
   Have too many clinical commitments 2 4.2
   Don’t know what to write about 2 4.2
   Writing skills are poor 1 2.1
   Don’t have anyone (mentors) to give me feedback - -

Biggest barrier to writinga n %
   Trouble getting started 3 20.0
   Perfectionism prevents from finishing 2 13.3
   Have too many teaching commitments 2 13.3
   Have difficulty with time management 2 13.3
   Don’t have adequate statistical/data analytic support 2 13.3
   Other barrier not specified 1 6.7
   Have too many clinical commitments 1 6.7
   Have too many personal/family commitments 1 6.7
   Don’t have anyone (mentors) to give me feedback 1 6.7
   Don’t know what to write about 1 6.7

a.Total exceeds 14 as some respondents reported more than one barrier and one person participated in two writing groups.
b. Other responses include: 1) procrastinator and doing too much; 2) making it a daily routine; 3) It is disheartening to know that in my professional environment, 
research is not a priority. It’s very discouraging and dismal. Years before, I was in an environment where scientific inquiry was encouraged. I felt motivated. I do 
understand that I have to be autonomous and self-motivated, however.
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Approximately one-third (33.3%) 
of the participants reported an in-
crease in their frequency of writ-
ing. Several of the participants 
who reported writing rarely or oc-
casionally increased the frequency 
of their writing sessions by more 
than one category (eg, rarely to 
once a week or once a month to al-
most every day). There were 6.7% 
of the participants who reported a 
decrease in their frequency of writ-
ing. For example, only one partici-
pant reported a decrease in their 
frequency of writing, decreasing 
from every day to almost every day. 
 Akin to the results of the fre-
quency of writing, the Wilcoxon 
signed rank test revealed that the 
WAGs did not have a statistically 
significant impact on the duration 
of writing (P=.3277) for the partici-
pants. Yet, there was variation in the 

duration of participants’ individual 
writing sessions. As displayed in 
Table 3, 40% of study participants 
reported no difference in the time 
they spent in each writing ses-
sion, while 20% of respondents 
indicated a decrease in the dura-
tion of their writing sessions after 
a WAG cycle. Those with shorter 
writing sessions after a WAG cycle 
tended to report going down one 
category (eg, from 31-45 to 16-30 
minutes). The remaining propor-
tion of study participants (40%) 
reported longer writing sessions, 
with the additional time ranging 
from 15 to more than 60 minutes.

 
dIscussIon

 There is a growing body of lit-
erature on strategies to increase re-

search productivity among acade-
micians, particularly the frequency 
of writing and number of manu-
scripts submitted to peer-reviewed 
journals.18,19 The inability to write 
efficiently and effectively, and inad-
equate training in scientific writing 
can impede career progression.20 
The objective of our study was to 
determine the impact of WAGs on 
the duration and frequency of writ-
ing for OHD PRIDE mentees. The 
findings related to the impact of 
the OHD PRIDE WAG on the fre-
quency of writing and the duration 
of writing are not statistically sig-
nificant. However, they are impor-
tant for future research training and 
mentoring efforts going forward 
and are noteworthy. The majority 
of the OHD PRIDE WAG partici-
pants who successfully completed 
at least one WAG cycle either main-

Table 3. The impact of frequency and duration of writing for OHD PRIDE participants between February 2017 and January 
2018a

