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ABSTRACT
Institutional practices often recreate inequalities within organizations, especially in times of crisis like the COVID pandemic.
Although early pandemic research expressed alarm that increased caregiving demands were reducing women's research pro-
ductivity, it paid less attention to changing work demands. By contrast, this article examines whether pandemic changes in
academic work demands varied across race and gender, drawing on survey data from 1198 faculty members in two university
systems in the United States. Consistent with theories of institutional routines, identity taxation, and status beliefs, we find that,
compared to their colleagues, women and faculty of color spent more time on service and teaching, performed more emotional
labor, and experienced more burnout. Women report greater decreases than men in research productivity, but the presence of
children does not fully explain these gender differences. Women are more likely to consider leaving the university, but in-
tentions to leave are driven by their disproportionate emotional labor and service during the pandemic. Our findings provide
insight into how pandemic increases in academic labor fell more heavily on some faculty members than others. They also
contribute to our understanding of mechanisms that reproduce inequality in the academy.

There’s no consistency and even less humility around
the reality of where everyone’s at: burnt out as hell,
afraid for the future, yet professional expectations
continue apace. The hamster wheel is on fire and no one
in power seems to be invested in making responsive and
humane changes to academic work culture, just “going
back to normal.”

1 | Introduction

Not long ago, scholars expressed alarm that the COVID
pandemic threatened the presence and advancement of a gen-
eration of women in academia, especially women of color (Clark

et al. 2020; Deryugina et al. 2021; Oleschuk 2020). A headline in
the journal Nature lamented “‘It's like We're Going Back
30 Years’: How the Coronavirus Is Gutting Diversity in Science”
(Woolston 2020). Scholarly interest in how the pandemic
affected underrepresented faculty is fading, however, as uni-
versities return to so‐called normal operations. Early research
about pandemic effects focused on declines in manuscript
submissions by women; scholars attributed these declines to
women's increased caregiving demands at home (Andersen
et al. 2020; Carpenter et al. 2021; King and Frederickson 2021;
Ribarovska et al. 2021; Squazzoni et al. 2021; but see Abramo
et al. 2022). Focusing on caretaking responsibilities as the
mechanism driving gender inequality, however, conflates
women with mothers and reinforces stereotypes that women are
caregivers first and workers second. It also locates the problem

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly

cited.

© 2025 The Author(s). Gender, Work & Organization published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd.

Gender, Work & Organization, 2025; 00:1–20 1
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.70066

https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.70066
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5353-2735
mailto:daniela.campos@emory.edu
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.70066
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fgwao.70066&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-12-02


(and its resolution) solely in challenges arising from outside the
academy, rather than from institutional problems within (Per-
eira 2021). Scholars have paid comparatively little attention to
how the pandemic changed institutional demands and the likely
consequences for women and faculty of color (but see Berheide
et al. 2022; Docka‐Filipek and Stone 2021).

How did work demands in the academy change during the
pandemic? Were new work demands equally distributed, or did
they fall more heavily on some faculty? Theories regarding
gendered and racialized institutional routines (Acker 1990,
2006), identity taxation (Baez 2000; Hirshfield and Joseph 2012;
Padilla 1994), status beliefs (Ridgeway 2011, 2014), and
emotional labor (Bellas 1999; Hochschild 1983) all suggest that
pandemic institutional demands may not have been distributed
equally. Before the pandemic, women and faculty of color spent
more time engaged in teaching, service, and mentoring tasks
than their white male colleagues (Guarino and Borden 2017;
Hanasono et al. 2019; O'Meara et al. 2017; Padilla 1994; Win-
slow 2010). Institutional demands around teaching, mentoring,
and emotionally supporting students dramatically increased
during the pandemic (Soria et al. 2020). At the same time,
widespread protests responding to police violence against Black
Americans pressured universities to ramp up their visible
commitment to equity and diversity (Joseph and Hirsh-
field 2023; Layne et al. 2023). Given these factors, we ask
whether changing work demands during the pandemic aggra-
vated the already disproportionate workloads of women and
faculty of color.

This article draws on original data from a survey of faculty
members in the University of Wisconsin System (UW) and the
University of California System (UC)–two large university sys-
tems in the United States–to analyze how pandemic changes in
teaching and research vary across race and gender. We also
examine variation in institutional demands for emotional labor
and service related to COVID and to diversity, equity, and in-
clusion. Finally, we assess the toll of pandemic labor including
burnout and intentions to leave the university. We argue that
pandemic work demands exacerbated already disproportionate
academic workloads for women and faculty of color. Our find-
ings uncover how pandemic increases in academic labor were
unequally distributed. They also contribute new insights about
the mechanisms that reproduce inequality in the academy.

2 | What Drives Unequal Workloads in the
Academy?

Our study builds on extensive pre‐pandemic research that finds
that women and faculty of color spend more time engaged in
teaching, service, and mentoring tasks than their white male
colleagues, who spend more time engaged in research (Carrigan
et al. 2011; Link et al. 2008; Misra et al. 2011; Guarino and
Borden 2017; Hanasono et al. 2019; O'Meara et al. 2017;
Padilla 1994; Winslow 2010). Unlike teaching and research,
service work is allocated in an essentially unregulated organi-
zational economy that ensures key university functions get done
but rarely tracks whether this work is distributed equitably
(Massé and Hogan 2010). University service is often naturalized

as unselfish and altruistic, transforming it into unrecognized
labor disproportionately performed by women and faculty of
color (Babcock, Recalde, and Vesterlund 2017; Babcock,
Recalde, Vesterlund, and Weingart 2017; Massé and Ho-
gan 2010; Mitchell and Hesli 2013; O'Meara et al. 2017;
Rideau 2021). Service and teaching take time away from
research, however. Universities also undervalue service work
compared to research even though it meets core institutional
needs. Disproportionate service and teaching loads thus un-
dermine the advancement of women and faculty of color rela-
tive to their colleagues (Baez 2000; Cardel et al. 2020; Griffin
et al. 2013; Misra et al. 2011). In the following sections, we
examine theory and research about gendered and racialized
institutional routines, identity taxation, status beliefs, and de-
mands for emotional labor to develop our argument that the
pandemic exacerbated disproportionate workloads for women
and faculty of color.

2.1 | Institutional Routines and Identity Taxation

Institutional routines in workplaces, including universities,
contribute to the reproduction of gender and race inequality
(Acker 1990, 2006; Misra et al. 2021; Williams 2001). These
routines affect how tasks are assigned and valued within an
organization, as well as the organization of work itself, such that
cultural beliefs about differences among workers based on race
and gender determine who can and should do the work, and
who has status and power in the workplace (Acker 1990, 2006;
Ridgeway 2011). Institutional routines need not be overtly
discriminatory or infused with intentional bias to result in in-
equities. Examples from universities include assigning service
through discretion or requests for volunteers, requiring repre-
sentation of women and faculty of color on committees, and
assigning minority faculty members to mentor students who
share their identities. These routines frame service as altruistic
volunteerism, well‐meaning support of diversity, and efforts to
ensure student success, yet all result in disproportionate service
for women and faculty of color (Massé and Hogan 2010).
Research shows that ad hoc service assignment has meant
women perform more service, are asked to do more service, and
are asked to do less prestigious and more time‐consuming ser-
vice tasks than those performed by their male colleagues
(Babcock, Recalde, and Vesterlund 2017; Babcock, Recalde,
Vesterlund, and Weingart 2017; Mitchell and Hesli 2013;
O'Meara et al. 2017; Rideau 2021). Thus, studying institutional
routines and work allocation matters for understanding gender
and race inequality (Babcock et al. 2022).

Another factor in disproportionate service and teaching is what
scholars call “identity taxation”. Scholars use this term to
describe “when faculty members [are asked to] shoulder any
labor—physical, mental, or emotional—because of their mem-
bership in a historically marginalized group within their
department or university, beyond that which is expected of
other faculty members in the same setting.” (Hirshfield and
Joseph 2012, 214). Identity taxation on women and faculty of
color includes disproportionate responsibility for mentoring and
advising women and students of color; pressure to serve as role
models; departmental requests for diverse representation at
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recruitment events and on committees; and assumptions that
women will take on non‐academic community building work
such as planning events (Baez 2000; Bellas 1999; El‐Alayli
et al. 2018; Hirshfield and Joseph 2012; Joseph and Hirsh-
field 2010; Rockquemore and Laszloffy 2008; Tierney and
Bensimon 1996).

Another related form of identity‐driven work allocation is how
universities rely on women to fill the role of “academic
mothers,” and to shoulder the lion's share of emotional care-
taking, student support, and mentoring (Bellas 1999; El‐Alayli
et al. 2018). Similarly, universities turn to faculty of color to
serve the needs of communities of color and lean heavily on
them to portray the institution's commitment to diversity
(Baez 2000; Hirshfield and Joseph 2012; Rockquemore and
Laszloffy 2008; Tierney and Bensimon 1996). This “diversity
work” can encompass “recruiting, mentoring, teaching, com-
mittee membership, and conducting trainings or workshops
designed to, directly or indirectly, meet the institution's stated
DEI goals” (Layne et al. 2023, 2). This extra work is described as
“identity taxation” because faculty members are asked to take
on additional service and mentoring because of their identities.

Women and faculty of color face pressure to accept this extra
work to avoid backlash for not being good citizens, particularly
if they are untenured (Padilla 1994; Melaku and Beeman 2022).
But as Joseph and Hirschfield (2010, 126) note, “the assumption
that only faculty of color can effectively mentor students of color
removes this task from white faculty who should also be
invested in non‐white students' academic success.” To be sure,
many professors of color find it rewarding to mentor students of
color, and some gain personal support through this work
(Baez 2000). But identity taxation also produces benefits for
students and for the university. That faculty enjoy their work
does not preclude appropriate recognition for valuable and
necessary labor that benefits the university. Nevertheless, uni-
versities routinely devalue identity‐related work relative to
research, and sometimes even to other forms of teaching and
service.

2.2 | Status Beliefs and Stereotypes

Beyond institutional routines, status beliefs affect how the
contributions of each faculty member are perceived and valued.
Even if identity taxation did not exist and all faculty members
performed the same work, theories about status beliefs and
stereotypes suggest that women and faculty of color would still
be perceived more negatively than their white male colleagues
(Pager 2003; Ridgeway 2009, 2014). Expectation states theory
posits that evaluators apply different competence standards
based on status differences between groups. Specifically, the
performance of lower‐status individuals is assessed by a stricter
standard than similar performances by higher‐status individuals
(Foschi 1996, 2000). Conversely, when higher‐status individuals
fail, they are given the benefit of the doubt and held to a more
lenient standard than lower‐status individuals (Foschi 2000).
Gender stereotypes and backlash also play a role when women
violate social expectations for their gender or occupy tradition-
ally male‐held positions such as professor (Stewart and

Valian 2018). Experimental studies find that observers evaluate
the performance of women and minorities lower than white
men, even when their performance is the same (Biernat and
Manis 1994; Biernat et al. 1991; Pager 2003; Ridgeway 2009). In
addition, research finds that women who conform to gender
stereotypes are rewarded, whereas women who do not are dis-
liked and sometimes punished (Eagly and Karau 2002).

Different demands on women also flow from students' stereo-
typical expectations that women professors should be more
helpful, approachable, warm, and available than men professors
(El‐Alayli et al. 2018; O'Meara et al. 2017; Sprague and Mas-
soni 2005), aligning with gender stereotypes that women are and
should be warmer and more nurturing than men (Heil-
man 2001; Ridgeway 2001, 2009). Women who conform to
gender‐appropriate “nurturing” and “mothering” roles are
rewarded, whereas deviations from these gender‐appropriate
behaviors are punished, even if these deviations are entirely
appropriate for university professors (El‐Alayli et al. 2018;
Sprague and Massoni 2005). These stereotypical expectations
also mean women face greater backlash than men for saying no,
which may contribute to their willingness to accept tasks when
asked (see Misra et al. 2021; Moss‐Racusin and Rudman 2010).

