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a b s t r a c t 

Faculty at teaching institutions carry high teaching loads, leaving little time to write manuscripts or grant appli- 

cations, let alone getting them published or awarded. This manuscript describes the impact of protected writing 

time for faculty at a higher education, teaching institution who committed to focused, uninterrupted writing time 

on a weekly basis and exchanged writing challenges and tips with colleagues. A mixed methods approach was 

used to assess the impacts of the writing group which found increased productivity (manuscripts and publications, 

proposals and grants) and sense of a research community with enhanced structural knowledge, camaraderie, and 

morale. 

Introduction 

Faculty productivity, defined loosely as the extent to which academic 

faculty are writing manuscripts, books, and grant applications, pub- 

lishing their work, and obtaining funding for their research, is based 

on a combination of individual and institutional level factors. At the 

individual level, factors such as the faculty’s age, gender, socioeco- 

nomic status, and educational background play an important role in 

productivity ( Dundar & Lewis, 1998 ). Senior level faculty (i.e., older 

and more experienced faculty) are typically more productive than ju- 

nior faculty. Organizational cultural, level of autonomy, workload ex- 

pectations, and support are institutional level factors that may affect 

productivity ( Bland, Center, Finstad, Risbey & Staples, 2005 ). Unlike 

faculty at research-intensive institutions whose main focus may be on 

research and the writing of grant proposals and manuscripts ( Golden & 

Carstensen, 1992 ), faculty at public teaching institutions have higher 

teaching load expectations, often teaching 4 to 5 courses per semester. 

Coupled with serving as academic advisors to students and service on 

various university- or college-level committees, this leaves little time 

for faculty at teaching institutions to conduct research, let alone, write 

and publish manuscripts in reputable peer-reviewed journals ( Hampton- 

Farmer et al., 2013 ), all of which are considered pillars of scholarship 

of the professoriate ( Boyer, 1990 ). 

The purpose of this manuscript is to describe the impact of faculty 

writing groups (FWG) designed to provide faculty at a large teaching in- 

stitution with dedicated, uninterrupted writing time and group account- 

ability and support. The work presented in this manuscript address the 
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central research question regarding faculty productivity. More specifi- 

cally, does participation in the FWG increase productivity among faculty 

participants? And in addition to productivity, does participation in the 

FWG have other benefits? As noted, faculty at teaching institutions of- 

ten have high teaching loads and other service commitments, thus lim- 

iting their time and ability to write. The FWG format discussed in this 

manuscript was composed of 3 + hours of writing sessions where faculty 

did nothing but write and shared their writing progress with other fac- 

ulty members in their group. On a weekly basis, faculty in these groups 

dedicated their time to writing manuscripts, books, grant applications, 

and other writing materials and committed to not answering their phone 

or emails, tending to other university service, planning for classes – just 

writing. We hypothesize that having weekly, dedicated writing times 

and check-ins with other faculty would increase productivity and pro- 

vide additional benefits for those involved. 

Faculty writing groups 

Faculty writing groups (FWG) or writing circles have been success- 

fully employed to enhance faculty productivity in terms of manuscript 

writing and publications. These writing opportunities have ranged from 

writing retreats where faculty meet off-site for an extended period of 

time ( Cable, Boyer, Colbert & Boyer, 2013 ) to writing groups where 

faculty meet on-campus weekly for a few hours to dedicate their un- 

interrupted time to writing, mentoring, and exchanging tips and tech- 

niques for productivity ( Grzybowski et al., 2008 ). Other successful writ- 

ing groups meet regularly to provide updates on each member’s progress 
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but write on their own time ( Page, Edwards & Wilson, 2012 ). Evidence 

suggests that FWG increase faculty productivity ( Badenhorst, 2013 ; 

Chai et al., 2019 ). In fact, research has shown that faculty who partici- 

pate in FWG are more productive; compared to those who do not partici- 

pate in FWG, participants publish at an increased rate ( McGrail, Rickard 

& Jones, 2006 ; Tysick & Babb, 2006 ) and submit grant applications 

( Houfek et al., 2010 ). Meeting in groups and keeping members account- 

able for their work and progress also helps to jumpstart and advance 

writing for novice writers ( Franks, 2018 ). 

Beside increasing productivity through enhancing grant and 

manuscript writing, FWG have other benefits for the faculty participant. 

In addition to tenure and promotion ( Davis, Provost & Major, 2011 ), im- 

provements in teaching have been cited as an additional benefit of FWG. 

In these groups and during regular exchange of information, faculty ob- 

tain new teaching methods that were utilized in their classrooms and 

through their own personal experiences in trying to write, faculty de- 

velop greater empathy for their students as writers ( Fassinger, Gilliland 

& Johnson, 1992 ). Development and/or improvements of writing re- 

lationships and collaborations have also be cited as an added bene- 

fit of writing groups ( Badenhorst, 2013 ). Social support, particularly 

for women faculty, have also been an important by-product of writ- 

ing groups. A qualitative study of 11 women faculty found that writing 

groups served as a form of social support for women who have to bal- 

ance work and family. The writing group, which consisted of all women, 

had shared gender-specific experiences around things such as parent- 

ing, academic work, and family vs. work commitments ( Penney et al., 

2015 ). Faculty who participated in writing groups also saw themselves 

as more confident and competent writers ( Packer, 2013 ). Increased 

morale around scholarship and institutional support and a sense of com- 

munity ( Herman, Abate & Walker, 2013 ) and having work-life balance 

and satisfaction with the workplace ( Davis et al., 2011 ) have all been 

identified as positive outcomes of participation in the FWG. 