Frequency of Writing  Duration of Writing  

Pre Post Impactb,c Pre Post Impactb,d

Rarely Rarely No change 16-30 minutes 0-15 minutes Decrease
Rarely Once a week Increase 0-15 minutes 31-45 minutes Increase
Once a month Almost every day Increase 16-30 minutes 16-30 minutes No change
Twice a month Once a week Increase 2+ hours 16-30 minutes Decrease
Once a week Once a week No change 2+ hours 2+ hours No change
Once a week Almost every day Increase 31-45 minutes 16-30 minutes Decrease
Once a week Once a week No change 1-2 hours 1-2 hours No change
Almost every day Every day Increase 1-2 hours 2+ hours Increase
Almost every day Almost every day No change 16-30 minutes 31-45 minutes Increase
Almost every day Almost every day No change 46-60 minutes 2+ hours Increase
Almost every day Almost every day No change 16-30 minutes 16-30 minutes No change
Almost every day Almost every day No change 16-30 minutes 46-60 minutes Increase
Almost every day Almost every day No change 16-30 minutes 16-30 minutes No change
Almost every day Almost every day No change 16-30 minutes 16-30 minutes No change
Every day Almost every day Decrease 46-60 minutes 1-2 hours Increase

a. N=15; one person participated in two writing groups.
b. Impact denotes that the participants reported either a Decrease, Increase, or No change. 
c. The percentages for each category of impact for frequency of writing includes: 60.0% for No change, 33.3% for Increase, and 6.7% for Decrease.
d. The percentages for each category of impact for duration of writing includes: 40.0% for No change, 40.0% for Increase, and 20.0% for Decrease.

 



Ethnicity & Disease, Volume 30, Number 2, Spring 2020 301

Writing Accountability Groups - Thorpe et al

tained or increased their duration 
or frequency of writing. For many 
of the participants, their frequency 
or duration of scientific writing did 
not change; however, these partici-
pants reported that they were al-
ready writing for almost every day 
and for at least 30 minutes per ses-
sion. Some of the participants who 
initially reported that they were in-
frequent writers (eg, rarely, once a 
month, or twice a month) reported 
an increase in frequency of writing 
and reported the same or longer du-
ration of writing. For example, one 
infrequent writer increased their 
frequency of writing from rarely 
to once a week and increased their 
duration of writing from zero to 15 
minutes to 31 to 45 minutes; anoth-
er infrequent writer increased their 
frequency of writing from once a 
month to almost every day while 
maintaining their duration of writ-
ing at 16-30 minutes. These findings 
provide a glimpse of the potential 
benefits of WAG participation and 
subsequent research productivity.
 Early-career faculty members’ 
readiness for independent research 
is largely reflected in their publica-
tion records, which in turn depend 
on their academic preparation and 
experience in scientific writing, data 
analysis, research collaboration, and 
communication skills. The gap be-
tween young URM faculty mem-
bers’ graduate training in scientific 
writing and related opportunities 
to publish, and those of other ear-
ly-career faculty is evident in the 
publications they claim in their re-
spective grant applications. Of the 
early-career researchers who applied 
for NIH funding between FY2000 

and FY 2006, African American ap-
plicants had a lower percentage of 
last-authored papers compared with 
White, Asian, and Hispanic appli-
cants.4 African American applicants 
(mean of 40 citations) had signifi-
cantly fewer citations than White 
(mean of 78 citations), Hispanic 
(mean of 90 citations), or Asian 
(mean of 143 citations) R01 ap-
plicants.4 Similarly, African Ameri-
can physicians who applied for 
R01 awards between FY 2000 and 
FY 2006 had the lowest citation 
counts compared with applicants 

ing NIH funding.4,5,21 This obser-
vation underscores the importance 
of URM graduate students, post-
doctoral fellows, and early-career 
faculty increasing the duration and 
frequency of writing to, in turn, in-
crease the number of peer-reviewed 
articles that can document their 
qualifications for the grant opportu-
nities for  which they plan to apply. 
The outcome of the OHD PRIDE 
WAGs demonstrates the potential of 
this approach for establishing writ-
ing habits that can enhance scholar-
ly productivity, particularly among 
underrepresented minority faculty 
at teaching-intensive institutions. 
 The number and quality of peer-
reviewed publications are tradi-
tional NIH metrics of success for 
research training and mentoring 
programs, as well as for the award-
ing of most extramural funding.7,21 
Yet, many URM faculty face several 
challenges that impede their writ-
ing, including but not limited to a 
lower likelihood of post-doctoral re-
search training and going directly to 
a teaching position.22 OHD PRIDE 
mentees identified the five biggest 
barriers to writing as trouble getting 
started, too many teaching commit-
ments, perfectionism that prevents 
them from finishing, too many 
personal/family commitments, and 
difficulty with time management. 
With the exception of having too 
many teaching commitments, the 
remaining four biggest barriers to 
engaging in regular scientific writ-
ing can be mitigated by participat-
ing in a WAG. This is largely due 
to the structure and purpose of the 
WAG. Key features of the WAG in-
clude creating dedicated time and a 