Faculty who are both women and people of color face intersec-
tional disadvantages. Intersectionality theory addresses how
multiple systems of subordination, such as racism, sexism,
and class bias, intertwine to create distinct experiences of
oppression for people with multiple subordinated identities
(Crenshaw 1991). Intersectionality theory suggests that the ex-
periences of women of color will be substantively different than
those of white women and men of color. Research finds that Black
women professors often experience bullying and harassment
based on both their race and their gender. This includes both
overt and covert forms of discrimination, such as micro-
aggressions, exclusion from key meetings, and being undermined
by colleagues (Mizra 2018; Rollock 2019; Maylor 2018). These
subtle forms of discrimination, which manifest in everyday in-
teractions and institutional practices, contribute to the margin-
alization faced by Black women academics as well as feelings of
isolation (Rollock 2019; Maylor 2018). In addition, research in-
dicates that Black women experience significant barriers to career
progression, including lack of mentorship and limited access to
professional networks (Mizra 2006; Rollock 2019). Focusing
specifically on how these faculty members experienced COVID
expands knowledge about intersectionality in the academy.

The relatively sparse research regarding work demands on fac-
ulty during the pandemic is largely consistent with pre‐
pandemic findings. Not surprisingly, faculty overall report
substantial increases in non‐research related workload, in part
because preparing and delivering remote instruction took more
time than in‐person classes (Horta et al. 2022; Kasymova
et al. 2021; Shalaby et al. 2021). Shalaby et al. (2021) found that
more women than men report increases in their service and
non‐research‐related responsibilities, as well as increased time
devoted to teaching, but these differences were not statistically
significant. Deo (2022) found that women, especially women of
color, report performing extra service at work. Górska
et al. (2021) found that whereas female academics regard their
role as supporting students' general emotional well‐being, male
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academics consider their responsibility to be limited to course
content and technical assistance.

Identity taxation may have been particularly acute during the
pandemic because racial justice protests prompted universities
to increase efforts to show their commitment to diversity and
inclusion. Research indicates that faculty of color, including
women of color, were expected to take on much of this work
during the pandemic (Melaku and Beeman 2022, 2023). This
work included significant time spent mentoring and supporting
students of color, as well as orchestrating largely performative
programs that did little to change the underlying institution
(Melaku and Beeman 2023). At the same time, women of color
faculty reported lukewarm commitment on the part of their
institutions to make meaningful changes, and no recognition of
their emotional burden and stress from taking up DEI work or
from the racist events that prompted that work in the first place
(Melaku and Beeman 2023).

If the mechanisms described above disproportionately assign
labor associated with mentoring, student support, and teaching
to women and faculty of color, then we would expect that
expanded pandemic work demands will disproportionately
burden women and faculty of color. To the extent that univer-
sities increased their visible commitment to equity and diversity
in response to the racial justice movement, identity taxation
theory suggests that this DEI work will fall disproportionately
on faculty of color. Accordingly, we anticipate that:

H1. Relative to their colleagues, women and faculty of color will
report a greater increase in time spent on service and teaching
compared to prior to the pandemic.

To the extent that disproportionate teaching and service take time
away from research, we would anticipate that:

H2. Relative to their colleagues, women and faculty of color will
report greater decreases in research productivity compared to
prior to the pandemic.

2.3 | Emotional Labor

Theory also suggests that increased demands for emotional la-
bor during the pandemic would fall disproportionately on
women and faculty of color. Emotional labor means managing
one's emotions to meet the requirements of a job, including
suppressing emotions felt but not expressed, and making efforts
to manage the emotions of others (Hochschild 1983). Women
and faculty of color not only spend more time on service and
teaching, they also carry the burden of emotional and psycho-
logical demands placed on them. These faculty disproportion-
ately mentor and support students psychologically and
academically during their educational careers (Berheide
et al. 2022). “Female professors may find that they must take on
extra burdens, such as helping students cope with stress or in-
securities, having to set personal boundaries with them.” (El‐
Alayli et al. 2018, 137). Bellas (1999) points to pressure on
women faculty to exhibit warm, reinforcing behavior toward
students in the classroom; to counsel students on their personal

challenges outside the classroom; and to manage collegial re-
lations between faculty on service committees.

Emotional labor also varies with race because of social and
cultural expectations that track racial identity (Harlow 2003).
Anthym and Tuitt (2021) explore how demands for Black fac-
ulty's emotional labor extend beyond teaching and advising into
the realm of race‐related service work. Faculty of color do extra‐
institutional service work with marginalized racial and ethnic
communities, work that demands time and emotional engage-
ment. They also take on DEI service obligations while simul-
taneously navigating their own experiences related to racial (in)
justice, especially in predominantly white universities. This
emotional labor matters to students and to the university. It can
be rewarding and meaningful to the faculty who do it. Never-
theless, it diverts time and energy away from research and it is
seldom recognized in promotion reviews.

COVID caused major mental health challenges, imposed enor-
mous stress, and created significant academic challenges for
college students (Wang et al. 2020; Lederer et al. 2021). These
challenges dramatically increased emotional labor for educators
during the pandemic. Auger and Formentin (2021) identify
several pandemic‐related sources of additional emotional labor:
increased demands related to shifts in teaching modality; stu-
dents' increased personal and mental health challenges; and
faculty's own pandemic‐related challenges. They find that men
were less likely than women to perceive their students as facing
challenges, and therefore men felt less emotional exhaustion. In
contrast, women engaged in more surface acting, that is, trying
to reassure and support students while feeling sad and anxious
themselves. Berheide et al. (2022) find that during COVID,
white cisgender men performed less emotional labor than
women and gender nonconforming faculty or minority faculty.
In addition, marginalized faculty were more likely to receive
student requests for special favors, which in turn increased
emotional labor. These dynamics increased demand for
emotional labor from faculty who were themselves under stress
from the pandemic (Pereira 2021). Accordingly, we expect that:

H3. Relative to their colleagues, women and faculty of color will
report more frequent demands for and experiences with emotional
labor.

2.4 | Outcomes and Consequences

How faculty members perceive their work life has a direct and
powerful impact on their satisfaction and intentions to leave the
academy (Rosser 2004), but the factors that affect whether fac-
ulty intend to leave vary with gender. Women are more likely
than men to feel pushed from their jobs, rather than pulled
toward better opportunities (Spoon et al. 2023). Despite scholars'
relentless focus on academic women's childcare challenges,
women consider leaving because of workplace climate more
often than because of lack of work‐life balance (Spoon
et al. 2023). There is also evidence that stress from unequal
treatment at work negatively affects faculty in ways that stress
from family demands does not (Eagan and Garvey 2015).
Workplace climate is a major reason women leave academia at
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every career stage, but it is especially prominent among tenured
women (Spoon et al. 2023). Jiang et al. (2017) find that demands
of academically entitled students (those who feel deserving of
success independent of effort or performance) increase in-
structors' stress (see also El‐Alayli et al. 2018). To the extent that
these students demand even more of women than of men, they
disproportionately exacerbate women's stress and burnout from
teaching.

Pandemic‐related research suggests that work demands
disproportionately added to burnout and stress for women and
faculty of color. Docka‐Filipek and Stone (2021) find that
women's disproportionate burdens at work during the pandemic
were associated with higher depression and anxiety than among
their male colleagues, even after controlling for family‐related
pressures and financial concerns. In a survey of tenure‐track
faculty employed at public universities in Canada, Davis
et al. (2022) find that female participants and minority‐status
individuals reported higher levels of stress and social isolation
and lower levels of well‐being in the first few months of
the pandemic. Similarly, Melaku and Beeman (2022) find that
women of color in academia reported feelings of exhaustion,
hopelessness, hypervisibility, and exploitation when required to
take up work that is not recognized, compensated, or valued in
meaningful ways (see also Deo 2022). Consistent with this
earlier research, we predict that:

H4. Relative to their colleagues, women and faculty of color will
report more burnout and mental health challenges from the
pandemic.

H5. Relative to their colleagues, women and faculty of color will
be more likely to consider temporarily or permanently leaving the
university in light of their pandemic experiences.

3 | Data and Methods

This article is part of a larger project investigating variation in
faculty experiences with the pandemic and institutional re-
sponses to the extraordinary pressures the pandemic created for
faculty at work and at home (see Supporting Information S1:
Appendix S1). This project is based on a web survey of faculty
members in UW and UC—both of which are large multi‐
campus public university systems located in different regions
of the United States. Both universities are predominantly white
institutions (72% at UW, 65% at UC), and approximately one‐
third of the faculty members are women (39% at UW, 32% at
UC). The target population were academic workers with
security of employment who had teaching or research re-
sponsibilities. Because of IRB requirements and differences be-
tween the university systems, the modes of distribution of the
survey for each system differed (see Supporting Information S1:
Appendix S2). This article analyzes only responses from tenured
and tenure‐track faculty, a total of 1198 respondents. Detailed
information about the survey design, field operations, and
response rates is provided in Supporting Information S1.

Studying many universities across these two systems yields
several advantages. This approach generates enough respondents

to analyze differences across gender, race, and academic rank,
and provides geographic variation among respondents. It also
encourages participation among faculty of color, who otherwise
may fear being identified given the small number of faculty of
color at their institution. We do not include university or
department information for quotations to protect respondents
from identification. Finally, the timing of our study (March 9 to
June 15, 2022), which coincided with the reopening of campuses
and the return to normal operations, allows us to assess the
pandemic's lingering consequences.

Nevertheless, it was a challenge to recruit respondents, many of
whom suffered survey fatigue from repeated administrative sur-
veys, and who were wary of retaliation for complaints about how
their university was handling the COVID crisis. Our survey
emphasized that it was a research survey conducted by inde-
pendent university scholars to reduce respondents' fears of uni-
versity retaliation. The survey also pointed out additional
measures implemented to protect respondents' privacy, including
that the researchers would avoid collecting any individual email
addresses because the UW Survey Center would administer the
survey. Our response rates range between 4% and 16% depending
on the university system. These response rates are comparable to
other online surveys of faculty (see e.g., Dykema et al. 2013; Spoon
et al. 2023). Low response rates can raise concerns about potential
response bias. Low response rates are not necessarily a problem,
however, if the distribution of respondents' characteristics ap-
proximates the distribution of characteristics in the population
surveyed. As shown in Table A1 in Supporting Information S1:
Appendix S3, the distribution of our respondents by race and
ethnicity follows a similar distribution as the target population,
although response rates are higher for women than for men, as is
typical for surveys (Clarsen et al. 2021; Dykema et al. 2023; Porter
and Umbach 2006). We also note that our design improves on that
of several web‐based surveys of academics during the pandemic
that did not have known sampling frames such as lists of faculty
contact emails and, therefore, could not calculate response rates
or sample representativeness.

Although self‐report surveys are widely used to gather data
about the experiences and perspectives of faculty members in
various contexts, such data come with inherent limitations,
including memory bias, response bias, and subjectivity. Our
design makes efforts to mitigate these limitations in several
ways. The design employs a mixed‐methods approach, which
combines self‐reported quantitative data with open‐ended
qualitative responses. This approach provides the authors with
a broader frame for understanding responses and data to help to
identify inconsistencies. Further, the survey asked questions at
an appropriate level of generality, for example, estimates by
semester rather than estimates by week, to enable individuals to
provide more accurate answers that can be compared across
respondents. To mitigate against socially desirable responses,
the survey assured anonymity to encourage truthful responses.
To reduce the possibility that individuals would misunderstand
vague survey questions or interpret them differently, the re-
searchers relied on the substantial design expertise of the UW
Survey Center staff to assist with question construction. Addi-
tionally, the design included a pilot test to identify potential
issues with question wording and allow for revisions before the
survey was administered.
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3.1 | Dependent Variables

This article examines three sets of dependent variables from our
larger study. The first includes five measures of work re-
sponsibilities measuring changes in faculty's labor in teaching,
service, and research compared to before the pandemic. The
second contains questions that capture the demands for
emotional labor. The third includes questions about the psy-
chological consequences of the pandemic, and respondents'
intent to change their relationship with their universities in
light of their pandemic experiences. Descriptive statistics for
these variables are provided in Table A2 in Supporting Infor-
mation S1: Appendix S3.1

3.1.1 | Work Demands

3.1.1.1 | Time Use. Respondents used a five‐point scale
(“1” = “much less,” “5” = “much more”) to evaluate changes
in their time spent on teaching, research, service, and
administrative responsibilities in 2020 and 2021 compared to
2019.