BUILD PODER faculty writing groups 

The FWG described in this manuscript are supported by the BUILD 

PODER Center at California State University Northridge (CSUN). Funded 

by the National Institutes of Health, the Building Infrastructure Lead- 

ing to Diversity (BUILD) Initiative launched in 2014 with a mission to 

engage, support, and retain undergraduate students from diverse back- 

grounds in biomedical research and other STEM-related fields. CSUN 

is one of ten institutions, nationwide, to receive this award. Locally, 

BUILD is known as BUILD PODER or BUILD Promoting Opportunities for 

Diversity in Education and Research. BUILD PODER provides training 

opportunities to both students and faculty. For students, these opportu- 

nities include tuition assistance, stipends, research training, mentoring, 

and peer support networks. For faculty, BUILD PODER provides oppor- 

tunities for pilot project funds, networking with internal and external 

experts, grant writing seminars, and faculty learning communities in 

formats like the FWG and the Faculty Scholar Academy where less ex- 

perienced researchers are mentored by more experienced ones. 

The idea for the BUILD PODER writing groups came from concepts 

around team science ( Stokols, Hall, Taylor & Moser, 2008 ) and was 

an extension of the Faculty Scholar Academy where it was learnt that 

faculty wanted to write but did not have time to write. Most of what 

was provided through the faculty writing groups came from empirical 

observations and reports that faculty needed to have delineated time 

and accountability because they had so many demands on their time. 

However, the overall premise of what BUILD PODER provides to fac- 

ulty were adapted from business and organization productivity mod- 

els such as Ruch and Hershauer (1974 ) Model of Individual Productiv- 

ity ( Ruch & Hershauer, 1974 ), Vroom’s Expectancy Theory of Motiva- 

tion ( Vroom, 1964 ), and Heskett’s Service Profit Chain ( Heskett, Jones, 

Loveman, Sasser & Schlesinger, 1994) which explain how individual 

productivity is influenced by factors such as institutional support and 

resources and individual knowledge, skills, and abilities ( Ruch & Her- 

shauer, 1974 ), and indicates that motivation to complete tasks is guided 

by an individual’s assessment of the rewards associated with that out- 

come ( Vroom, 1964 ). Guided by these models, the BUILD PODER writ- 

ing groups provide support (i.e., time, writing tips, a career develop- 

ment/planning tool, and social/emotional support) for faculty to write 

and incentivizes them to continue doing so via stipends and group ac- 

countability. The reward for writing is, of course, publications, grant 

submissions, and perhaps grant awards. 

We report on the experiences and results of the 2019 BUILD PODER 

FWG which took place during spring 2019 (i.e., January–May) and sum- 

mer 2019 (i.e., June). During the spring semester, faculty met weekly 

for 3 hours to write, focused and uninterrupted, as well as provide moral 

support, exchange writing struggles and tips, and engage in discussions 

about their research. Using similar structures from previous successful 

writing groups ( Grant, 2006 ; Penney et al., 2015 ), the first portion of the 

group sessions is dedicated to updating the group on each person’s writ- 

ing progress and plans for the week, followed by focused writing time, 

and ending with a quick debrief about what was accomplished during 

the focused writing time. It was during these open discussion sections 

that faculty were able to engaged in additional conversations, share re- 

sources, and provide support. Faculty shared writing tips including ways 

to stay focused and how to come back to writing after not writing for a 

few days (e.g., making a note on what to do next or intentionally not fin- 

ishing a section so one can come back to that section later). Faculty also 

engaged in discussions about the types of journals to submit their work 

and how to respond to feedback from editors or reviewers. Resources 

and skills such as data analysis were also exchanged (i.e., faculty offer- 

ing to conduct data analysis for each other or connecting each other to 

biostatisticians they have worked with). During summer 2019, BUILD 

PODER had a more “intensive ” writing group which required faculty 

to write a minimum of 1–3 h per day (Monday-Friday) for an average 

of 15 h per week of writing plus 15 h per week of writing preparation 

(i.e., formatting, literature reviews, data analysis) over a one-month pe- 

riod. Faculty also took part in one-hour weekly meetings with the entire 

group, exchanging ideas and providing support, and a 15 min weekly 

1:1 mentor session with the Principal Investigator of BUILD PODER. 

During both spring and summer, faculty complete an Individualized De- 

velopment Plan (IDP) at the beginning of the writing group and asked to 

revisit and revise their IDP throughout the weeks. Unique to the BUILD 

PODER FWG and encouraged by the National Institutes Health to en- 

hance career development, the IDP is a tool used to assess individual 

research and career needs and objectives through development of short- 

and long-term goals then identifying steps needed to accomplish these 

goals ( Meyers et al., 2016 ). Faculty were also given a stipend, not unit 

release, to incentivize participation. A total of 20 faculty members par- 

ticipated in the academic-year writing group, and 19 participated in the 

summer writing group. Six faculty members participated in both groups, 

so there were 33 unique writing group members overall. 

