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Session Objectives

I. List strategies to enhance writing & 
publishing medical education research

II. Outline critical steps to define a problem, 
develop a logic argument for the study, and 
determine study design 

III.  Publishing tips



Strategies for Writing & Publishing 
Health Professions Education 
Research

• What is stopping YOU?
– Lack of time
– Lack of energy & motivation
– Limited experience or writing skills
– Difficulty organizing your thoughts, results, or paper
– Lacking mentorship
– Prior rejection



Strategies
• Lack of time 

– Schedule time to plan & write
– 10 minute rule

• Lack of energy
– Say yes to projects you are excited about
– Make time on your side
– Work with a group

• Lack of experience or writing skills
– Read published articles and review!
– Ask others to read your work (& be willing to read theirs)



Strategies 
• Difficulty organizing your thoughts, results, paper



Taking the First Step

• Polish your problem‐gap‐hook before you start 
• Write as you go
• Try dictating with voice‐recognition software



Introduction:  Problem/Gap/Hook
Problem: Identify a problem that people are talking 
about

Gap: What is the gap in the current knowledge or 
thinking about the problem?

Hook:  Convince the reader that this gap is important and 
that it matters.







Step 2: Conceptual Framework

● A theory, model, or approach for how things work

● Helps establish the question’s importance

● Allows others to build on and adopt findings

● Helps you select outcomes and interpret results







Step 3: Study Design

NEED TO CREATE A 
CURRICULUM

WANT TO 
UNDERSTAND 
PERCEPTIONS

UNDERSTAND A 
LEARNING GAP

PILOT AN 
INTERVENTION

APPROACH A PROBLEM 
THROUGH A QI LENS

SUMMARIZE WHAT IS 
KNOWN IN THE 
LITERATURE

UNDERSTAND A 
PHENOMENON

MEASURE THE IMPACT 
OF AN INTERVENTION



Curriculum 
development



Survey Study

Dillman, D.  The Tailored Design Method of Survey Administration.

REWARDS TRUST COST



Needs assessment

Single program needs assessment not generalizable

Consider qualitative study, generate hypotheses for further evaluation

Huge risk for research bias as everything potentially w/ unmet needs

Depends on questions asked & who chooses to respond

May precede an intervention study – national or large region best

Identify needs of trainees, faculty, or other educational gaps



Innovation report

Pilot implementation 
of a curriculum or 

innovation

Should be novel, 
address a pressing 

novel, be applicable to 
others

Need: materials, 
feasibility, 

acceptability, 
preliminary outcomes



Quality improvement report



Instrument development study:
it’s all about validity evidence

Content  Response 
process 

Internal 
structure

Relation to 
other variable Consequences



Consensus 
proceedings

When expert opinion is what 
matters

• Consensus conference or 
session

• In person methods
• Email methods



Review papers Synthesize what is known 
in the literature 

• Theory
• Study results
• Research questions





Qualitative and Quantitative 
Methods

Quantitative:  how much?
Will ratings of residents by students 
improve for residents who undergo a 
new teaching rotation?

Qualitative:  why?
Why do residents report the same 
amount of stress when working fewer 
hours?



Study Designs Handout



Tips to increase favorable 
consideration by academic 

journals



Strategic 
selection 
of target 
journal



Optimize Chance of Acceptance

How is quality determined in HPE research?



Quality =
• Clear, pre‐determined hypothesis or question

• Methods appropriate to the question

• Valid measurements of relevant outcomes

• Appropriate analysis

• Significant results
– Think impact on education, not just statistical

• Clear, organized writing

• Thoughtful self‐critique



Your 
Manuscript:   

IMRD

Introduction
• Why important & relevant to audience of this journal 
• Brief literature review – describe evidence gap 
• Explicit research hypothesis: your question or study 

aim

Methods 
• Settings & participants, intervention, outcomes, 

analysis, IRB

Results – data in tables/figures or text, not both

Discussion
• Highlight what you found
• Compare findings to others’, discuss limitations

Conclusions
• Logical, conservative, briefly summarize your findings

References – up to date, complete – not a review



Path of a Manuscript



Manuscript Review Process

Triaged by
Staff

Manuscript Submitted

Triaged by 
Editor(s)

Rejected

Rejected

Technical

Editor also considers journal’s mission, space, 
what’s been published previously, what’s hot, etc.

Desk, or 
Internal



Manuscript Review Process

Triaged by
Staff

Manuscript Submitted

Triaged by 
Editor(s)

Sent out 
for Peer Review

Rejected

Rejected

Technical

Single-blinded review: Identity of the reviewers is 
anonymous, but author names visible to reviewers

Double-blinded review: Identity of both the authors and 
reviewers is kept hidden (hard to accomplish)

Timeframe

Reviewers:  
20‐30 days 

Desk/Internal 



Manuscript Review Process

Triaged by
Staff

Manuscript Submitted

Triaged by 
Editor(s)

Sent out 
for Peer Review

Reviews 
Adjudicated by 

Editor(s)

Accepted

Rejected

Rejected

Rejected

Technical

Editor considers journal’s mission, space, 
what’s been published previously, what’s hot, etc.

Single-blinded review: Identity of the reviewers is 
anonymous, but author names visible to reviewers

Double-blinded review: Identity of both the authors and 
reviewers is kept hidden (hard to accomplish)

Desk/Internal 



Generic Manuscript Review Process

Triaged by
Staff

Manuscript Submitted

Triaged by 
Editor(s)

Sent out 
for Peer Review

Reviews 
Adjudicated by 

Editor(s)

Revise and 
Resubmit: 
Minor

Revisions

Revise and 
Resubmit: 
Major 

Revisions

Rejected

Rejected

Technical

Single-blinded review: Identity of the reviewers is anonymous, but author 
names visible to reviewers

Double-blinded review: Identity of both the authors and reviewers is kept 
hidden (hard to accomplish)

Desk/Internal 

Accepted

Acceptance Rates:
JGME = 10‐15%

Acad Med = 10‐15%
Med Ed = 8‐12%

Advances = 10‐15%

Timeframe:

Review: 1‐6 mons
Publish: 6‐24 mons



Writing response lettersAuthor Response Letters that get to YES
From Critique Our Response Pg & Line #

Editor

E 1.1 Important Topic ‐ Innovative Thank you for opportunity to revise the manuscript to 
further strengthen the impact of this report. We have 
added a number of details based on reviewer 
suggestions and have delineated them below. 

NA

E 1.2 Length  Shortened  by 1,000 words Pg 2 L 250

Reviewer #1

R1.1 Scales We appreciate Reviewer #2’s perspective.. However, 
literature…  

NA

R1.2 Stats  Pg 5 L 951

Reviewer #2

R2.1 Innovative but Editor in E.1  noted  (go with E.1) 

R2.1 Literature Pg 2 L 150
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