3.1.1.2 | Teaching Loads. Respondents listed their course
load from Spring 2020 through Fall 2021 and assessed whether
this load was higher, the same, or lighter than the number of
courses they taught prior to the pandemic. They also calculated
the number of extra hours spent preparing to teach during the
pandemic compared to a typical week before the pandemic.

3.1.1.3 | Service Activities. Respondents indicated any
extra service, presentations, committee work, or programming
activities they did during the pandemic from the following op-
tions: COVID's broader effects on society; the racial justice
movement; equity and inclusion; the transition to remote in-
struction; university pandemic response related work; and
other. Respondents also used a five‐point scale (“1” = “much
more difficult,” “5” = “much easier”) to evaluate whether the
pandemic made it easier or more difficult to complete their
service obligations.

3.1.1.4 | Research‐Related Productivity. Respondents us
ed a five‐point scale (“1” = “much less,” “5” = “much more”) to
evaluate how much their research or scholarship advanced in
2020 and 2021 compared to a typical period before the
pandemic. For ease of interpretation, we reversed the variable
scale and present the results as decreases in research
productivity.

3.1.2 | Emotional Labor

Respondents used a five‐point scale (“1” = “never,”
“5” = “extremely often”) to rate how frequently they had to hide
their own challenges related to the pandemic while teaching or
mentoring students; they were emotionally drained from
teaching or mentoring students; students talked with them
about emotional and mental health challenges due to the
pandemic; and their employer expected them to perform an
empathetic and supportive role for their students.2

3.1.3 | Consequences and Outcomes

3.1.3.1 | Psychological Consequences. Respondents used
a five‐point scale (“1” = “not at all,” “5” = “extremely”) to
evaluate their level of burnout and engagement with work at
the end of Fall 2021. Relatedly, respondents evaluated their
degree of satisfaction with their academic position using a
seven‐point scale (“1” = “much less satisfied,” “7” = “much
more satisfied”).

3.1.3.2 | Intent to Exit. Respondents checked all the
changes to work status they considered in the context of their
pandemic experiences: taking paid family or medical leave,
earlier retirement, taking unpaid leave, moving to part‐time
work, changing jobs to a different university, and leaving the
university for a position outside academia.

3.1.4 | Qualitative Open‐Ended Responses

We asked a set of open‐ended questions to allow respondents to
expand upon their experiences. In this paper, we focus on three
questions: (1) Tell us about your primary COVID challenges,
worries, or struggles related to meeting work responsibilities
during the pandemic; (2) What, if anything, about the COVID
situation has made it harder for you to find time to work on your
research and scholarship; and (3) What, if anything, about the
COVID situation has made it easier for you to find time to work
on your research and scholarship?

3.2 | Independent Variables

In our analysis, we disaggregate results across academic rank,
race/ethnicity, gender, and parental status. Descriptive statistics
of these and other demographic and socio‐economic variables
are provided in Table A3 in Supporting Information S1: Ap-
pendix S3.

3.3 | Analytical Approach

3.3.1 | Quantitative Analysis

We conducted bivariate analysis comparing the respondents'
responses across gender and race/ethnicity. In a few instances,
we estimated an additional set of regressions to tease out the
effects of gender from the effect of having children on research
productivity (Section 4.3), the compositional effect of the career
stage on the intention to exit (Section 4.5.2), and how faculty
experiences affect intent to exit (Section 5). We present statis-
tically significant results at the 5% level of significance. Addi-
tional analyses are reported in Supporting Information S1.

3.3.2 | Qualitative Analysis

We coded open‐ended responses using MAXQDA software. Of
the 1198 total respondents, we selected a subset for coding,
which included comparable numbers of white faculty and

6 Gender, Work & Organization, 2025

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



faculty of color (n = 300 and 221) and men and women faculty
(n = 244 and 277). By sampling for range (Small 2009), we
ensured that data represented the views of the subcategories of
interest and could illuminate gender and race differences in
faculty experiences (see Supporting Information S1: Appendix
S5 for more detail). We began with deductive coding, using
parent codes that mapped onto key variables from our research
questions (e.g., teaching, research, service, emotional labor,
psychological consequences, and intent to exit). Next, we used
inductive coding to develop subcodes based on nuances that
emerged in the data, as well as additional parent and subcodes
that extended beyond our initial set of variables of interest.

We integrate qualitative findings to support and add richer
context to quantitative findings. Although data from close‐
ended survey questions reveal gender and race inequalities in
academic work demands during the pandemic, open‐ended re-
sponses provide deeper insights into the mechanisms through
which these inequalities are reproduced (e.g., institutional
routines, identity taxation, and status beliefs), and present more
nuanced accounts of the distinct experiences and perspectives of
faculty across gender and race categories as they navigate these
disparate demands. In short, while quantitative findings show
what inequalities exist in pandemic‐era universities, qualitative
findings explain how these inequalities are perpetuated and
experienced by faculty.

4 | Results

4.1 | Work Demands Related to Teaching

Regardless of gender or race, most respondents reported that
teaching demands felt heavier during the pandemic years
compared to 2019 (see Table 1). As hypothesized (H1), we find
that compared to time spent teaching in 2019, women reported
significantly more time teaching than men in 2020 and 2021.
There were no statistically significant differences between white
respondents and respondents of color, however, in reported
extra time spent on teaching (Table 1).

Gender differences in teaching time do not stem from differ-
ences in the number of courses taught by men and women, but
rather from time spent preparing to teach. About three quarters
of respondents reported that they taught the same number of
courses as before the pandemic. In addition, the number of
courses taught during the pandemic did not differ significantly
between women and men. Women reported spending signifi-
cantly more additional hours during the pandemic preparing to
teach each week than men did, however (Table 1). These results
are robust to the exclusion from the analysis of respondents
with a special status that might have reduced their teaching,
such as an administrative position, sabbatical, or visiting posi-
tion at another institution. We find no statistically significant
differences between white respondents and respondents of color
either in the number of courses taught or in preparation time.

To provide context for these bivariate patterns, we turn to re-
sponses to open‐ended questions about the challenges re-
spondents experienced regarding teaching. We anticipated

qualitative differences, given prior research that found students
expect women faculty to be more emotionally and psycholog-
ically responsive than men. Consistent with the findings of
Górska et al. (2021), men's comments tended to focus on the
technical or logistical challenges of adapting to online or hybrid
instruction. For example, men cite difficulties with learning new
technologies or lecturing online to a screen of students with
their cameras off.

It took considerable effort to reimagine and redesign
assignments for asynchronous class environments and
for students who would not be face‐to‐face…Student
interaction with courses and with materials changed.
Some students seemingly “forgot” how to take an
exam, “forgot” how to manage their schedules and due
dates, “forgot” how to interact with peers in a class-
room while masked, etc.

(White man, associate professor)

By contrast, although women also reported technical challenges
with remote teaching, their comments tended to focus on
additional work to meet students' needs rather than the tech-
nical demands of Zoom teaching.

Teaching was more difficult and more time‐
consuming because of students' needs… I’ve started
using multi‐tab excel sheets to track student atten-
dance (including who’s out quarantining) and
traumas (such as being hospitalized, having to care for
sick relatives, having to organize and pay for family
members' funerals, etc.) so I could offer fair and timely
accommodations and flexibility for people who were
suffering.

(Black woman, associate professor)

It was important for us to be more flexible with our
students, especially as we asked them to be patient
with us as we were making big changes to our class
formats and activities. Likewise, our students' lives
were interrupted in multiple ways which we needed to
take into account. While I think that flexibility was
essential, it just required more work‐ the creation of
assignment[s] in different formats, accepting work on
different timelines, offering asynchronous online
support while providing synchronous opportunities.
This additional workload then impacted what progress
I felt like I could make with research.

(White woman, assistant professor)

Consistent with quantitative findings about increased time
spent preparing to teach, regardless of gender, most open‐ended
responses described the effort associated with implementing
new pedagogical approaches during the pandemic. However,
qualitative findings also offer insight into why there was a gap in
additional time men and women spent on teaching. That is, they
reveal the types of work that many women did to adapt their
teaching approaches on top of baseline changes to teaching
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modality (e.g., regularly assessing and flexibly responding to
students' needs)—which require additional time and effort.

Qualitative responses also illuminate why women and faculty of
color may be more inclined than men or white faculty to take on
this type of extra teaching‐related work. Status theories predict
that when women and faculty of color do not meet expectations,
they will be subject to additional scrutiny by students, admin-
istration, and other faculty, putting pressure on them to over-
perform relative to their colleagues. Along these lines, some
respondents raised concerns about unequal expectations and
evaluations of teaching across race and gender.

I was repeatedly chastised for various things—any
time I got sick and canceled classes, any time I
pushed an assignment online, etc., it became a subject
of repeated scrutiny. I have felt immense pressure to
perform far above and beyond the average second‐year

faculty has ever felt and have only been punished for
being unable to meet absurd requirements.

(Latinx non‐binary assistant professor)

The campus sent messaging that student responses to
our teaching should be set in the appropriate context
in our reviews. However, I do not believe this is what
will happen. I believe the same people who suffer from
inequitable teaching evaluations–female faculty and
faculty of color–will be downgraded in promotion
processes because of student criticism.

(Other race woman, professor)

All the comments about gendered dynamics were made by
women and all the comments about racialized dynamics were
made by respondents of color. These respondents' awareness of
and worry about heightened standards may explain why they

TABLE 1 | Changes in work compared to the year prior to the pandemic, bivariate statistics.

Variables

Total sample
(N = 1198)

Women
(N = 700)

Men
(N = 445) Statistical

significance

FOC
(N = 203)

White
(N = 903) Statistical

significanceMean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Teaching time

2020 3.91 4.01 3.75 * 3.85 3.94 n.s.

(1.13) (1.11) (1.16) (1.23) (1.10)

2021 3.74 3.85 3.56 * 3.73 3.74 n.s.

(1.01) (0.97) (1.03) (1.09) (0.98)

Reason for increased teaching time

Num. of
courses

6.37 6.43 6.27 n.s. 6.45 6.44 n.s.

(5.05) (4.86) (5.36) (5.83) (4.91)

Additional
hours prep

7.24 7.81 6.34 * 7.29 7.19 n.s.

(6.83) (6.54) (7.00) (6.64) (6.85)

Service time

2020 3.29 3.47 3.00 * 3.42 3.25 *

(1.19) (1.19) (1.12) (1.24) (1.17)

2021 3.51 3.71 3.19 * 3.69 3.46 *

(1.10) (1.07) (1.06) (1.18) (1.07)

Type of increased service

Respondent
did DEI

0.61 0.67 0.52 * 0.73 0.59 *

(0.48) (0.46) (0.49) (0.44) (0.49)

Respondent did
COVID

0.73 0.74 0.70 n.s. 0.76 0.71 n.s.

(0.44) (0.43) (0.45) (0.42) (0.45)

Research productivity reduction

2020 4.02 4.08 3.93 * 3.87 4.05 n.s.

(1.09) (1.12) (1.06) (1.16) (1.07)

2021 3.77 3.84 3.67 * 3.68 3.79 n.s.