Method 

A mixed-methods approach utilizing both qualitative and quantita- 

tive data to determine the impact of the FWG on faculty participants was 

employed in this study ( Creswell, Klassen, Plano Clark & Smith, 2011 ). 

More specifically, a focus group was conducted via Zoom among a rep- 

resentative sample of writing group participants ( n = 10). To enhance 

the findings from the focus group discussion, all 33 FWG participants 

were later invited to complete a quantitative 8-item survey. 

Focus group 

Recruitment 

Using census recruitment, 29 of the 33 participants were invited, via 

email, to share their feedback and experiences in the FWG. We used 

census recruitment to give all participants the opportunity to provide 
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Table 1 

Demographic breakdown of focus group participants vs. remaining FWG participants. 

FWG Participants ∗∗ ( n = 33) Focus GroupParticipants( n = 10) SurveyParticipants( n = 28) 

Gender 

Male 7 (21%) 3 (30%) 6 (21%_ 

Female 26 (79%) 7 (70%) 22 (79%) 

Race/Ethnicity 

African American n/a 1(10%) 2 (7%) 

American Indian n/a 0 0 

Asian American ∗ n/a 0.5 (5%) 3.5 (13%) 

Latinx n/a 30% 9 (32%) 

Pacific Islander n/a 0.5 (5%) 0 

White/Caucasian n/a 5 (50%) 12.5 (45%) 

Rank 

Assistant Professor 9 (27%) 3 (30%) 12 (43%) 

Associate Professor 13 (39%) 5 (50%) 8 (29%) 

Full Professor 6 (18%) 1 (10%) 5 (18%) 

Lecturer/Instructor/Adjunct, etc. 2 (6%) 1 (10%) 1 (4%) 

Post-doctoral Researcher 3 (9%) 0 1 (4%) 

Department 

Biology 9 (27%) 2 (20%) n/a 

Chemistry 1 (3%) 1 (10%) n/a 

Family Consumer Sciences 2 (6%) 1 (10%) n/a 

Health Sciences 5 (15%) 1 (10%) n/a 

Child & Adolescent Development 5 (15%) 0 n/a 

Kinesiology 2 (6%) 1 (10%) n/a 

Psychology 8 (24%) 4 (40%) n/a 

Community College Partner 1 (3%) 0 n/a 

Writing Group Format 

Summer 12 (36%) 5 (50%) n/a 

Academic Year 14 (42%) 2 (20%) n/a 

Both 7 (21%) 3 (30%) n/a 

∗ One participant identifies as both Asian American and Pacific Islander, so the percentage was split between the two. 

In the survey, one participant identified as both Asian American and White, so the percentage was split between the two. 
∗∗ Information obtained from program data. 

feedback and to maximize our chances of getting at least 8–12 partici- 

pants. Since higher numbers of focus group participants are associated 

with more ideas being generated and greater likelihood that conclu- 

sions could be drawn from the information presented, the ideal number 

of focus group participants range from 4 to 12 ( Tang & Davis, 1995 ). 

Hence, the final pool of 10 participants for the FWG focus group was 

ideal. Since focus group members may not respond as candidly with 

a project stakeholder present ( Merner & Porter, 2019 ), BUILD PODER’s 

Principal Investigators were excluded from the recruitment process. The 

invitation email included a When Is Good scheduling link and indicated 

that the focus group would be scheduled at a time that accommodated 

most participants’ schedules. An email was later sent indicating the fo- 

cus group date, time, Zoom meeting link, and instructions for those who 

were new to the platform. To encourage high participation, a follow-up 

reminder including the same information was sent to all participants the 

day before the scheduled focus group. 

As mentioned, 10 out of 33 FWG members (34%) participated in the 

focus group. Seventy percent of the participants were female and 50% 

took part in both the regular academic semester and summer writing 

groups. White/Caucasian faculty made up half of the focus group (50%) 

while Latinx faculty made up 30%. Of the 10 focus group participants, 5 

were at the Associate Professor level, 3 were Assistant Professors and 1 

was a full Professor. They represented a variety of academic disciplines 

including psychology, health sciences, biology, and chemistry. Based 

on this demographic breakdown, the focus group participants depict a 

representative sample of the total pool of writing group participants (See 

Table 1 ). 

Data collection and analysis 

A member of the evaluation team led the focus group, following a 

protocol approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB). This proto- 

col included consenting information and a variety of questions to probe 

for detailed information about the participants’ academic background, 

funding experience, writing facilitators and barriers, productivity, and 

collaboration research self-efficacy. Participants of the focus group were 

asked three main questions that evolved around the benefits of the FWG, 

barriers, and facilitators to writing. Namely, faculty were asked “Beside 

time to write and what you may have already mentioned, what other 

benefits or positive things, if any, did you obtain from being a member of 

the writing group? ”. To gauge their barriers and facilitators to writing, 

we asked “Prior to joining the writing group, what were some barriers, 

if any, that you had in writing? In what ways, if at all, did the writing 

group reduce/change these barriers? ” and “Prior to joining the writ- 

ing group, what were some facilitators of writing and publishing your 

manuscripts? That is, what helped you to write and publish your work? 

