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LETTER

Reply to Hu: Postdoctoral consortia remove barriers 
to retention and effectively prepare participants for  
career advancement
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 We agree with Hu’s primary conclusion that long-term assess-
ment of postdoctoral success, comparing among consortia 
and other training models, is needed ( 1 ). However, we disa-
gree with Hu’s assertion that postdoctoral consortia poorly 
prepare participants for future positions due to their unique, 
supportive culture. Consortia do exactly the opposite by 
equipping postdocs with the skills they need to succeed while 
simultaneously reducing barriers to retention for scientists 
from diverse backgrounds ( 2 ).

 Postdoctoral consortia provide critical skills that aid mem-
bers in overcoming difficulties in their next positions, regard-
less of career trajectory. Consortia train postdocs to balance 
competing interests, such as multiple interdisciplinary pro-
jects and individual lab projects, by providing peers as role 
models. Within a consortium, postdocs proactively improve 
their communication skills and work through varying issues 
like shifting project leadership. Consortia also train partici-
pants in interpersonal and collaborative skills that are highly 
valued and often are explicit requirements in both academic 
and nonacademic sectors ( 3 ,  4 ). Furthermore, consortia max-
imize postdocs’ professional networks and relationships with 
colleagues across multiple institutions, thus providing increased 
access to opportunities for career advancement.

 Postdoctoral consortia also aid in removing barriers to 
retention. Postdoctoral positions are a key, but short-term, 
career stage where the scientific community frequently loses 
talented professionals due to systematic barriers ( 5 ). These 
difficulties are especially pronounced for scientists from his-
torically excluded groups, who face a “hostile obstacle course” 
consisting of barriers such as racism, harassment, and career 
isolation ( 6 ). Just as graduate students, faculty, and new 
industry hires are often trained as a group, the consortium 
model uses a cohort structure to build community and 
 collegiality, while simultaneously allowing for flexible and 
remote work arrangements. This cohort structure creates a 
lasting community and a network of peers at varied career 
stages that can provide career guidance during the postdoc 
position and the transition into subsequent positions ( 7 )—
both of which occur during notably isolating career stages. 
This peer network, these career opportunities, and these 
mentor/mentee relationships can actively mitigate negative 

mental health outcomes ( 8 ) and support high-quality 
research ( 9 ). There are unanticipated difficulties present in 
every job; consortia support members by establishing a col-
laborative culture that teaches the awareness and the resil-
ience necessary to address those future difficulties.

 Our goal is to highlight for the broader scientific commu-
nity that training early career scientists in a collaborative 
environment will help to cultivate a new paradigm in 
research culture, one that is more just, inclusive, and sup-
portive. After all, today’s postdocs are the principal investi-
gators, industry scientists, and policy leaders of tomorrow. 
The consortium model helps to normalize more  transparent, 
equitable management practices that support the kind of 
talented, diverse, and creative scientific workforce that is 
required to address global challenges ( 10 ). We advocate for 
increased funding for, and creation of, consortia, in parallel 
with funding for long-term evaluation of postdoctoral con-
sortia outcomes.  ﻿
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