(1.09) (1.09) (1.06) (1.18) (1.06)
Note: Standard deviation in parentheses. Teaching time, service time, and research productivity variables use a five‐point scale (“1” = “much less,” “5” = “much more”).
*p < 0.05.
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spent more time than their colleagues on teaching given un-
equal expectations.

4.2 | Work Demands Related to Service

Overall, respondents reported spending more time on service in
2020 and 2021 compared to 2019 (Table 1). As we anticipated
(H1), women reported spending significantly more time than
men on service during 2020 and 2021 as compared to 2019. We
also find that respondents of color reported spending signifi-
cantly more time on service than white respondents (Table 1).
To emphasize, here, we are comparing the relative increase in
time spent before and after the pandemic by each group, rather
than any underlying difference between men and women in
time spent on service.

Following institutional routine and identity taxation theories, we
investigated additional service in two areas: extra service related
to DEI and extra service related to COVID's broader effects on
society, the transition to remote instruction, or university
pandemic response‐related work. Significantly more women than
men and significantly more respondents of color than white re-
spondents report extra service related to DEI (Table 1). Although
we find similar patterns regarding extra service related to COVID,
these differences are not statistically significant.

Women and faculty of color not only took on more service re-
sponsibilities during the pandemic than white male faculty—as
evidenced by the quantitative data—but they talked about this
work in a qualitatively different way. In open‐ended responses,
women and faculty of color recognize that their extra service is
important for their students, but express frustration that this
“academic housework” disproportionately falls to marginalized
faculty.

Nothing [about the pandemic] has made [work]
easier. My research was what I could sacrifice in order
to meet my teaching, service, and parenting needs.
Maybe I should have been selfish and sacrificed time
spent on service, but it was clear my service was
making an important impact on our graduate
students.

(White woman, professor)

I spent so much of the 2020‐21 academic year feeling
crushed by inadequacy due to the ever‐growing ex-
pectations of service… really highlighted how compe-
tent people are given the departmental housework. It’s
so crushing now to reflect on the lack of care and in-
vestment shown by both my department and this
university.

(Asian woman, associate professor)

Paperwork, bureaucracy, care for students and staff,
doing all the shit work the older white tenured faculty
refuse to do.

(Asian man, professor)

Building on quantitative findings that faculty of color experi-
enced the greatest increase in DEI‐related service, open‐ended
responses shed light on the institutional routines and identity
taxation that disproportionately place “diversity work” re-
sponsibilities on marginalized faculty. Among our respondents,
only faculty of color discuss taking on more service around
racial justice issues. This service includes formal service through
committee membership or being asked to give talks on these
issues, and informal service through supporting students in and
outside the classroom.

I gave 18 talks on anti‐racism from the summer of
2020 until spring of 2022, while nobody else in my
department did anything … The stress from perpetual
racism in society and the fact that my research focuses
on racism has been emotionally, psychologically, and
spiritually draining. Nevertheless, I don’t trust [the
university’s] commitment to junior faculty of color, so
I kept plowing through my tenure case.

(Black man, assistant professor)

The pandemic also coincided with heightened anti‐
Black violence and police brutality, followed by anti‐
Asian hate violence too. The stress produced by
these events definitely affected the learning environ-
ment, and this had to be addressed in the classroom.

(Asian woman, associate professor)

Respondents of color describe navigating their own experiences
of racial injustice while shouldering extra DEI service work.
Although this work can be meaningful personally, it can
tokenize and burden faculty of color without valuing their labor.

4.3 | Research Productivity

Much of the media concern during COVID focused on reduced
faculty productivity, especially among women. To evaluate any
disproportionate negative effects on research productivity (H2),
we evaluate gender and race differences among faculty self‐
reports about their decrease in research productivity compared
to before the pandemic, on a five‐point scale (see dependent
measure above). In 2020, 71% of all respondents reported that
their research or scholarship advanced somewhat or much less
than in 2019. By 2021, the situation had improved: 65% of re-
spondents reported that their research or scholarship advanced
somewhat or much less compared to 2019. These overall figures
obscure gender differences, however. For both 2020 and 2021, w
omen's mean reported drop in research progress was signifi-
cantly larger than men's mean reported drop in research prog-
ress, compared to their respective research progress in 2019
(Table 1). However, we find no statistically significant differ-
ences in research progress declines between respondents of
color and white respondents in either 2020 or 2021.

The mere presence of gender differences in decreased produc-
tivity compared to before the pandemic does not explain the
mechanism reducing women's research productivity. Because
women typically carry a disproportionate share of caregiving

Gender, Work & Organization, 2025 9
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responsibilities, many scholars assume that extra care re-
sponsibilities explain observed declines in women's research
productivity relative to declines in men's productivity during the
pandemic. To investigate this possibility, and to check the
robustness of our findings, we estimated regressions for differ-
ences in research productivity, controlling for whether re-
spondents have children (of any age) or children under 6 years
old. We find that even after controlling for the presence of
children, women report greater decreases than men in research
progress in both 2020 and 2021 (Table 2). In 2020, controlling
for the presence of children reduces the size of the coefficient for
gender, but gender remains a significant predictor of reported
reduced productivity. In 2021, however, controlling for children
does not change the coefficient for gender. By 2021 (when
childcare and schools reopened), the coefficient for having
children is no longer significantly related to research produc-
tivity, even for respondents with children under six. These re-
sults suggest something other than caregiving drives gender
differences in productivity. We also ran this analysis including
measures of work demands and emotional labor (analysis
available upon request). In this analysis the effect of gender was
no longer significant in either 2020 or 2021, suggesting that
work related demands drove gender differences in reductions in
research productivity.3

We ran separate regressions for men and women predicting
reductions in research productivity (Table 3) to evaluate
whether the effect of children on research productivity is similar
for men and women. Although women with children are more
likely than women without children to report decreases in
research productivity in 2020, this difference among women
with and without children is no longer significant in 2021. It is
never significant for men.

4.4 | Emotional Labor

During the pandemic, students needed much more support and
counseling, and many students experienced mental health

issues. We anticipated that these developments would increase
demands on faculty members for emotional labor—especially
women and faculty of color (H3). Table 4 reports several sig-
nificant gender differences in emotional labor. Women report
hiding their challenges when teaching or mentoring and
feeling emotionally drained from teaching or mentoring
significantly more often than men. Compared to men, women
report experiencing significantly more pressure from both their
students and their employers to provide emotional labor. Re-
spondents of both genders indicated that employers expected
emotional labor more frequently than students did. We also
find that respondents of color reported significantly more
frequent emotional labor than white respondents on all mea-
sures except for feeling emotionally drained from teaching or
mentoring.

Open‐ended responses support quantitative findings that
emotional labor fell largely on women faculty and adds nuance
to our understanding of why the gendered division of emotional
labor was exacerbated during the pandemic. Women re-
spondents were especially cognizant of the challenges students
faced during this period of crisis, concerned for students' well-
being (not just their own workload), responsive to student
needs, and self‐aware about their limited preparedness to pro-
vide this type of support.

Students come to me with many more existential cri-
ses and mental health emergencies than at any other
time in my teaching career… During the height of the
pandemic, I had up to 20 students in this level of crisis
at any given moment—from suicidal ideation to the
sudden death of loved ones. The police shooting of a
childhood friend. I am honored that students trust me
enough to ask for help and spend a huge amount of
unacknowledged time performing this service to my
department.

(White woman, assistant professor)

TABLE 2 | Regression model estimating gender differences in research productivity (2020 and 2021).

2020 2021
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Gender (1 = women) 0.150* 0.141* 0.148* 0.141* 0.174* 0.174* 0.186* 0.170*

(0.069) (0.069) (0.070) (0.069) (0.068) (0.069) (0.069) (0.068)

Children (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.185* 0.186* 0.004 0.013

(0.068) (0.069) (0.067) (0.069)

Children under 6 years old (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.180* 0.093

(0.082) (0.081)

Constant 3.930 3.850 3.555 3.899 3.673 3.671 3.237 3.656

(0.052) (0.060) (0.148) (0.054) (0.052) (0.059) (0.142) (0.055)

Covariates (race/ethnicity, academic rank)? No No Yes No No No Yes No

R2 0.0045 0.0116 0.0260 0.0089 0.0062 0.0062 0.0245 0.0074

N 1030 1030 1026 1030 1030 1030 1026 1030
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.05.
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When we had our own pandemic‐related health or
children issues, we were asked to take on extra duties
caring for students. We were given information about
how to create online community and encouraged to
talk to students about their mental health. Years ago,
we lost faculty administrative support and faculty
recognized that we had to become our own adminis-
trators in many ways. Now we were asked to be

counselors, which is a specialized job that we are not
trained for. Meanwhile, there was very little emotional
support for faculty.

(Other race woman, professor)

These qualitative findings highlight the discrepancy between the
increasing institutional expectations for gendered care work and
the lack of institutional support and valuing of this type of work.

TABLE 3 | Regression model estimating differences in research productivity (2020, 2021).

2020 2021
Men Women Men Women

Children (1 = yes, 0 = no) 0.162 0.204* −0.011 0.028

(0.108) (0.089) (0.110) (0.087)

Constant 3.732 3.367 3.404 3.173

(0.246) (0.213) (0.219) (0.214)

Covariates (race/ethnicity, academic rank)? Yes Yes Yes Yes

R2 0.0143 0.0228 0.0052 0.0198

N 401 625 401 625
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.05.

TABLE 4 | Emotional labor, psychological consequences, and intent to exit, bivariate comparisons.

Total sample
(N = 1198)

Women
(N = 700)

Men
(N = 445) Statistical

significance

FOC
(N = 203)

White
(N = 903) Statistical

significanceMean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Emotional labor

Students discussed challenges 3.37 (0.97) 3.63 (0.89) 2.99 (0.94) * 3.50 (0.99) 3.35 (0.95) *

Employer expected supportive
role

3.98 (1.02) 4.22 (0.91) 3.62 (1.08) * 4.10 (0.98) 3.97 (1.04) *

Hide own challenges while
teaching or mentoring

3.20 (1.26) 3.52 (1.17) 2.71 (1.22) * 3.35 (1.21) 3.16 (1.26) *

Feeling emotionally drained
from teaching or mentoring

3.65 (1.15) 3.94 (1.00) 3.22 (1.20) * 3.72 (1.16) 3.65 (1.13) n.s.

Psychological consequences

Burnout (5‐point scale) 3.78 (1.16) 3.99 (1.05) 3.44 (1.25) * 3.90 (1.14) 3.75 (1.17) *

Engagement with work (5‐
point scale)

3.18 (0.96) 3.11 (0.98) 3.29 (0.91) * 3.25 (1.01) 3.17 (0.95) n.s.

Satisfaction with position (7‐
point scale)

2.85 (1.49) 2.76 (1.49) 2.99 (1.48) * 3.08 (1.70) 2.82 (1.45) n.s.

Intent to exit, considering (%)

Paid leave 0.17 0.20 0.13 * 0.21 0.16 n.s.

Unpaid leave 0.14 0.16 0.10 * 0.17 0.13 n.s.

Part time work 0.15 0.19 0.10 * 0.12 0.16 n.s.

Switch universities 0.38 0.40 0.34 n.s. 0.44 0.36 *

Early retirement 0.42 0.40 0.45 n.s. 0.38 0.43 n.s.

Leave academia 0.43 0.48 0.36 * 0.44 0.43 n.s.
Note: Standard deviation in parentheses. All variables use a five‐point scale (“1” = “much less,” “5” = “much more”), unless otherwise specified.
*p < 0.05.
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4.5 | Outcomes and Consequences for Faculty

We anticipated that women and faculty of color would report
greater burnout and negative psychological effects than their
colleagues (H4) because of their greater teaching, service, and
emotional labor during the pandemic, and that they would be
more likely to report intentions to leave the university as a
result (H5).