How, if at all, did the writing group enhance/support/compliment these 

facilitators? ”. Additional questions focused on the culture of research at 

CSUN and ways in which the writing groups helped facilitate the writing 

process and overcome writing challenges for its members. 

The interviewer instructed participants to un-mute themselves by 

clicking on the microphone icon when they had something to say, and 

to try not to speak over one another. The interviewer used best prac- 

tice focus group interviewing techniques such as talking briefly with 

participants initially, probing with follow-up questions, regulating re- 

actions to participant responses, verbally encouraging participants to 

share their thoughts freely and calling upon participants individually, 

at times, for a broader range of responses ( Casey & Krueger, 2004 ). The 

focus group was recorded, manually transcribed, and subsequently, the 

transcription was reviewed alongside the recording to increase accuracy 

( Eidinger, 2019 ). 

The final, de-identified transcripts with participant codes in place 

of names, and the key of participant names and codes was saved and 

uploaded into MAXQDA coding software ( VERBI Software, 2019 ). De- 

scriptive coding ( Miles, Huberman & Saldana, 2013 ) was utilized to 

sort the focus group data into primary and secondary codes based on 

interview questions and common respondent themes. Two researchers 

independently coded the transcript, sorting participant excerpts into 

primary and secondary codes within the coding structure as shown in 
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Table 2 

Focus group analysis primary and secondary codes. 

Primary Code Secondary Codes 

Demographics 

Participant’s 

department 

Biology 

Chemistry 

Family Consumer Sciences 

Health Sciences 

Kinesiology 

Psychology 

Themes specific to Writing Group 

Writing Group description 

Writing Group benefits 

Writing Group’s impact on collaboration 

Writing 

Group’s 

im- 

pact 

on 

productivity 

Better organization/time-management 

Increased writing, publications, grant awards 

Meeting other researchers 

Exposure to other areas of research/disciplines 

Other writing- and research-related themes 

Writing facilitators prior to Writing Group 

Writing barriers prior to Writing Group 

Actions 

taken 

to 

in- 

crease 

fund- 

ing 

prior 

to 

Writ- 

ing 

Group 

Editing others’ grants 

Working with a mentor 

Writing/submitting funding proposals 

Learning about writing, submitting and running grants 

Performing pilot or grant-funded research 

BUILD 

PODER 

sup- 

port/participant 

needs 

Proposal review/feedback 

Other support provided by BUILD PODER 

Suggestion: Arranging for others outside BUILD PODER to provide feedback/mentorship 

Culture 

of 

research 

College/departmental support 

Lack of resources/equipment 

Institutional focus on teaching over research 

Importance 

of 

collaboration 

For expertise in other areas 

Best to find collaborators naturally 

Research self-efficacy Increased by participation in BUILD PODER 

Table 2 . This process resulted in good intercoder agreement based on 

the MAXQDA software’s determination that both raters agreed on the 

occurrence or absence of 75% of the codes ( Tinsley & Weiss, 2000 ). 

Survey 

Recruitment 

As with the focus group, census recruitment was employed to invite 

all 33 faculty writing group members to respond to a short online sur- 

vey in order to give all writing group participants the opportunity to 

share their feedback. We did not exclude the project’s Principal Inves- 

tigators from the survey because their engagement would not impact 

the responses of other respondents as it may have during a focus group. 

The invitation email included a link from Qualtrics, a web-based survey- 

development software, directing participants to the survey. We then sent 

2 reminder emails, a few weeks apart to encourage a high response rate. 

A total of 33 faculty members were invited to complete a follow-up 

brief survey about their productivity in the faculty writing groups. Of the 

33 faculty members invited, 28 (85%) completed the survey ( Table 1 ). 

Like the focus group, a majority of the respondents were female (79%). 

Whites/Caucasians made up the largest group (45%) followed by Latinx 

(32%) and Asians (13%). Assistant Professors made up the largest group 

at 43%, followed by Associate Professors at 29% and full Professors at 

18%. Since the survey response rate is high (85%), this demographic 

breakdown is a good estimate of the total pool of writing group partici- 

pants. 

Data collection and analysis 

The purpose of the anonymous survey was to acquire data related to 

manuscript and grant productivity as well as demographic reach, while 

also keeping it short to improve response rates. Measures of productiv- 

ity was the main variable of interest on the survey because it was the 

main research question of the FWG. Productivity was assessed through 

questions such as “How many manuscript submissions do you attribute 

(directly or indirectly, in whole or in part) to your BUILD PODER Writ- 

ing Group participation? ” and “How many grant submissions do you 

attribute (directly or indirectly, in whole or in part) to your BUILD 

PODER Writing Group participation? ” with a drop-down box ranging 

from 0 to 20 + . Measuring overall satisfaction and identifying partic- 

ipant demographics was also important as it would help to provide 

context to the data presented. To assess satisfaction, the question was 

“Overall, how do you feel your participation in the BUILD PODER Writ- 

ing Group(s) influenced your productivity? ”. Demographic variables in- 

cluded questions on gender with response options for “Male ”, “Female ”, 

“Non-binary/third gender ”, “Prefer not to say ”. An “Other ” response op- 

tion with a text box for additional detail was provided where appropri- 

ate. Survey respondents followed the link in the recruitment email to 

a Qualtrics survey approved by the IRB. As with the focus group data, 

survey data were securely stored in Box and analyzed with IBM SPSS 

Statistics for Windows, Version 27.0, to examine descriptive statistics 

(i.e., frequencies, averages, ranges). 