 The majority of the OHD 
PRIDE WAG participants 
who successfully completed 

at least one WAG cycle 
either maintained or 

increased their duration or 
frequency of writing.

from other racial/ethnic groups.4 
Among R01 applicants between FY 
2000 and FY 2006, African Ameri-
can physicians employed at insti-
tutions other than medical schools 
had the lowest number of published 
articles (mean of 9.5 articles) com-
pared with White (mean of 20.7 ar-
ticles) and Hispanic (mean of 29.6 
articles) R01 applicants.5  Based on 
these figures alone, African Ameri-
can researchers in general, are at a 
competitive disadvantage for receiv-
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supportive environment in which 
to write, a great place to build sci-
entific writing efficacy, a sense of 
community, improving time man-
agement skills, and fostering col-
laborative relationships.23,24 Having 
a supportive environment in which 
to grow and develop confidence 
and additional skills is particularly 
critical since many URM faculty 
suffer from stereotype threat and/
or imposter syndrome.23-27 Be-
cause the WAG does not allow for 
the critique of each other’s work, 
participants face substantially less 
risk of perfectionism impeding 
their progress. Negotiating, if not 
removing, these barriers to writ-
ing has the potential to increase 
participants’ writing productivity.  
 Our study suggests that WAGs 
may be an effective tool for estab-
lishing sound writing habits and 
enhancing productivity; however, 
there are some limitations worth 
noting. Because we were able to 
hold WAGs at only a limited num-
ber of time periods each semester, 
only a subset of OHD PRIDE men-
tees were able to participate and 
provide their data. As such, our 
results may have limited generaliz-
ability. It is also important to note 
that our data were self-reported and 
participants likely overestimated 
writing practices. The likelihood of 
such an overestimate is evidenced 
by the cohort’s unrealistic aspira-
tion to have already published eight 
papers while having published an 
average of 4 papers at baseline. 
 The evaluation of these WAGs 
focuses on the initial post-WAG 
assessment and is unable to deter-
mine whether the WAG has a long-

term sustainable impact. In addi-
tion, the number of participants in 
this study was small but the results 
were in the expected directions. 
Training programs such as OHD 
PRIDE have a cohort size that is 
common among National Research 
Service Award training programs. 
 By contrast our study had sev-
eral strengths, including the assess-
ment of a rigorous and structured 
approach to improve writing habits 
and a focus on URM in teaching 
intensive institutions, a group at 
greatest risk of not receiving NIH 
funding. WAGS are easy to imple-
ment and to scale at negligible cost.
 An ongoing focus of OHD 
PRIDE is to help URM faculty in 
teaching-intensive universities learn 
to navigate and overcome the bar-
riers to research productivity. WAG 
participants from teaching-intensive 
institutions listed too many teach-
ing commitments as one of the big-
gest barriers to writing, even when 
publishing peer-reviewed manu-
scripts was a critical part of their 
tenure and promotion process. One 
strategy developed in OHD PRIDE 
to address this challenge is aimed at 
maximizing faculty members’ writ-
ing at times when they have the 
fewest other academic responsibili-
ties that would impede their writ-
ing efforts, such as during sched-
uled vacations and semester breaks. 
 In scheduling OHD PRIDE’s 
WAGs, the first author developed 
an academic calendar-based writing 
plan for URM faculty at teaching-
intensive institutions—the Aca-
demic Break Cycle (ABC) plan.7,21 
An example of the ABC writing plan 
would be for faculty members to fo-