4.5.1 | Burnout, Engagement, and Satisfaction With
Position

Overall, the psychological consequences of the pandemic
appeared to be very hard on all respondents; most report some
degree of burnout. Nevertheless, we find significant variation
across race and gender (Table 4). Women report significantly
higher levels of burnout than men, and respondents of color
report significantly higher levels of burnout than white re-
spondents. Women also report significantly less engagement
with work than men, but we find no statistically significant
differences by race on this measure.

Similar patterns emerge for respondents' satisfaction with their
position (Table 4). For all respondents, the mean reported level
of satisfaction with their position was only 2.85, measured on a
seven‐point scale. Women report significantly less satisfaction
than men with their positions. By contrast, respondents of color
report higher satisfaction with their positions than white re-
spondents, although both means are low, and differences are
not statistically significant.

Consistent with our quantitative findings, open‐ended responses
across race and gender reflect burnout, disengagement from
work, and mental health struggles due to COVID. Most re-
sponses about the psychological consequences of the pandemic
were brief, in general terms, and described feeling burnout,
exhaustion, and depression.

I’m pretty much constantly overwhelmed and
exhausted

(White woman, professor)

One word: burnout! Too many crises/emergencies/
false starts

(Latino man, professor)

Let’s call it “covid depression.”
(Other race man, professor)

However, open‐ended responses suggest that the specific sour-
ces of burnout, mental health issues, and disengagement vary
across race and gender. Women and respondents of color often
discussed in greater detail the link between (1) the types of work
they do and the impact of ongoing sociopolitical events on their
lives; and (2) their exhaustion, disengagement, and mental
health struggles. For example, the pressures of teaching, student
support, and mentoring, especially considering heightened

expectations for women, were overwhelming, discouraging, and
isolating.

The challenge of dealing with everyone’s mental
health needs (my family, students, staff) felt
overwhelming.

(White woman, professor)

The worries about teaching, about being a successful
teacher to students whom I have never met in person,
became paralyzing for me….I understand that teaching
is always a “work in progress,” but the overlay of
emotional disconnection and moral injury has been
professionally isolating and discouraging.

(White woman, associate professor)

Similar to Anthym and Tuitt's (2021) findings about Black fac-
ulty's experiences with taking on DEI work while also facing
racial injustices themselves, many respondents of color
mentioned how ongoing racial injustices in society took a toll on
their mental and emotional wellbeing.

I was very affected by police murders of Black people
and other political events. I knew my students were
also affected, some more than others. I wanted to hear
what they had to say and also to make sure they were
keeping up with class and not sacrificing the future for
the present, very important moment.

(Latina woman, professor)

Mental fatigue from all that is going on, including
social justice protests.

(Black woman, assistant professor)

To be sure, some white male respondents also discuss these
sorts of struggles, but they do so less frequently than their
counterparts.

It is especially concerning that many respondents across all
identities expressed that their mental health struggles, burnout,
and disengagement were rooted in an increasing disillusion-
ment with academia when faced with a global pandemic. Amid
so much suffering, some respondents began to question the
value or necessity of their ivory tower scholarship.

General malaise at the state of the world, feeling like
[research] was pointless in the face of so much death
and disruption.

(White man, assistant professor)

Lack of motivation to engage in research due to
disillusionment with academia in general.

(Multiracial woman, assistant professor)

This disillusionment was tempered for some respondents who
conduct research on COVID response or racial justice. These
respondents said that their research felt particularly important
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at this moment, although they still reported immense mental
and emotional pressure attached to doing this sort of work.

I teach courses that happen to deal with highly rele-
vant and controversial current events (racism; police
violence; punishment; health disparities; prison over-
crowding and health crises), so I felt like I was having
to rethink everything about my course material each
day as events unfolded. That’s my job as an intellectual
of course, but it was so exhausting and I realize now
actually kind of traumatic to the point where I could
not find ways to balance how/when to turn off vs. keep
delving.

(Multiracial woman, assistant professor)

Burnout. I was doing a lot of covid‐related research
and the pace was intense because it felt so important.
But without the usual positive things about my job (in‐
person interactions, conferences, etc.) it was hard not
to get burned out and then fall behind on all the
tedious administrative tasks I couldn’t bring myself
to do.

(White woman, assistant professor)

This may help explain the quantitative finding that faculty of
color (who report doing more social justice‐related work,
whether through teaching, service, or research) are more satis-
fied with their jobs, even in the face of burnout and mental
health issues. When faculty see their work as especially timely
and important, it may keep disillusionment with academic work
at bay. Nevertheless, meaningful work may not be enough to
counterbalance the mental and emotional challenges of per-
forming that work under immense pressure.

4.5.2 | Intent to Exit

Anticipating that women and faculty of color would dispro-
portionately report considering some form of exit (H5), we
asked respondents whether they considered any changes to
their work status. Women were more likely than men to report
considering taking paid and unpaid leave and moving to part‐
time work. Most alarming, women were much more likely
than men to report considering leaving academia altogether,
which suggests that pandemic fallout may be a major threat to
gender diversity in academia (Table 4). We find that re-
spondents of color are more likely than white respondents to
report considering changing universities.

Gender differences could be driven by composition effects, given
that women are more likely than men to be junior faculty who are
in prime years of raising small children, early in their academic
careers, and thus better able to shift to other career options. We
evaluate this possibility by comparing logistic regression models
(with exit options as dichotomic dependent variables) with and
without the variable representing career stage, using the KHB
decomposition method (see Breen et al. 2021).

Results of the decomposition of gender on the likelihood of
taking some type of leave, moving to part‐time work, or leaving
academia, by career stage are presented in Table 5. The first row
represents the effect of gender without the inclusion of the
mediating variable of career stage. The second row shows the
coefficient of the full model, and the last row shows the esti-
mated difference between these two effects. For example, we see
that being a woman increases the log odds of taking paid leave
by 0.48. Controlling for career stage reduces the effect of gender
to 0.44, leaving an indirect effect of 0.04 for gender. For ease of
interpretation, at the bottom of the table, we present the con-
founding percentage, which is a measure of the degree to which
career stage mediates the relationship. This measure shows that
career status has a negligible mediating effect on the chances of
taking unpaid leave and part‐time work. In the case of paid
leave, 9% of the total effect is because of career stage, and in the
case of leaving academia, the percentage rises to 17%. This
means that the gender effects on the likelihood of changing
work status are not solely the result of compositional effects. We
also note that although career stage does affect the coefficient
for the likelihood of taking paid leave or leaving academia, it
does not cancel the effect of gender altogether.

Open‐ended responses provide important context for under-
standing why faculty intend to exit. They suggest that re-
spondents considered leaving not only due to short‐term stress
but also because their pandemic experiences, including the
pandemic's lingering aftermath, convinced them that untenable
work demands have become permanent.

I feel that my work responsibilities have only
increased over the pandemic and will never recede
back to something more manageable. We’ve added
duties and responsibilities and it feels like the new
normal is to expect instructors and staff to always push
to do more with less—it’s unsustainable. As a rela-
tively new professor I’m feeling burned out and
wondering if this is really the best career for my long
term happiness.

(Multiracial woman, assistant professor)

Respondents also contrasted their extraordinary efforts during
the pandemic with the lack of institutional support or recogni-
tion that they received for those efforts, raising worries that
their jobs may not be secure.

This was a miserable few years with little thanks and
no reward. An unsustainable situation. Several
committed hard‐working colleagues took early retire-
ment or quit.

(White man, professor)

I worry about having a job in the future all the time
now. No one is thinking about the folks who work in
academia in any substantive way. If we had a union we
would not be in such a terrible situation. Adminis-
trators think of faculty as lazy or underworked.
It’s time to see that we are not lazy nor are we
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underworked. Treat those who work at the university
with decency and real respect.

(Prefer not to answer race, woman, professor)

In short, concerned about security of employment and lacking
satisfaction with academic work, some faculty may be more
inclined to exit. The inclination to exit seems more pronounced
among women and faculty of color, who experience the greatest
levels of burnout and mental health challenges—as shown by
quantitative data—but receive the least institutional support. As
the quote that provided our title states, “The hamster wheel is
on fire and no one in power seems to be invested in making
responsive and humane changes to academic work culture, just
‘going back to normal.’”

4.6 | Intersectionality and Faculty Experiences
During the Pandemic

Academic motherhood, status and gender stereotype bias, and
identity taxation converge to affect work demands and experi-
ences of women of color. Compared to other respondents in our
study, women of color were significantly more likely to spend
more time in service activities, particularly in DEI‐related ac-
tivities. Furthermore, we find statistically significant differences
for all four measures of emotional labor between women of
color and other respondents (Table A5 in Supporting Informa-
tion S1: Appendix S5).

The key institutional question is whether extra work demands,
and emotional burdens affect outcomes for women of color
more than their colleagues. Women of color report significantly
more burnout than other respondents. They are also more likely
to consider taking leave: 26% of women of color considered
taking paid leave and 23% considered taking unpaid leave. In
addition, 45% of women of color considered switching univer-
sities (statistically significant at 10% level). We report additional
intersectional findings for LBGTQþ faculty in Supporting In-
formation S1 (Tables A6 and A7).

In open‐ended responses, women of color described the unequal
expectations placed on them by their students, colleagues, and
the university to perform academic care work. They also noted
the difficulty of setting boundaries around the types and amount
of labor they were willing to do—because of these compounding
gendered and racialized expectations.

I never wanted to be a workaholic or for work to be my
life, and I made a clear decision that if I got tenure, I
would work in a way that was more reasonable for my
high‐performing self. So these shifts were generally
positive for me being a human being beyond being a
faculty member. They are, however, the opposite of
what are expected of women of color in the academy.

(Asian woman, associate professor)

Women of color respondents also linked their experiences of
burnout to the disproportionate levels of teaching, service, and
emotional labor they took on during the pandemic. This
burnout was exacerbated by the lack of support or under-
standing offered to faculty by the university.

I felt less capable of handling work responsibilities in
general, but my students needed a lot more support, as
did junior faculty. Service levels went up for me even
as my capacity went down. I am exhausted and
teaching and service take up more time than ever.

(Black woman, associate professor)

We received zero support of any kind, other than
harassment from administrators that we should do
extra work to support students…The experience was
entirely demoralizing.

(Black woman, associate professor)

5 | What Affects Intent to Exit?

To understand the factors that may influence respondents' de-
cisions to exit in some way, we conducted logistic regressions
with the six exit options as dependent variables. We then
incorporated independent variables such as gender, race,
emotional labor, changes in work responsibilities, and feelings
of burnout across a series of models (for detailed tables, please
refer to Supporting Information S1: Tables A8–A13). Table 6
reports odds ratios, where ratios greater than 1 correspond to
“positive effects,” those between 0 and 1 correspond to “negative
effects,” and ratios of exactly 1 correspond to “no association.”

We find that women were more likely than men to consider
every exit option except early retirement and changing to a

TABLE 5 | Decomposition of gender by career stage using the KHB method.

Paid leave Unpaid leave Part‐time Leave academia
Reduced model 0.489 0.554 0.728 0.509

(0.165) (0.185) (0.182) (0.126)

Full model 0.445 0.555 0.732 0.423

(0.166) (0.186) (0.183) (0.126)

Difference 0.043 0 −0.003 0.086

(0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.026)

Confounding percentage 8.97% 0% −0.45% 17%
Note: Standard errors in parentheses. Career stage comprises the categories of assistant professor, associate professor, and full professor.
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different university. The associations between gender and these
exit options are no longer significant, however, after accounting
for emotional labor and increased service and teaching burdens.
This suggests that associations between gender and exit are
mediated by the disproportionate service, teaching, and
emotional labor load on women during the pandemic.

Our results regarding earlier retirement differ from other exit
options. Men and white respondents are more likely to consider
retiring earlier, and the gender by race interaction is also sig-
nificant (see Table 6). Emotional labor factors do not have a
significant impact on the decision to retire earlier and increases
in service time and research progress reduce the chances of
taking earlier retirement (Supporting Information S1: Table
A11). When faculty rank (associate professor or full professor) is
included in the regression, however, gender and race effects are
no longer significant, but all other relationships to early retire-
ment remain (analysis available upon request).