Results 

Overall, both quantitative and qualitative data showed that par- 

ticipation in the FWG resulted in increased productivity (manuscripts 

and publications, proposals and grants) and an increased sense of a 

research community with enhanced structural knowledge, camaraderie, 

and morale. 

Productivity 

The majority of FWG survey participants (85.7%) reported a “very 

positive ” influence of the group on their productivity. While close to 

18% ( n = 5) did not write a manuscript, 64% wrote 1 or 2 manuscripts 

and 18% wrote 3 or more manuscripts during their FWG. Of these 

manuscripts, there were 14 participants (50%) who published one ar- 

ticle, 6 (21%) who published 2 or 3 articles and 2 FWG participants 

4 
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Table 3 

Productivity ( n = 28). 

Frequency (%) 

FWG influenced productivity 

Very positively 24 (85.7%) 

Somewhat positively 1 (3.6%) 

Neither positively or negatively 1 (3.6%) 

Negatively 2 (7.1%) 

Number of manuscripts submitted that can be attributed to the FWG 

None 5 (17.9%) 

1 9 (32.1%) 

2 9 (32.1%) 

3 2 (7.1%) 

4 + 3 (10.8%) 

Number of manuscripts accepted that can be attributed to the FWG 

0 6 (21.4%) 

1 14 (50.0%) 

2 3 (10.7%) 

3 3 (10.7%) 

4 + 2 (7.2%) 

Number of grants submitted that can be attributed to the FWG 

0 10 (35.7%) 

1 9 (32.1%) 

2 4 (14.3%) 

3 3 (10.7%) 

4 + 2 (7.2%) 

Number of grants awarded that can be attributed to the FWG 

0 17 (60.7%) 

1 9 (32.1%) 

2 1 (3.6%) 

3 0 

4 1 (3.6%) 

who published 4 + articles from their writing group time. In addition, 

18 FWG participants (64%) wrote a grant and 11 grants (39%) were 

awarded (see Table 3 ). According to focus group responses, the FWG 

enhanced productivity in several ways, including: (a) accountability to 

others and the program guidelines, (b) removing social distractions like 

student and family demands, and (c) an investment in oneself and on 

one’s own writing process through self-reflection and “endurance writ- 

ing. ”

Accountability was an important part of several participants’ state- 

ments; requiring that specific activities to be completed during the time 

(no e-mail, literature review, etc., 3 h block of writing, specific product 

at end of period) and knowing that others were aware of attendance and 

outcomes increased focused and perseverance. 

My memory of it is that it was mostly about accountability, about setting 

aside a minimum number of hours every day that we were going to be 

writing, having a specific product that we were going to get done by the 

end of the writing time, then, sharing strategies and ideas in the weekly 

meeting. I found it to be very helpful. 

∼∼∼

It also gave me an excuse to turn everything off. 

∼∼∼

For me, because it was that intensity’s like, "All right, everybody’s work- 

ing. I cannot be doing other stuff like, answering emails. I actually have 

to write and stick to this one task. ”

Accountability was fortified by removing social distractions by stu- 

dents, colleagues, and family members whose expectations were tem- 

pered by FWG obligations. In addition, the FWG gave participants “guilt- 

free ” time to work on their own productivity. FWG boundaries allowed 

faculty members to be both at peace with writing and with the people 

who rely upon them. Indeed, one faculty member found that by giv- 

ing her research assistants more freedom while she was writing, they 

grew in their own work, and she grew as a professor by learning to set 

boundaries with students, something rarely taught to graduate students 

or faculty members. 

I think it was probably more…about the boundaries. For example, for the 

June Intensive [summer writing group], I let all my students know that I 

was not going to be available in June, and that I was going to be gone. 

I gave them other tasks, and I completely focused on writing… Also, I 

wanted to write, so I think that it helped me develop boundary skills. 

∼∼∼

I remember when, my family was like, "What are you doing?" I’m like, "I 

have to do this. I have to. I’m going to get paid." Then, it they would be 

like, "Alright, alright, you know I understand," so I do think that putting 

that incentive in there, it helps for you, but it also helps for others to 

understand you’re actually getting paid to do this. 

∼∼∼

It’s like, "Oh, okay. I guess you can have boundaries, and you need that. 

You need this protected time, in order to get the things done, and your 

students will understand. They can figure it out, and they can usually 

figure it out among each other. That helps build skills that they also need 

to navigate life and academia," so some good skills that, did not think I 

was going to develop that. I just thought it was going to be writing. 

The decision to protect writing time was, for some, a way to prior- 

itize one’s own work and career, an investment in oneself . Allowing dis- 

tractions to melt away, FWG participants felt released from other obliga- 

tions to focus on themselves and their writing. This even allowed FWG 

participants to develop new strategies for efficiency and perseverance 

in writing. 

This is a way to make it more real and to make, not only the commitment 

to myself, which I think was really important… I needed to make it matter 

as much as other things like, needing a break. 

∼∼∼
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I think that I certainly did learn more about writing, in particular, partly 

because I was forced to sit down and spend that time writing. I had to 

think about my writing process and how to make it more efficient. 