cus specifically on writing one or 
more papers over the summer with 
the goal of submitting them before 
having to resume teaching classes in 
the fall. Throughout the fall semes-
ter, they should work on another 
paper with the goal of submitting it 
by the end of classes. During the fall 
semester, faculty members should 
also receive a decision on the pa-
pers that were submitted during the 
summer. Necessary revisions should 
be addressed over the Thanksgiving 
and/or holiday break, with the goal 
of resubmitting these papers before 
the spring semester begins. During 
the spring semester, faculty mem-
bers should begin to draft another 
paper, address any revisions to pre-
viously submitted manuscripts, and 
begin to organize the papers that 
they want to write for the follow-
ing summer. Implicit in the ABC 
plan is writing on a consistent ba-
sis and prioritizing writing over 
other activities—both outcomes 
of a WAG. Some of the OHD 
PRIDE mentees have successfully 
published using the ABC plan.7,28,29

conclusIons 

 The OHD PRIDE WAGs had 
no statistically significant impact on 
participants’ frequency and dura-
tion of writing. However, by provid-
ing a structured approach to devel-
oping and/or enhancing a practice 
of consistent writing, time manage-
ment skills, and collaborative re-
lationships the WAG has promise 
for many trainees and early-career 
faculty, especially those who do not 
have regular writing habits. The ad-
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ditional component of the WAG 
creating a supportive environment 
and a sense of community is par-
ticularly important for many URM 
faculty who may feel isolated and 
underprepared for academic publi-
cation. The WAG has potential to 
be an effective tool as part of a com-
prehensive approach to developing 
and preparing URM faculty to be 
more competitive for peer-reviewed 
research funding. Based on the 
evaluation of these WAGs, future 
work should include a prospective 
randomized trial to assess the ef-
fect of WAGS or other writing in-
terventions on academic outcomes. 

AcknowledgeMents

 This research was supported by a grant 
from the National Heart, Lung, and Blood 
Institute (1R25HL126145 – Beech and Nor-
ris).

Conflict of Interest
 No conflicts of interest to report. 

Author Contributions
 Research concept and design: Thorpe, 
Bruce; Acquisition of data: Thorpe, Bruce; 
Data analysis and interpretation: Thorpe, 
Bruce, Norris, Heitman, Beech; Manuscript 
draft: Thorpe, Heitman, Beech, Norris; 
Statistical expertise: Thorpe; Acquisition 
of funding: Beech, Norris; Administrative: 
Bruce; Supervision: Thorpe

References
1. Tabak LA, Collins FS. Sociology. Weaving 

a richer tapestry in biomedical sci-
ence. Science. 2011;333(6045):940-941. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1211704 
PMID:21852476

2. Fassiotto M, Hamel EO, Ku M, et al. 
Women in Academic Medicine: Measuring 
Stereotype Threat Among Junior Faculty. J 
Womens Health (Larchmt). 2016;25(3):292-
298. https://doi.org/10.1089/
jwh.2015.5380 PMID:26555562

3. National Instutites of Health. Draft report of 
the Advisory Committee to the Director Work-
ing Group on Diversity in the Biomedical 
Research Workforce. Bethesda, MD: National 
Institutes of Health; 2012.

4. Ginther DK, Schaffer WT, Schnell J, et al. 
Race, ethnicity, and NIH research awards. 
Science. 2011;333(6045):1015-1019. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1196783 
PMID:21852498

5. Ginther DK, Haak LL, Schaffer WT, 
Kington R. Are race, ethnicity, and 
medical school affiliation associated 
with NIH R01 type 1 award probability 
for physician investigators? Acad Med. 
2012;87(11):1516-1524. https://doi.
org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31826d726b 
PMID:23018334

6. Valantine H. Advisory Committee to the 
Director. Working Group on Diversity in 
the Biomedical Research Workforce. Report 
on the Progress of Activities. Bethesda, MD: 
National Institutes of Health; 2017.