Higher levels of burnout are positively related to the likelihood
of considering each of these options for exit, except moving to
part time work, even after controlling for increased service and
teaching time and for emotional labor. Recall that women report

higher levels of burnout than men, respondents of color re-
ported higher levels of burnout than white respondents, and
burnout was especially high among women of color. Although
feelings of burnout may have been common during the
pandemic, disproportionately high experiences of burnout may
push underrepresented faculty to exit. Institutional factors such
as enlarged service burdens and employers' expectations that
faculty should play a supportive role increased respondents'
likelihood of considering switching universities. By contrast,
feeling emotionally drained from teaching or mentoring, and
feeling required to hide one's own challenges while engaging in
these activities increased respondents' likelihood of leaving
academia altogether.

6 | Discussion and Conclusion

Our findings confirm that the pandemic amplified existing
workloads for women and faculty of color, who spent more time
than their colleagues on teaching, mentoring, emotional support
for students, and service related to DEI. Consistent with identity
taxation theories, qualitative comments from these faculty link

TABLE 6 | Determinants of intent to exit.

Variables
Take paid
leave

Take unpaid
leave

Move to part
time

Early
retirement

Switch
universities

Leave
academia

Women 1.043 1.177 1.677* 0.671* 0.779 0.927

(0.252) (0.306) (0.436) (0.116) (0.143) (0.174)

Faculty of color 0.874 0.665 0.402 0.553* 1.332 1.054

(0.376) (0.336) (0.258) (0.155) (0.387) (0.319)

Women#faculty of color 1.572 2.605 2.257 2.157* 0.797 0.714

(0.794) (1.498) (1.612) (0.787) (0.297) (0.278)

Students discussed challenges 1.153 1.028 0.961 1.050 1.132 1.064

(0.131) (0.123) (0.123) (0.0915) (0.102) (0.101)

Employer expected supportive role 1.129 1.161 1.146 0.966 1.243* 1.091

(0.132) (0.139) (0.130) (0.0760) (0.109) (0.0948)

Hide own challenges while teaching or
mentoring

1.094 1.283* 1.154 1.007 1.123 1.361*

(0.113) (0.138) (0.130) (0.0766) (0.0867) (0.110)

Feeling emotionally drained from
teaching or mentoring

1.027 1.055 1.075 0.967 1.089 1.336*

(0.144) (0.146) (0.146) (0.0961) (0.107) (0.140)

Increase in teaching time 2021 0.910 0.742* 0.830 1.026 0.948 0.889

(0.0924) (0.0817) (0.0946) (0.0771) (0.0735) (0.0700)

Increase in service time 2021 1.034 0.820* 0.872 0.824* 1.202* 1.020

(0.0946) (0.0768) (0.0893) (0.0566) (0.0863) (0.0747)

Research productivity reduction 2021 1.008 0.952 0.986 1.132 0.943 1.239*

(0.0904) (0.0897) (0.0933) (0.0773) (0.0634) (0.0888)

Burned out 1.608* 1.609* 1.266 1.347* 1.317* 1.417*

(0.212) (0.216) (0.167) (0.117) (0.122) (0.137)

Number of observations 892 892 892 892 892 892

Pseudo R2 0.070 0.089 0.050 0.033 0.073 0.147
Note: Exponentiated coefficients; Standard errors in parentheses.
*p < 0.05.
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the extra work to their identities. Similarly, consistent with
theory about status beliefs, qualitative comments expressed
concern about heightened scrutiny and negative teaching eval-
uations among women and faculty of color. Respondents report
that universities asked them to take on the enormous burden of
this work, despite lack of training, yet did not recognize or
reward them for it. Qualitative responses suggest that women
may have been more likely to face demands for emotional labor
on multiple fronts (students and family), putting pressure on
them to suppress their own negative feelings to meet the needs
of others.

Although women report a greater decrease in research pro-
ductivity than men relative to before the pandemic, our study
challenges the notion that home responsibilities fully explain
women's reduced productivity. For women, children were only
a significant factor for research productivity declines in 2020,
not in 2021. Remarkably given the complete shutdown of school
and daycare during 2020, the presence of children was never a
significant factor for men.

Women and faculty of color reported the highest levels of
burnout, and women reported the lowest levels of engagement
and satisfaction with their position. Underrepresented re-
spondents disproportionately reported considering exiting,
either temporarily or permanently. Emotional labor and service
demands are the main factors driving gender disparities in
intention to leave academia, with different types of emotional
labor influencing the choice of exit options. For those planning
to leave academia altogether, the emotional toll of teaching and
mentoring during the pandemic, and of hiding their own chal-
lenges while doing so, seems to be most relevant, whereas ex-
pectations from employers to provide support to students and
increased service time are key factors for those considering
changing universities.

Our findings raise important questions about why the extreme
demands of COVID persist in university settings. Other sources
have documented continuing stress and struggles coping with
academic demands among students after COVID, and of course
it benefits the university to have more responsive faculty. These
ongoing concerns raise important questions about how univer-
sities did respond and will respond to disproportionate
increased work demands, faculty burnout, and thoughts about
exit. Space constraints prohibit a full discussion of institutional
responses here, although we did collect extensive data about
university policies responses to COVID‐related faculty chal-
lenges and how faculty reacted to these policies. We plan a
future article analyzing these data that will evaluate variations
in faculty responses and desires about institutional policies, as
well as concerns about uptake by faculty who fear that using
policies might undermine their career progress. Those institu-
tional questions speak to a larger literature about structural and
cultural changes in the university that move it away from
educational goals of civic engagement and critical thinking
toward a more market and consumer‐oriented culture
(Giroux 2002).

This article makes several important contributions to the liter-
ature. First, it improves upon smaller studies based on web
surveys or convenience samples because we start with a known

sampling frame and recruit enough respondents to investigate
differences across multiple dimensions. Second, it focuses on
factors within the university, rather than the home, to explain
gender and race disparities in research productivity. Third, it
helps illuminate how inequality is reproduced in the academy.
For example, through underinvestment in mental health re-
sources for students and reactive approaches to DEI issues,
universities offload what should be institutional responsibilities
onto individual faculty members—especially women and fac-
ulty of color. In these and other ways, the long shadow of the
pandemic threatens to reduce diversity in the academy and with
it the breadth of perspectives and ideas studied and taught
within colleges and universities. Our findings emphatically
underscore the need for institutional reform to create a more
equitable academic environment.

Universities, colleges, departments, and promotion‐and‐tenure
committees should translate these results into policy by credit-
ing extraordinary service and pedagogical labor, including DEI
work, crisis response, mentoring, and student support, in annual
merit, retention, and promotion decisions, using transparent
workload documentation and explicit weighting (Guarino and
Borden 2017; Hanasono et al. 2019; Misra et al. 2011, 2021). In-
stitutions should also broaden the definition of “merit” so that
emotional labor and the other undervalued and less‐visible work
that sustains departments and students is recognized alongside
traditional research metrics (Oleschuk 2020; Cardel et al. 2020;
Stewart and Valian 2018). Finally, because crisis demands are
disproportionately borne by women and faculty of color, admin-
istrations should provide concrete supports, including teaching
relief, bridge research funds, and structured service tracking, to
prevent compounding inequities during and after crises (Ber-
heide et al. 2022; Auger and Formentin 2021; Deryugina
et al. 2021). These institution‐level steps operationalize Acker's
account of gendered “inequality regimes” and better align re-
wards with the actual distribution of academic labor (Acker 1990,
2006). Consistent with our broader view, systemic change re-
quires organizational accountability, not individualized coping
strategies: institutions should redesign incentive structures and
funding and workload allocations to match the work they require
and reward. Our planned future companion paper will develop
and evaluate these reforms in greater detail.

Although this study provides valuable insights, it is not without
limitations. Focusing on UW and UC may limit the generaliz-
ability of the findings to other institutions or geographical lo-
cations, although our findings go well beyond one university.
Additionally, self‐reported data may be subject to bias, although
we do not find that bias correlates with race or gender. Our
cross‐sectional design also precludes tracking changes in the
experiences of faculty members in the future. These limitations
do not undermine the value of the study's findings but suggest
opportunities for further research. Our future work will draw on
data from our surveys to investigate whether, and how univer-
sity policies and practices mitigate institutional dynamics that
generate inequality in times of crisis.

As discouraging as our findings are, sadly they are not unex-
pected. Work demands during the pandemic followed theoret-
ically predictable patterns of institutional routines, identity
taxation, and status beliefs about appropriate labor for certain

16 Gender, Work & Organization, 2025

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



faculty members. As is often the case, the labor typically per-
formed by lower‐status faculty is also the academic labor that is
least valued by the university, even though this academic labor
played a critical role in continuing university functions during
the pandemic. Yet Pereira suggests that “pandemic experiences
may actually help us imagine and enact a different academic
‘normal’ less unequal and less burdensome than what was taken
for granted as normal in the ‘before times’” (Pereira 2021, 505).
Reflecting on how the pandemic amplified existing inequalities
allows us to challenge the institutional conditions that generate
them.
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Endnotes
1 Inquiries about specific questions, please contact the corresponding

author.
2 These questions are based on the scale developed by Çukur (2009). We

conducted a factor analysis to assess whether emotional labor variables
and teaching loads are distinct constructs, as both relate to faculty
engagement with students. The analysis revealed that the “commu-
nality”—the proportion of variance shared among the items—ranges
from 5% to 13%. This supports our decision to treat teaching loads
and emotional labor as separate constructs. We would like to thank an
anonymous reviewer for this valuable suggestion.

3 We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for the valuable
suggestion to conduct this additional analysis.

References

Abramo, G., C. A. D’Angelo, and I. Mele. 2022. “Impact of COVID‐19 on
Research Output by Gender Across Countries.” Scientometrics 127, no.
12: 6811–6826. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192‐021‐04245‐x.

Acker, J. 1990. “Hierarchies, Jobs, Bodies: A Theory of Gendered Or-
ganizations.” Gender & Society 4, no. 2: 139–158. https://doi.org/10.
1177/089124390004002002.

Acker, J. 2006. “Inequality Regimes: Gender, Class, and Race in Orga-
nizations.” Gender & Society 20, no. 4: 441–464. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0891243206289499.

Andersen, J. P., M. W. Nielsen, N. L. Simone, R. E. Lewiss, and R. Jagsi.
2020. “COVID‐19 Medical Papers Have Fewer Women First Authors
than Expected.” eLife 9: e58807. https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.58807.

Anthym, M., and F. Tuitt. 2021. “When the Levees Break: The Cost of
Vicarious Trauma, Microaggressions and Emotional Labor for Black
Administrators and Faculty Engaging in Race Work at Traditionally
White Institutions.” In Black Liberation in Higher Education, 6–27.
Routledge.

Auger, G. A., and M. J. Formentin. 2021. “This Is Depressing: The
Emotional Labor of Teaching During the Pandemic Spring 2020.”
Journalism and Mass Communication Educator 76, no. 4: 376–393.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776958211012900.

Babcock, L., B. Peyser, L. Vesterlund, and L. Weingart. 2022. The No
Club: Putting a Stop to Women’s Dead‐End Work. Simon and Schuster.

Babcock, L., M. P. Recalde, and L. Vesterlund. 2017. “Gender Differ-
ences in the Allocation of Low‐Promotability Tasks: The Role of Back-
lash.” American Economic Review 107, no. 5: 131–135. https://doi.org/10.
1257/aer.p20171018.

Babcock, L., M. P. Recalde, L. Vesterlund, and L. Weingart. 2017.
“Gender Differences in Accepting and Receiving Requests for Tasks
With Low Promotability.” American Economic Review 107, no. 3:
714–747. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20141734.

Baez, B. 2000. “Race‐Related Service and Faculty of Color: Conceptu-
alizing Critical Agency in Academe.” Higher Education 39, no. 3:
363–391. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1003972214943.