∼∼∼

I realized one, the value of blocking that time on my calendar, but then, 

sometimes, I could not work on what I was working on for six hours. I 

could not do that, so it made me learn a little bit better how to manage 

doing two projects at once or being able to step away from something and 

come back to it. 

Research community 

A research community was built by: (a) interdisciplinary opportu- 

nities to learn more about how they were situated within their institu- 

tion, colleges, and departments, (b) learning more about writing strate- 

gies, opportunities, and career advancement, (c) reducing stress, in- 

creasing social support, and building a sense of interpersonal connec- 

tion. Through interdisciplinary interactions, faculty were able to learn 

more about where they were situated at their institution and within their 

units – departments and colleges. The siloed nature of universities can 

be challenged through writing groups that bring together faculty with 

similar interests across units and can point out institutional inequities. 

We also learned of different opportunities that were coming up…Also, 

learning about how things are done differently within each College at 

CSUN…that then, we can take it back to our own college. 

∼∼∼

Also, learning about how things are done differently within each College 

at CSUN. Some of that… I do not know if frustrations the right word… a 

feeling like, I’m not advancing as fast as I would like on certain projects 

or on certain grants, but then, when you realize, "Well, yeah but you’re 

also expected to teach you know more classes." 

Several participants said that a benefit of the group interaction was 

learning more about writing strategies, opportunities, and career advance- 

ment that remained a part of FWG participants’ routines. 

…people had some tips that were helpful or tips that worked for them 

and, so trying some of their strategies out also helped in seeing how you 

could tweak it a little bit for what would work for you in terms of being 

able to write more efficiently. 

∼∼∼

A lot of people talk about the idea of writing 10 min a day, and I was 

able to…learn this idea of writing in little bits, and that you do not have 

to wait until you have inspiration to be able to be productive with your 

writing. 

∼∼∼

I think in our group, we also learned of different opportunities that were 

coming up, which was nice, and I think during our time the RSCA Grant 

[internal grant opportunity provided by the University] was due, I 

think. 

The regularity of meetings as well as the career consequences of writ- 

ing helped to mediate some of the stressors felt by newer faculty members 

especially. A positive consequence was a strong sense of connection felt 

among nearly all participants. 

I think sharing those struggles also was cathartic in a way. Then, actually 

modeling, seeing [senior faculty/researcher] hunker down and go do- 

do-do-do (mechanic-like vocal sound) because she’s the grant whisperer, 

kind of. Seeing that was really, I’m like, "Oh, even she has struggles" be- 

cause she shared them too, and this is how she does it to…especially, when 

you’re all in a room working in parallel… It was like a little community 

connection, and I was able to. We were able to pump stuff out." 

∼∼∼

…we had those moments to connect, vent about writing, and I think our 

writing group we were all faculty of color, minus [one person]. It was 

nice to have that space where we could connect and be like, "Oh, okay. 

I’m not the only one going through this. Oh, I’m not crazy." It was not 

just about writing, having a small space to connect with the community 

and then go into writing, for me, was very helpful. 

∼∼∼

I remember, or one of the internal grants was due, and I thought it was 

also nice to have that encouragement within our group like, "Did you get 

your grant in?" 

∼∼∼

… it was a space to share the challenges in trying to commit to writing 

during the semester. That was nice. I think it was nice to have a space 

where it was okay, you could share that and that we know our realities. 

Several themes emerged from this analysis. The FWG were, to these 

participants, not only a way to increase their productivity, it was a way 

to reconcile social obligations, remove distractions, and to share time 

with others who made a large campus feel like a small community. Fi- 

nancial incentives and program structures removed some of the role 

conflict experienced by some participants, allowing them to focus and 

persevere. Indeed, one participant noted, nearly a year after her June 

Writing Intensive, that she anticipated not being as productive this sum- 

mer: 

I’m seeing now this summer [about a year later when the interview 

was conducted], I’m not being as productive because I do not have that 

structure and accountability of having to report to someone. 

Conclusions 

Findings from this mixed methods study demonstrated that FWG do 

increase productivity and provide additional benefits such as a sense of 

research community among faculty. Data showed that participation in 

the FWG positively influenced productivity for a majority of the study 

participants (over 85%) and that having a supportive group of like- 

minded individuals who share similar needs are crucial. Faculty who 

took part in the writing group reported being more productive, writing 

more papers, and submitting more grant applications when compared 

to times when they are not in writing groups. Faculty mentioned that 

protected writing time afforded them the opportunity to focus on their 

writing and set boundaries with others. They learned writing tips from 

colleagues and developed collaborations with others that they otherwise 

would not have developed. The group setting made faculty feel account- 

able for their work and progress as well as supported emotionally be- 

cause writing and staying focused can be a challenge particularly when 

there are conflicting priorities. There were no major differences between 

the regular, academic year writing group and the summer writing group 

after taking time into consideration. That is, faculty who participated in 

the summer writing group produced more but they also had more time 

to write and little to no teaching or university service commitments dur- 

ing the summer. 