7. Beech BM, Bruce MA, Thorpe RJ Jr, 
Heitman E, Griffith DM, Norris KC. 
Theory-informed research training and 
mentoring of underrepresented early-career 
faculty at teaching-intensive institutions: 
The Obesity Health Disparities PRIDE 
Program. Ethn Dis. 2018;28(2):115-122. 
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.2.115 
PMID:29725196

8. Beech BM, Norris KC. Perspective: 
Person-Environment Congruence: A 
Call for Increased Precision in Matching 
Research Mentors and Mentees. Ethn Dis. 
2018;28(1):1-2. https://doi.org/10.18865/
ed.28.1.1 PMID:29467559

9. Boyington JE, Maihle NJ, Rice TK, et 
al. A Perspective on Promoting Di-
versity in the Biomedical Research 
Workforce: The National Heart, Lung, 
and Blood Institute’s PRIDE Pro-
gram. Ethn Dis. 2016;26(3):379-386. 
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.26.3.379 
PMID:27440978

10. Rice TK, Jeffe DB, Boyington JEA, et al. 
Mentored Training to Increase Diversity 
among Faculty in the Biomedical Sciences: 
The NHLBI Summer Institute Programs 
to Increase Diversity (SIPID) and the 
Programs to Increase Diversity among Indi-
viduals Engaged in Health-related Research 
(PRIDE). Ethn Dis. 2017;27(3):249-256. 
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.27.3.249 
PMID:28811736

11. Harawa N, Manson S, Mangione C, 
et al. Strategies for enhancing health 
research in aging disparities by mentor-
ing diverse academic researchers. J Clin 
Transl Sci. 2017;1(3):167-175. PMCID: 
PMC5573262

12. Vishwanatha JK, Jones HP. Implementation 
of The Steps Toward Academic Research 
(STAR) Fellowship Program to Promote 
Underrepresented Minority Faculty into 
Health Disparity Research. Ethn Dis. 
2018;28(1):3-10. https://doi.org/10.18865/
ed.28.1.3 PMID:29467560

13. Lindsay D. Scientific Writing= Thinking in 
Words. Collingwood, Australia: CSIRO. 
2011.

14. Valantine HA, Serrano E; Advisory Com-
mittee to the Director. Working Group 
on Diversity in the Biomedical Research 
Workforce. Report on the Progress of Activi-
ties. Bethesda, MD: National Institutes of 
Health; 2017.

15. Silvia PJ. How to Write a Lot: A Practi-
cal Guide to Productive Academic Writing. 
Washington, DC: American Psychological 
Association; 2007.

16. John Hopkins School of Medicine. WAGs. 
2018. Last accessed Feb 25, 2020 from 
https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/fac_de-
velopment/career_path/wags.html.

17. Moore D, McCabe G, Craig B. Introduc-
tion to the Practice of Statistics. 9th ed. New 
York: WH Freeman; 2017.

18. Galipeau J, Moher D, Campbell C, et al. 
A systematic review highlights a knowledge 
gap regarding the effectiveness of health-
related training programs in journalology. 
J Clin Epidemiol. 2015;68(3):257-265. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcline-
pi.2014.09.024 PMID:25510373

19. McGrail MR, Rickard CM, Jones 
R. Publish or perish: a systematic re-
view of interventions to increase aca-
demic publication rates. High Educ Res 
Dev. 2006;25(1):19-35. https://doi.
org/10.1080/07294360500453053

20. Fernández E, García AM, Serés E, Bosch 
F. Students’ satisfaction and perceived 
impact on knowledge, attitudes and skills 
after a 2-day course in scientific writing: 
a prospective longitudinal study in Spain. 
BMJ Open. 2018;8(1):e018657. https://
doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-018657 
PMID:29374664

21. Harawa NT, Manson SM, Mangione CM, 
et al. Strategies for enhancing research 
in aging health disparities by mentor-
ing diverse investigators. J Clin Transl 
Sci. 2017;1(3):167-175. https://doi.
org/10.1017/cts.2016.23 PMID:28856013

22. Gibbs KD Jr, Basson J, Xierali IM, Bro-
niatowski DA. Decoupling of the minority 
PhD talent pool and assistant professor 
hiring in medical school basic science de-
partments in the US. eLife. 2016;5:e21393. 
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.21393 
PMID:27852433

23. Niemann YF, Dovidio JF. Relation-
ship of solo status, academic rank, and 
perceived distinctiveness to job satisfac-
tion of racial/ethnic minorities. J Appl 
Psychol. 1998;83(1):55-71. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.1.55 
PMID:9494440

24. Lewis V, Martina CA, McDermott 
MP, et al. A Randomized Controlled 
Trial of Mentoring Interventions for 

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1211704
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21852476
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2015.5380
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2015.5380
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26555562
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1196783
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21852498
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31826d726b
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31826d726b
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23018334
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.2.115
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29725196
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.1.1
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.1.1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29467559
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.26.3.379
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27440978
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.27.3.249
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28811736
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.1.3
https://doi.org/10.18865/ed.28.1.3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29467560
https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/fac_development/career_path/wags.html
https://www.hopkinsmedicine.org/fac_development/career_path/wags.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.09.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.09.024
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25510373
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360500453053
https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360500453053
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-018657
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-018657
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29374664
https://doi.org/10.1017/cts.2016.23
https://doi.org/10.1017/cts.2016.23
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28856013
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.21393
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27852433
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.1.55
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.1.55
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9494440


Ethnicity & Disease, Volume 30, Number 2, Spring 2020304

Writing Accountability Groups - Thorpe et al

Underrepresented Minorities. Acad 
Med. 2016;91(7):994-1001. https://doi.
org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000001056 
PMID:26717501

25. Clance PR, Imes SA. The imposter 
phenomenon in high achieving women: 
dynamics and therapeutic intervention. 
Psychotherapy Theory, Research and Practice. 
1978;15(3):241-247. Last accessed Feb 25, 
2020 from https://www.paulineroseclance.
com/pdf/ip_high_achieving_women.pdf 

26. Sewer M. Overcoming imposter syndrome. 
AS BMB Today 2015. Last accessed Feb 25, 
2020 from http://www.asbmb.org/asbmbto-
day/201512/MinorityAffairs/. 

27. Anonymous. Experiencing imposter 
syndrome? Get used to it. Inside Higher 
Ed. Une 8, 2017. Last accessed Feb 25, 
from https://www.insidehighered.com/
advice/2017/06/08/pervasiveness-academe-
feeling-impostor-essay. 

28. Archibald PC, Parker L, Thorpe RJ Jr. 
Criminal justice contact, stressors, and 
obesity-related health problems among 
Black adults in the USA. J Racial Ethn 
Health Disparities. 2018;5(2):387-397. 
PMID:28597246

29. Burton ET, Wilder T, Beech BM, Bruce 
MA. Caregiver feeding practices and 
weight status among African American 
adolescents: The Jackson Heart KIDS Pilot 
Study. Eat Behav. 2017;27:33-38. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2017.11.002 
PMID:29127938

https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000001056
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000001056
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26717501
http://www.asbmb.org/asbmbtoday/201512/MinorityAffairs/
http://www.asbmb.org/asbmbtoday/201512/MinorityAffairs/
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2017/06/08/pervasiveness-academe-feeling-impostor-essay
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2017/06/08/pervasiveness-academe-feeling-impostor-essay
https://www.insidehighered.com/advice/2017/06/08/pervasiveness-academe-feeling-impostor-essay
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28597246
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2017.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eatbeh.2017.11.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29127938