Bellas, M. L. 1999. “Emotional Labor in Academia: The Case of Pro-
fessors.” Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science
561, no. 1: 96–110. https://doi.org/10.1177/000271629956100107.

Berheide, C. W., M. A. Carpenter, and D. A. Cotter. 2022. “Teaching
College in the Time of COVID‐19: Gender and Race Differences in
Faculty Emotional Labor.” Sex Roles 86, no. 7: 441–455. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11199‐021‐01271‐0.

Biernat, M., and M. Manis. 1994. “Shifting Standards and Stereotype‐
Based Judgments.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 66, no.
1: 5–20. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022‐3514.66.1.5.

Biernat, M., M. Manis, and T. E. Nelson. 1991. “Stereotypes and Stan-
dards of Judgment.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 60, no.
4: 485–499. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022‐3514.60.4.485.

Breen, R., K. B. Karlson, and A. Holm. 2021. “A Note on a Reformu-
lation of the KHB Method.” Sociological Methods & Research 50, no. 2:
901–912. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124118789717.

Cardel, M. I., E. Dhurandhar, C. Yarar‐Fisher, et al. 2020. “Turning
Chutes Into Ladders for Women Faculty: A Review and Roadmap for
Equity in Academia.” Journal of Women's Health 29, no. 5: 721–733.
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2019.8027.

Carpenter, M. A., D. A. Cotter, and C. Berheide. 2021. “‘I Have No Time
for Anything:’ Differences in Faculty Research Productivity During the
COVID‐19 Pandemic.” ADVANCE Journal 2, no. 3: 24815. https://doi.
org/10.5399/osu/advjrnl.2.3.3.

Carrigan, C., K. Quinn, and E. A. Riskin. 2011. “The Gendered Division
of Labor Among STEM Faculty and the Effects of Critical Mass.”
Journal of Diversity in Higher Education 4, no. 3: 131–146. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0021831.

Clark, D., E. L. Mickey, and J. Misra. 2020. “Reflections on Institutional
Equity for Faculty in Response to COVID‐19.” Susan Bulkeley Butler
Center for Leadership Excellence and ADVANCE Working Paper Series 3,
no. 2: 92–114. https://par.nsf.gov/servlets/purl/10280774.

Gender, Work & Organization, 2025 17

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-021-04245-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124390004002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124390004002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243206289499
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243206289499
https://doi.org/10.7554/elife.58807
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776958211012900
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20171018
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.p20171018
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20141734
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1003972214943
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271629956100107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-021-01271-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-021-01271-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.60.4.485
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124118789717
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2019.8027
https://doi.org/10.5399/osu/advjrnl.2.3.3
https://doi.org/10.5399/osu/advjrnl.2.3.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021831
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021831
https://par.nsf.gov/servlets/purl/10280774


Clarsen, B., J. C. Skogen, T. S. Nilsen, and L. E. Aarø. 2021. “Revisiting
the Continuum of Resistance Model in the Digital Age: A Comparison of
Early and Delayed Respondents to the Norwegian Counties Public
Health Survey.” BMC Public Health 21, no. 1: 730. https://doi.org/10.
1186/s12889‐021‐10764‐2.

Crenshaw, K. 1991. “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity,
and Violence Against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review 43, no. 6:
1241–1300. https://doi.org/10.2307/1229039.

Çukur, C. Ş. 2009. “The Development of the Teacher Emotional Labor
Scale (TELS): Validity and Reliability.” Educational Sciences: Theory and
Practice 9, no. 2: 559–574. https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2009‐1184
0‐007.

Davis, J. C., E. P. H. Li, M. S. Butterfield, G. A. DiLabio, N. Santhagu-
nam, and B. Marcolin. 2022. “Are We Failing Female and Racialized
Academics? A Canadian National Survey Examining the Impacts of the
COVID‐19 Pandemic on Tenure and Tenure‐Track Faculty.” Gender,
Work and Organization 29, no. 3: 703–722. https://doi.org/10.1111/
gwao.12811.

Deo, M. E. 2022. “Pandemic Pressures on Faculty.” University of Penn-
sylvania Law Review 170, no. 1: 127–146. https://scholarship.law.upenn.
edu/penn_law_review_online/vol170/iss1/8.

Deryugina, T., O. Shurchkov, and J. Stearns. 2021. “COVID‐19 Disrup-
tions Disproportionately Affect Female Academics.” AEA Papers and
Proceedings 111, no. May: 164–168. https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.2021
1017.

Docka‐Filipek, D., and L. B. Stone. 2021. “Twice a ‘Housewife’: On
Academic Precarity, ‘Hysterical’ Women, Faculty Mental Health, and
Service as Gendered Care Work for the ‘University Family’ in Pandemic
Times.” Gender, Work and Organization 28, no. 6: 2158–2179. https://
doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12723.

Dykema, J., J. Stevenson, C. P. Jones, and B. Day. 2023. “Guaranteed
Incentives and Prize Drawings: Effects on Participation, Data Quality,
and Costs in a Web Survey of College Students on Sensitive Topics.”
Social Science Computer Review 42, no. 3: 777–793. https://doi.org/10.
1177/08944393231189853.

Dykema, J., J. Stevenson, L. Klein, Y. Kim, and B. Day. 2013. “Effects of
E‐Mailed Versus Mailed Invitations and Incentives on Response Rates,
Data Quality, and Costs in a Web Survey of University Faculty.” Social
Science Computer Review 31, no. 3: 359–370. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0894439312465254.

Eagan, M. K., Jr, and J. C. Garvey. 2015. “Stressing Out: Connecting
Race, Gender, and Stress With Faculty Productivity.” Journal of Higher
Education 86, no. 6: 923–954. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2015.
11777389.

Eagly, A. H., and S. J. Karau. 2002. “Role Congruity Theory of Prejudice
Toward Female Leaders.” Psychological Review 109, no. 3: 573–598.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033‐295X.109.3.573.

El‐Alayli, A., A. A. Hansen‐Brown, and M. Ceynar. 2018. “Dancing
Backwards in High Heels: Female Professors Experience More Work
Demands and Special Favor Requests, Particularly From Academically
Entitled Students.” Sex Roles 79, no. 3: 136–150. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199‐017‐0872‐6.

Foschi, M. 1996. “Double Standards in the Evaluation of Men and
Women.” Social Psychology Quarterly 59, no. 3: 237–254. https://doi.org/
10.2307/2787021.

Foschi, M. 2000. “Double Standards for Competence: Theory and
Research.” Annual Review of Sociology 26, no. 1: 21–42. https://doi.org/
10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.21.

Giroux, H. 2002. “Neoliberalism, Corporate Culture, and the Promise of
Higher Education: The University as a Democratic Public Sphere.”
Harvard Educational Review 72, no. 4: 425–464. https://doi.org/10.
17763/haer.72.4.0515nr62324n71p1.

Górska, A. M., K. Kulicka, Z. Staniszewska, and D. Dobija. 2021.
“Deepening Inequalities: What Did COVID‐19 Reveal About the
Gendered Nature of Academic Work?” Gender, Work and Organization
28, no. 4: 1546–1561. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12696.

Griffin, K. A., J. C. Bennett, and J. Harris. 2013. “Marginalizing Merit?:
Gender Differences in Black Faculty D/Discourses on Tenure,
Advancement, and Professional Success.” Review of Higher Education
36, no. 4: 489–512. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2013.0040.

Guarino, C. M., and V. M. H. Borden. 2017. “Faculty Service Loads and
Gender: Are Women Taking Care of the Academic Family?” Research in
Higher Education 58, no. 6: 672–694. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162‐
017‐9454‐2.

Hanasono, L. K., E. M. Broido, M. M. Yacobucci, K. V. Root, S. Peña,
and D. A. O’Neil. 2019. “Secret Service: Revealing Gender Biases in the
Visibility and Value of Faculty Service.” Journal of Diversity in Higher
Education 12, no. 1: 85–98. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000081.

Harlow, R. 2003. “‘Race Doesn’t Matter, But…’: The Effect of Race on
Professors’ Experiences and Emotion Management in the Undergradu-
ate College Classroom.” Social Psychology Quarterly 66, no. 4: 348.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1519834.

Heilman, M. E. 2001. “Description and Prescription: How Gender Ste-
reotypes Prevent Women’s Ascent up the Organizational Ladder.”
Journal of Social Issues 57, no. 4: 657–674. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022‐
4537.00234.

Hirshfield, L. E., and T. D. Joseph. 2012. “‘We Need a Woman, We Need
a Black Woman’: Gender, Race, and Identity Taxation in the Academy.”
Gender and Education 24, no. 2: 213–227. https://doi.org/10.1080/0954
0253.2011.606208.

Hochschild, A. R. 1983. The Managed Heart: Commercialization of
Human Feeling. University of California Press.

Horta, H., A. Panova, J. Santos, and M. Yudkevich. 2022. “The Adap-
tation of Academics to the COVID‐19 Crisis in Terms of Work Time
Allocation.” PLoS One 17, no. 8: e0273246. https://doi.org/10.1371/jou
rnal.pone.0273246.

Jiang, L., T. M. Tripp, and P. Y. Hong. 2017. “College Instruction Is Not
So Stress Free After All: A Qualitative and Quantitative Study of Aca-
demic Entitlement, Uncivil Behaviors, and Instructor Strain and
Burnout.” Stress and Health 33, no. 5: 578–589. https://doi.org/10.1002/
smi.2742.

Joseph, T. D., and L. E. Hirshfield. 2010. “‘Why Don’t You Get Some-
body New to Do It?’ Race and Cultural Taxation in the Academy.”
Ethnic and Racial Studies 34, no. 1: 121–141. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01419870.2010.496489.

Joseph, T. D., and L. E. Hirshfield. 2023. “Reexamining Racism, Sexism,
and Identity Taxation in the Academy.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 46,
no. 6: 1101–1108. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2022.2143719.

Kasymova, S., J. M. S. Place, D. L. Billings, and J. D. Aldape. 2021.
“Impacts of the COVID‐19 Pandemic on the Productivity of Academics
Who Mother.” Supplement, Gender, Work and Organization 28, no. S2:
419–433. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12699.

King, M. M., and M. E. Frederickson. 2021. “The Pandemic Penalty: The
Gendered Effects of COVID‐19 on Scientific Productivity.” Socius 7:
23780231211006976. https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231211006977.

Layne, T. M., U. S. Clark, N. E. Mohamed, et al. 2023. “Undue Burden:
Black Faculty, COVID‐19, and the Racial Justice Movement.” Journal of
Clinical and Translational Science 7, no. 1: e14. https://doi.org/10.1017/
cts.2022.460.

Lederer, A. M., M. T. Hoban, S. K. Lipson, S. Zhou, and D. Eisenberg.
2021. “More than Inconvenienced: The Unique Needs of U.S. College
Students During the COVID‐19 Pandemic.” Health Education &
Behavior 48, no. 1: 14–19. https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198120969372.

18 Gender, Work & Organization, 2025

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-10764-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-10764-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1229039
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2009-11840-007
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2009-11840-007
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12811
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12811
https://scholarship.law.upenn.edu/penn_law_review_online/vol170/iss1/8
https://scholarship.law.upenn.edu/penn_law_review_online/vol170/iss1/8
https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20211017
https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20211017
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12723
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12723
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393231189853
https://doi.org/10.1177/08944393231189853
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439312465254
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894439312465254
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2015.11777389
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2015.11777389
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.3.573
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0872-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0872-6
https://doi.org/10.2307/2787021
https://doi.org/10.2307/2787021
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.21
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.26.1.21
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.72.4.0515nr62324n71p1
https://doi.org/10.17763/haer.72.4.0515nr62324n71p1
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12696
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2013.0040
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-9454-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-017-9454-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000081
https://doi.org/10.2307/1519834
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00234
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00234
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2011.606208
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2011.606208
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0273246
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0273246
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2742
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2742
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2010.496489
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2010.496489
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2022.2143719
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12699
https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231211006977
https://doi.org/10.1017/cts.2022.460
https://doi.org/10.1017/cts.2022.460
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198120969372


Link, A. N., C. A. Swann, and B. Bozeman. 2008. “A Time Allocation
Study of University Faculty.” Economics of Education Review 27, no. 4:
363–374. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2007.04.002.