The findings described in this manuscript corroborate with exist- 

ing literature that writing groups increase productivity ( McGrail et al., 

2006 ; Tysick & Babb, 2006 ) and that there are many benefits to the 

group beyond just writing ( Badenhorst, 2013 ; Fassinger et al., 1992 ; 

Penney et al., 2015 ). In addition, the findings also aligned with pre- 

vious works which say that writing can be challenging at institutions 

with high teaching loads but that it can be done when the right systems 

are in place ( Hampton-Farmer et al., 2013 ; Page et al., 2012 ). FWG not 

only provide protected writing time but provide each member of the 

group an opportunity to improve and build upon their scholarly agenda 

( Hockett & Morton, 2017 ). Similar to the BUILD PODER FWG, members 

of an all-women FWG at a private university in Oregon, met weekly over 

4 h to first check-in with the group about their weekly writing progress, 
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followed by individual writing time, and then a debriefing. These struc- 

tured sessions encouraged group members to make the writing time a 

priority while being supportive of one another and allowed space for 

members to celebrate their writing accomplishments all of which lead 

to productivity and good morale ( Hockett & Morton, 2017 ). Like the 

FWG participants of BUILD PODER, faculty who participate in the writ- 

ing groups have improved morale and a sense of community and colle- 

giality with others ( Brandon et al., 2015 ). 

Limitations 

Some limitations should be noted when reviewing the findings of 

this manuscript. First, the information presented here are based on self- 

report data. Self-report data was used here because it would have been 

impossible to track productivity both directly (actually writing on a spe- 

cific project) and indirectly (using writing and organizational skills, col- 

laborations, etc. acquired through writing group) through other means. 

Second, we had two types of writing groups (summer vs. traditional 

acaedemic year) but were not able to collect information from the 

groups separately or analyze our results by writing group type. This is 

negliable given that up to 30% of the faculty participated in both writ- 

ing groups. Last, some self-selection bias may have occurred. That is, 

faculty who are more active and engaged in writing and publishing may 

have selected to be part of the writing group (i.e., they need to write 

anyways) versus those who are committed in other areas. 

Implications 

The authors of this manuscrip hope to provide further evidence in 

support of protected writing time and similar strategies that can enhance 

faculty productivity, particularly at teaching institutions were faculty 

are expected to hold high teaching loads, provide academic advising to 

students, and engage in service to the university. We hope universities 

and college administrators and other faculty members see the value in 

these groups and support and develop similar groups on their respective 

campuses. 

Declarations of Competing Interest 

There are no conflicts of interest to disclose. 

Acknowledgments 

Funding: This study was funded by the National Institute of General 

Medical Sciences (NIGMS) Building Infrastructure Leading to Diversity 

(BUILD) Initiative, grant numbers UL1GM118976 and RL5GM118975. 

The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not nec- 

essarily represent the official views of the NIGMS. 

Supplementary materials 

Supplementary material associated with this article can be found, in 

the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.ijedro.2021.100100 . 

References 

Badenhorst, C. M. (2013). Writing relationships: Collaboration in a faculty writing group. 

AISHE-J: The All Ireland Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 5 (1) . 

Bland, C. J. , Center, B. A. , Finstad, D. A. , Risbey, K. R. , & Staples, J. G. (2005). A theo- 

retical, practical, predictive model of faculty and department research productivity. 

Academic Medicine, 80 (3), 225–237 . 

Boyer, E.L. (.1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate: ERIC. 

Brandon, C. , Jamadar, D. , Girish, G. , Dong, Q. , Morag, Y. , & Mullan, P. (2015). Peer sup- 

port of a faculty “writers’ circle ” increases confidence and productivity in generating 

scholarship. Academic Radiology, 22 (4), 534–538 . 

Cable, C. T. , Boyer, D. , Colbert, C. Y. , & Boyer, E. W. (2013). The writing retreat: A high- 

-yield clinical faculty development opportunity in academic writing. Journal of Grad- 

uate Medical Education, 5 (2), 299–302 . 

Casey, M. A. , & Krueger, R. (2004). An overview of focus group interviewing. In 

A. R. R. K. R. Yeager (Ed.), Evidence-based practice manual: Research and outcome mea- 

sures in health and human services . Oxford University Press . 

Chai, P. R. , Carreiro, S. , Carey, J. L. , Boyle, K. L. , Chapman, B. P. , & Boyer, E. W. (2019). 

Faculty member writing groups support productivity. The Clinical Teacher, 16 (6), 

565–569 . 

Creswell, J. W. , Klassen, A. C. , Plano Clark, V. L. , & Smith, K. C. (2011). Best practices for 

mixed methods research in the health sciences. Bethesda (Maryland): National Institutes 

of Health, 2013 , 541–545 . 

Davis, D. J. , Provost, K. , & Major, A. E. (2011). 3: Writing groups for work-life balance: Fac- 

ulty writing group leaders share their stories. To Improve the Academy, 30 (1), 31–42 . 

Dundar, H. , & Lewis, D. R. (1998). Determinants of research productivity in higher edu- 

cation. Research in Higher Education, 39 (6), 607–631 . 

Eidinger, A. (2019). An introduction to oral history transcripts and transcrip- 

tion. Unwritten histories: the unwritten rules of history. Retrieved from 

https://www.unwrittenhistories.com/an-introduction-to-oral-history-transcripts-and- 

transcription/ 

Fassinger, P. A. , Gilliland, N. , & Johnson, L. L. (1992). Benefits of a faculty writing cir- 

cle —better teaching. College Teaching, 40 (2), 53–56 . 

Franks, A. M. (2018). Design and evaluation of a longitudinal faculty development pro- 

gram to advance scholarly writing among pharmacy practice faculty. American Journal 

of Pharmaceutical Education, 82 (6) . 

Golden, J. , & Carstensen, F. V. (1992). Academic research productivity, department size 

and organization: Further results, comment. Economics of Education Review, 11 (2), 

153–160 . 

Grant, B. M. (2006). Writing in the company of other women: Exceeding the boundaries. 

Studies in Higher Education, 31 (4), 483–495 . 

Grzybowski, S. C. W. , Bates, J. , Calam, B. , Alred, J. , Martin, R. E. , Andrew, R. , et al. (2008). 

A physician peer writing group. Family Medicine, 35 (3), 195–201 . 

Hampton-Farmer, C. , Laverick, E. , Denecker, C. , Tulley, C. , Diederich, N. , & Wil- 

gus, A. (2013). Growing a faculty writing group on a traditionally teaching-focused 

campus: A model for faculty development. The Journal of Faculty Development, 27 (1), 

56–62 . 

Herman, J. , Abate, M. , & Walker, T. E. (2013). Faculty writing retreat: Fostering writ- 

ing productivity, collaboration, and community-building through an interdisciplinary, 

multi-day program. International Journal of University Teaching and Faculty Develop- 

ment, 4 (4), 193 . 

Heskett, J. L. , Jones, T. O. , Loveman, G. W. , Sasser, W. E. , & Schlesinger, L. A. (1994). 

Putting the service-profit chain to work. Harvard Business Review, 72 (2), 164–174 . 

Hockett, E. , & Morton, B. (2017). When women faculty write: The power of community 

in scholarship. International Christian Community of Teacher Educators Journal, 12 (1), 

8 . 

Houfek, J. F. , Kaiser, K. L. , Visovsky, C. , Barry, T. L. , Nelson, A. E. , Kaiser, M. M. , 

et al. (2010). Using a writing group to promote faculty scholarship. Nurse Educator, 

35 (1), 41–45 . 

McGrail, M. R. , Rickard, C. M. , & Jones, R. (2006). Publish or perish: A systematic review 

of interventions to increase academic publication rates. Higher Education Research & 

Development, 25 (1), 19–35 . 

Merner, L. , & Porter, A. M. (2019). The power and pitfalls of focus groups. Physics Today, 

72 (2), 74–76 . 

Meyers, F. J. , Mathur, A. , Fuhrmann, C. N. , O’Brien, T. C. , Wefes, I. , Labosky, P. A. , 

et al. (2016). The origin and implementation of the broadening experiences in sci- 

entific training programs: An NIH common fund initiative. The FASEB Journal, 30 (2), 

507–514 . 

Miles, M. , Huberman, A. , & Saldana, J. (2013). Qualitative data analysis: A methods source- 

book . Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage [Google Scholar] . 

Packer, C. (2013). Educating faculty for gross personal happiness as writers: An analysis 

of attitudes from a faculty writing initiative. Journal of the International Society for 

Teacher Education, 17 (1) . 

Page, C. S. , Edwards, S. , & Wilson, J. H. (2012). Writing groups in teacher education: A 

method to increase scholarly productivity. SRATE Journal, 22 (1), 29–35 . 

Penney, S., Young, G., Badenhorst, C., Goodnough, K., Hesson, J., Joy, R. et al. (2015). 

Faculty writing groups: A support for women balancing family and career on the 

academic tightrope. 

Ruch, W. A. , & Hershauer, J. C. (1974). Factors affecting worker productivity . Tempe: Ari- 

zona Arizona State University . 

Stokols, D. , Hall, K. L. , Taylor, B. K. , & Moser, R. P. (2008). The science of team science: 

Overview of the field and introduction to the supplement. American Journal of Preven- 

tive Medicine, 35 (2), S77–S89 . 

Tang, K. C. , & Davis, A. (1995). Critical factors in the determination of focus group size. 

Family Practice, 12 (4), 474–475 . 

Tinsley, H. E. , & Weiss, D. J. (2000). Interrater reliability and agreement handbook of applied 

multivariate statistics and mathematical modeling (pp. 95–124). Elsevier . 

Tysick, C. , & Babb, N. (2006). Perspectives on… writing support for junior faculty librar- 

ians: A case study. The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 32 (1), 94–100 . 

VERBI Software. (2019). MAXQDA 2020 [computer software]. 

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation . New York: Wiley . 

7 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedro.2021.100100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0010
https://www.unwrittenhistories.com/an-introduction-to-oral-history-transcripts-and-transcription/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0016
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0026
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0027
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0029
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0033
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-3740(21)00070-4/sbref0035

	Faculty writing groups: The impact of protected writing time and group support
	Recommended Citation

	Faculty writing groups: The impact of protected writing time and group support
	Introduction
	Faculty writing groups
	BUILD PODER faculty writing groups

	Method
	Focus group
	Recruitment
	Data collection and analysis

	Survey
	Recruitment
	Data collection and analysis


	Results
	Productivity
	Research community


	Conclusions
	Limitations
	Implications

	Declarations of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary materials
	References