Massé, M. A., and K. J. Hogan, eds. 2010. Over Ten Million Served:
Gendered Service in Language and Literature Workplaces. State Univer-
sity of New York Press.

Maylor, U. 2018. “Leadership for Race and Social Justice in Higher
Education.” In Dismantling Race in Higher Education: Racism, Whiteness
and Decolonising the Academy, 349–364. Palgrave Macmillan. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978‐3‐319‐60261‐5.

Melaku, T. M., and A. Beeman. 2022. “Black Women in White Academe:
A Qualitative Analysis of Heightened Inclusion Tax.” Ethnic and Racial
Studies 46, no. 6: 1158–1181. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2022.
2149273.

Melaku, T. M., and A. Beeman. 2023. “Navigating White Academe
During Crisis: The Impact of COVID‐19 and Racial Violence on Women
of Color Professionals.” Gender, Work and Organization 30, no. 2:
673–691. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12823.

Misra, J., A. Kuvaeva, K. O’meara, D. K. Culpepper, and A. Jaeger. 2021.
“Gendered and Racialized Perceptions of Faculty Workloads.” Gender &
Society 35, no. 3: 358–394. https://doi.org/10.1177/08912432211001387.

Misra, J., J. H. Lundquist, E. Holmes, and S. Agiomavritis. 2011. “The
Ivory Ceiling of Service Work.” Academe 97, no. 1: 22–26. https://www.
aaup.org/academe/issues/2011‐issues/ivory‐ceiling‐service‐work.

Mitchell, S. M. L., and V. L. Hesli. 2013. “Women Don’t Ask? Women
Don’t Say No? Bargaining and Service in the Political Science Profes-
sion.” PS: Political Science & Politics 46, no. 2: 355–369. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S1049096513000073.

Mizra, H. S. 2006. “Transcendence Over Diversity: Black Women in the
Academy.” Policy Futures in Education 4, no. 2: 101–113. https://doi.org/
10.2304/pfie.2006.4.2.101.

Mizra, H. S. 2018. “Black Bodies ‘Out of Place’ in Academic Spaces:
Gender, Race, Faith and Culture in Post‐Race Times.” In Dismantling
Race in Higher Education: Racism, Whiteness and Decolonising the
Academy, 175–193. Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978‐3‐
319‐60261‐5.

Moss‐Racusin, C. A., and L. A. Rudman. 2010. “Disruptions in Women’s
Self‐Promotion: The Backlash Avoidance Model.” Psychology of Women
Quarterly 34, no. 2: 186–202. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471‐6402.2010.
01561.x.

Oleschuk, M. 2020. “Gender Equity Considerations for Tenure and
Promotion During COVID‐19.” Canadian Review of Sociology 57, no. 3:
502–515. https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12295.

O’Meara, K.A., A. Kuvaeva, G. Nyunt, C. Waugaman, and R. Jackson.
2017. “Asked More Often: Gender Differences in Faculty Workload in
Research Universities and the Work Interactions That Shape Them.”
American Educational Research Journal 54, no. 6: 1154–1186. https://
doi.org/10.3102/0002831217716767.

Padilla, A. 1994. “Ethnic Minority Scholars, Research, and Mentoring:
Current and Future Issues.” Educational Researcher 23, no. 4: 24.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1176259.

Pager, D. 2003. “The Mark of a Criminal Record.” American Journal of
Sociology 108, no. 5: 937–975. https://doi.org/10.1086/374403.

Pereira, M. D. M. 2021. “Researching Gender Inequalities in Academic
Labor During the COVID‐19 Pandemic: Avoiding Common Problems
and Asking Different Questions.” Supplement, Gender, Work and Or-
ganization 28, no. S2: 498–509. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12618.

Porter, S. R., and P. D. Umbach. 2006. “Student Survey Response Rates
Across Institutions: Why Do They Vary?” Research in Higher Education
47, no. 2: 229–247. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162‐005‐8887‐1.

Ribarovska, A. K., M. R. Hutchinson, Q. J. Pittman, C. Pariante, and S. J.
Spencer. 2021. “Gender Inequality in Publishing During the COVID‐19
Pandemic.” Brain, Behavior, and Immunity 91: 1–3. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.bbi.2020.11.022.

Rideau, R. 2021. “‘We’re Just Not Acknowledged’: An Examination of
the Identity Taxation of Full‐Time Non‐Tenure‐Track Women of Color
Faculty Members.” Journal of Diversity in Higher Education 14, no. 2:
161–173. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000139.

Ridgeway, C. L. 2001. “Gender, Status, and Leadership.” Journal of
Social Issues 57, no. 4: 637–655. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022‐4537.
00233.

Ridgeway, C. L. 2009. “Framed Before We Know It: How Gender Shapes
Social Relations.” Gender & Society 23, no. 2: 145–160. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0891243208330313.

Ridgeway, C. L. 2011. Framed by Gender: How Gender Inequality Persists
in the Modern World. Oxford University Press.

Ridgeway, C. L. 2014. “Why Status Matters for Inequality.” American
Sociological Review 79, no. 1: 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224
13515997.

Rockquemore, K. A., and T. Laszloffy. 2008. The Black Academic’s Guide
to Winning Tenure—Without Losing Your Soul. Lynne Rienner
Publishers.

Rollock, N. 2019. Staying Power: The Career Experiences and Strategies of
UK Black Female Professors. Project Report, Educational Studies, Uni-
versities and College Union. https://www.ucu.org.uk/media/10075/
Staying‐Power/pdf/UCU_Rollock_February_2019.

Rosser, V. J. 2004. “Faculty Members’ Intentions to Leave: A National
Study on Their Worklife and Satisfaction.” Research in Higher Education
45, no. 3: 285–309. https://doi.org/10.1023/b:rihe.0000019591.74425.f1.

Shalaby, M., N. Allam, and G. J. Buttorff. 2021. “Leveling the Field:
Gender Inequity in Academia During COVID‐19.” PS: Political Sci-
ence & Politics 54, no. 4: 661–667. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1049096
521000615.

Small, M. L. 2009. “‘How Many Cases Do I Need?’ on Science and the
Logic of Case Selection in Field‐Based Research.” Ethnography 10, no. 1:
5–38t. https://doi.org/10.1177/1466138108099586.

Soria, K. M., B. J. Roberts, B. Horgos, and K. Hallahan. 2020. Un-
dergraduates’ Experiences During the COVID‐19 Pandemic: Disparities by
Race and Ethnicity. Report, SERU Consortium, University of California
– Berkeley and University of Minnesota. http://conservancy.umn.edu/
handle/11299/218339.

Spoon, K., N. LaBerge, K. H. Wapman, et al. 2023. “Gender and
Retention Patterns Among US Faculty.” Science Advances 9, no. 42:
eadi2205. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adi2205.

Sprague, J., and K. Massoni. 2005. “Student Evaluations and Gendered
Expectations: What We Can’t Count Can Hurt Us.” Sex Roles 53, no. 11:
779–793. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199‐005‐8292‐4.

Squazzoni, F., G. Bravo, F. Grimaldo, D. Garcıa‐Costa, M. Farjam, and
B. Mehmani. 2021. “Only Second‐Class Tickets for Women in the
COVID‐19 Race. A Study on Manuscript Submissions and Reviews in
2329 Elsevier Journals.” PLoS One 16, no. 10: e0257919. https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0257919.

Stewart, A. J., and V. Valian. 2018. An Inclusive Academy: Achieving
Diversity and Excellence. MIT Press.

Tierney, W. G., and E. M. Bensimon. 1996. Promotion and Tenure:
Community and Socialization in Academe. State University of New York
Press.

Wang, X., S. Hegde, C. Son, B. Keller, A. Smith, and F. Sasangohar. 2020.
“Investigating College Students’ Mental Health During the COVID‐19
Pandemic: An Online Survey Study.” Journal of Medical Internet
Research 22, no. 9: e22817. https://doi.org/10.2196/22817.

Gender, Work & Organization, 2025 19

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econedurev.2007.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60261-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60261-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2022.2149273
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2022.2149273
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12823
https://doi.org/10.1177/08912432211001387
https://www.aaup.org/academe/issues/2011-issues/ivory-ceiling-service-work
https://www.aaup.org/academe/issues/2011-issues/ivory-ceiling-service-work
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513000073
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096513000073
https://doi.org/10.2304/pfie.2006.4.2.101
https://doi.org/10.2304/pfie.2006.4.2.101
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60261-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60261-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2010.01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2010.01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cars.12295
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831217716767
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831217716767
https://doi.org/10.2307/1176259
https://doi.org/10.1086/374403
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12618
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-005-8887-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2020.11.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbi.2020.11.022
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000139
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00233
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243208330313
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243208330313
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413515997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413515997
https://www.ucu.org.uk/media/10075/Staying-Power/pdf/UCU_Rollock_February_2019
https://www.ucu.org.uk/media/10075/Staying-Power/pdf/UCU_Rollock_February_2019
https://doi.org/10.1023/b:rihe.0000019591.74425.f1
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1049096521000615
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1049096521000615
https://doi.org/10.1177/1466138108099586
http://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/218339
http://conservancy.umn.edu/handle/11299/218339
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.adi2205
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-005-8292-4
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257919
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257919
https://doi.org/10.2196/22817


Williams, J. 2001. Unbending Gender: Why Family and Work Conflict
and what to Do About It. Oxford University Press.

Winslow, S. 2010. “Gender Inequality and Time Allocations Among
Academic Faculty.” Gender & Society 24, no. 6: 769–793. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0891243210386728.

Woolston, C. 2020. “‘It’s like We’re Going Back 30 Years’: How the
Coronavirus Is Gutting Diversity in Science.” Nature. https://doi.org/10.
1038/d41586‐020‐02288‐3.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the Sup-
porting Information section.
Supporting Information S1: gwao70066-sup-0001-suppl-data.docx.

20 Gender, Work & Organization, 2025

 14680432, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/gw

ao.70066 by U
niv of C

alifornia L
aw

rence B
erkeley N

ational L
ab, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [03/12/2025]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210386728
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210386728
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-02288-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-020-02288-3

	“The Hamster Wheel Is on Fire”: How the Pandemic Amplified Inequality in the Academy
	1 | Introduction
	2 | What Drives Unequal Workloads in the Academy?
	2.1 | Institutional Routines and Identity Taxation
	2.2 | Status Beliefs and Stereotypes
	2.3 | Emotional Labor
	2.4 | Outcomes and Consequences

	3 | Data and Methods
	3.1 | Dependent Variables
	3.1.1 | Work Demands


	Time Use
	Teaching Loads
	Service Activities
	Research‐Related Productivity
	Outline placeholder
	3.1.2 | Emotional Labor
	3.1.3 | Consequences and Outcomes


	Psychological Consequences
	Intent to Exit
	Outline placeholder
	3.1.4 | Qualitative Open‐Ended Responses

	3.2 | Independent Variables
	3.3 | Analytical Approach
	3.3.1 | Quantitative Analysis
	3.3.2 | Qualitative Analysis


	4 | Results
	4.1 | Work Demands Related to Teaching
	4.2 | Work Demands Related to Service
	4.3 | Research Productivity
	4.4 | Emotional Labor
	4.5 | Outcomes and Consequences for Faculty
	4.5.1 | Burnout, Engagement, and Satisfaction With Position
	4.5.2 | Intent to Exit

	4.6 | Intersectionality and Faculty Experiences During the Pandemic

	5 | What Affects Intent to Exit?
	6 | Discussion and Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement


