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Abstract

Faculty workload inequities are common, with women faculty reporting high levels of service,
mentoring, and teaching-related activities, even though this work is often devalued in faculty
evaluations. We describe insights developed through a National Science Foundation ADVANCE-
funded project, “Faculty Workload & Rewards,” aimed at ensuring equity in how teaching and service
are taken up, assigned, and rewarded. We identify concrete strategies that improve transparency,
enhance perceived fairness, allow for crediting, address accountability, and attend to context to
strengthen workload equity. We also identify key challenges to revising workload, including denial,
fear, the need for control, and lack of creativity, as well as approaches to addressing these forms of
resistance.
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Introduction

Faculty workload reflects a mix of work — teaching and mentoring students, conducting research,
and carrying out service and leadership activities. Yet both structural and cultural pressures lead to
some types of work being valued more than others. Differences in workload among faculty in the
same department are also common. Faculty members have specific skills and preferences, which
may mean prioritizing or being differentially asked to engage in different activities (O’Meara et al.,
2017). Inequities in faculty workload are often seen as intractable, given the discretion faculty
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members have in how they carry out their work (Culpepper et al., 2022). Yet, if certain elements of
workload are less likely to be seen and valued, this creates disparate outcomes (i.e., productivity,
promotion) for faculty (Jimenez et al., 2019; Misra et al., 2021). As a result, workload inequities
contribute to faculty dissatisfaction at work (Bird, 2011; Britton, 2017).

Inequities in workload have been documented across different types of institutions through
analyses of survey data, interviews, focus groups, time diaries, faculty CVs, and annual faculty
reports (O’Meara et al., 2021a). Relative to men, women spend more time on service and mentoring
work — and, as a result, less time on research (Domingo et al., 2022; Guarino & Borden, 2017;
Hanasono et al., 2019; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Misra et al., 2012, 2021; O’'Meara, 2016; O’Meara
et al. 2017; Pedersen & Minnotte, 2018; Turner et al., 2011; Winslow, 2010). Yet service and
mentoring are less valued, counted, and rewarded at most universities. As a result, women faculty
more often engage in work that does not advance their careers and is “invisible” to higher education
accounting systems (Hanasono et al., 2019; Jiminez et al., 2019; Misra et al., 2021; O’Meara et al.,
2017).

While workload issues are challenging, there are strategies to address them successfully. We
engaged in an action-research experiment, the National Science Foundation-funded Faculty
Workload and Rewards Project (FWRP), in which departments interested in addressing workload
inequities were assigned to a “treatment” or “control” group (O’Meara et al., 2018, 2019). Our goal
was to improve fairness in how faculty workloads are allocated, taken up, and rewarded. The
treatment was a success, allowing us to identify factors that lead to better outcomes. In departments
that received the interventions, faculty were more likely to report transparent and clear workloads,
fair distributions of teaching and service, and readiness to take action to promote workload equity
(O’Meara et al., 2018, 2019). We have also spent the last decade working with many institutions to
address their workload inequities. From these experiences, we identify the most effective strategies
and practices.

Theories

Organizational change is notoriously difficult, especially in academy (Boyce, 2003; Kezar, 2011).
Because universities are decentralized and faculty have high levels of discretion, department
workloads vary, impacted by both institutional and disciplinary norms. Shared governance structures
split decision-making between administrators and departments, meaning that faculty may resist
centralized change efforts “from above,” particularly if they fail to conform to disciplinary socialization
or undercut departmental autonomy. Thus, departments are the critical unit of action, both because
change requires local legitimacy and because they are the immediate context in which workload is
assigned. Moreover, effective change requires collective learning, teamwork, and dialogue, as well
as a culture committed to continuous growth, accountability, and transparency (Bohnet, 2016; Boyce,
2003; Kezar, 2011). Recognizing these principles, we designed an action-research project that would
emphasize the role of collective learning and teamwork at the department level.

Change focused on equity is particularly difficult. Equity efforts often force faculty members to
confront how the status quo has benefited them, thereby calling into question their own merit (Blair-
Loy & Cech, 2022). Ambiguous environments, such as when faculty know little about what their
colleagues are doing (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004), allow for biases in evaluation. Thus, some faculty
members may shirk service, mentoring, or teaching while others pick up the slack, without
evaluations recognizing these differences. Our project focuses on making workload clear, while
identifying inequalities in workload by factors such as by appointment type, rank, and gender. Our
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approach makes differences in workload visible (for example, committees with light versus heavy
workloads), and identifies transparent strategies to reward workload fairly.

Redesigning the “choice architecture,” or the context in which decisions about workload are made,
can help create more equitable conditions (Bohnet, 2016; Kahneman, 2011; Thaler & Sunstein,
2008). Within this choice architecture, we encouraged departments to put in place “nudges,” small
changes to practice or policy that provide information, reframe decisions, or create different default
options (Bohnet, 2016; Correll, 2017; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Nudges helped create workload
systems that fostered fairness, accountability, and clarity, while still allowing departments to make
decisions in alignment with disciplinary or other contextual norm.

Methods

Having previously studied workload inequities (Misra et al., 2012; O’Meara, 2016; O’Meara et al.,
2017), we designed an action research project to explore not only the distribution of workload, but
strategies to improve workload equity. We contacted departments in higher education institutions in
three U.S. states, advertising the opportunity to engage in workload reform. We received 30
applications from 16 institutions, including baccalaureate, master’s, and doctoral institutions. All 30
departments participated in the pre-survey, with a 70.5% response rate. We then created matched
groups, primarily based on type of institution and broad field, but accounting for department size and
gender representation. We randomly assigned departments within these groups into treatment and
control groups. Treatment departments participated in the interventions described below. After the
interventions, we sent a post-survey to control and treatment departments, with a 74.3% response
rate. Given retirements, moves, and hires, we matched 69% of participants from control and
treatment departments between the pre-survey and post-survey. Our surveys provide clear evidence
for the effectiveness of the interventions (O’Meara et al., 2018, 2019; Misra et al., 2021). After the
initial experiment, all control departments were invited to participate in a second round of
interventions.

The interventions took 18 months to carry out. Each department created a workload team of 3-5
members, although these teams also worked with their larger departments. We conducted four half-
day workshops with department teams and held check-in calls between meetings. The workshops
covered inequalities in academic workload, provided teams with information based on their
departments’ pre-survey, trained teams to create work-activity dashboards, and shared evidence-
based policies and practices for more equitable workloads. Teams developed work-activity
dashboards (O’Meara et al., 2020) and developed “department equity action plans,” describing their
department context, equity issues they identified via their dashboards, and policies and practices
they proposed to address them, sharing these with other participating departments. Members of
treatment departments were also invited to participate in professional development focused on time
management.

After completing this project, we continued to present workload equity workshops, serve as
advisors, and work with higher education institutions across the United States. This allowed us to
learn about implementation from institutions that varied in size, public/private status, and region. For
example, we worked with U.S. departments at a small, private college in the West, which adopted
workload principles for the campus; a large public university in the South, where a dean pursued
college-wide equity plans; a large, private, research university in the Midwest, in which the provost
encouraged departments to engage in workload reform; and a large public research university in the
Northeast that required departments to develop workload equity plans as part of a union-bargained
contract. In each case, our research relied on participant observation, as we provided workshops,
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met with team leaders, attended faculty meetings discussing workload reform, and provided
feedback on efforts. We draw upon this observational data as well as evidence from the experiment
to discuss the process and effective approaches below.

Findings
Contexts & Goals for Workload Reform

Workload reform needs to accomplish three goals. First, it must reflect the department’s values
and goals to be successful and ensure faculty take ownership of the process (Kezar, 2011). Second,
reforms must add confidence about both workload fairness and accountability, creating transparent,
clear, and consistent approaches (Bohnet, 2016; Boyce, 2003). Confidence about both the process
and outcomes of change builds trust, builds ownership, and enhances faculty satisfaction (Boyce,
2003; Kezar, 2011). Finally, reform must recognize differences among faculty, attending to the
contexts in which faculty work, recognizing faculty contributions, talents, and interests, and
considering department needs and capacities. Workload reform should build systems that value all
faculty work, enhance faculty agency, and allow for both flexibility and equity. Rather than rewarding
only particular forms of work, aligning varied workload with rewards leads to greater faculty retention,
satisfaction, and morale (O’Meara et al., 2018, 2019; Misra et al., 2021).

Workload reform is best carried out at the department level, given that this is where workload is
primarily assigned, though campus-level supports and encouragement can help (O’Meara et al.,
2019). Workload differs dramatically from department to department (e.g., physics versus dance),
requiring varied strategies. Institutions we observed developing college- or university-wide plans
were less successful in identifying and implementing workload strategies. Yet, campuses that allow
for cross-fertilization and idea-sharing among department teams are more successful, as these
collaborative processes create greater trust, with colleagues building on examples of successful
change at their institution (Boyce, 2003; Kezar, 2011). Campus-level leaders can facilitate workload
change by supporting training for workload teams, elevating successful examples, and identifying
parameters for activities that should be consistent (e.g., student credit-hour calculations) versus
differentiated (e.g., credits for high-intensity teaching or service). Leaders committed to workload
equity can create more effective processes and reward structures, but specific decisions about
adopting new workload policies and practices should be developed at the department level.

Given that many workload inequities differ by appointment type, rank, and gender, workload
teams should be diverse (Domingo et al., 2022; Hanasono et al., 2019; Misra et al., 2021; O’Meara
et al., 2017). This requires strategically selecting multiple credible messengers with different
perspectives to serve on the team. All faculty should be engaged in a broader discussion of
departmental workload (Boyce, 2003; Kezar, 2011). For example, in such a discussion, faculty may
express that teaching assignments are fair, but advising is not. Faculty members may also identify
multiple issues.

Based on our observations, the workload team should prioritize, taking issues one by one,
beginning with the top priority or an issue that requires few resources or limited revisions to bylaws
or faculty evaluation policies (Correll, 2017). Once the department has successfully addressed the
first issue, they have momentum and greater enthusiasm to take on additional challenges. In our
observations, departments that insist on addressing all issues at once rarely implement new
practices, as they get bogged down in debate.

One central part of workload reform is transparently measuring and sharing workload data in an
area of concern, such as mentoring. For example, a dashboard, such as a spreadsheet that
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documents departmental advising work, creates greater transparency (Culpepper et al., 2022;
O’Meara et al., 2020). Dashboards can also be used to analyze equity issues across a variety of
identities, such as appointment type, rank, or gender. Dashboards can track advising honors theses,
master’'s theses, and/or dissertations for each faculty member by rank. Dashboards may include
weights recognizing how time-consuming work is, such as giving greater credit for advising a
dissertation than an honors thesis.

The goals and scope of the dashboard should be clear from the beginning. A dashboard that
tracks all elements of workload fully is neither possible nor useful. For example, we observed many
departments effectively revise workload policies in teaching and service, but less success in
addressing research, though greater equity in teaching and service can improve equity in research.
Thus, research activities are not well-served by dashboards. Even where dashboards are more
effective, teams should focus on routine, mission-critical aspects of workload as well as areas they
can adjust (e.g., departmental service assignments), identifying how to measure those, rather than
areas outside their control (e.g., professional service).

Teams should emphasize progress over perfection in creating a dashboard. A transparent and
clear dashboard allows all faculty to understand their shared workload, while providing opportunities
to reconsider how the department recognizes workload. Thus, if women mentor more students, the
dashboard may help both rebalance mentoring among faculty and consistently credit additional
mentoring. Similarly, a dashboard might identify disparities in service work by rank that support the
need for change (Culpepper et al., 2022; O’'Meara et al., 2020).

Finally, the dashboard is not the endpoint. While dashboards provide information about workload
equity, a dashboard alone is transparency without strategy. In fact, we have observed that
departments that create dashboards without enacting policy or practice change engender greater
resentment, particularly among groups doing more work, if faculty now know the extent of workload
disparities and see no action to disrupt them. Dashboards are a first step, but do not replace
strategies to address disparities. Transparent and consistent systems that track workload can
engender greater trust in the fairness and accountability of workload reform (Boyce, 2003; Kezar,
2011). Transparency can also enhance faculty satisfaction by tracking whether workload revisions
make a difference (Culpepper et al., 2022; O’Meara, 2018).

Workload Strategies

Once workload issues or inequities are identified, the team should craft a strategy to address the
problem uncovered. Problems of workload can be categorized in five groups: transparency and
clarity; perceived fairness; credit; accountability; and context (O’Meara et al., 2019), with potential
strategies varying by department and institutional type (O’'Meara et al., 2021a, 2021b). While the
workload team and department should choose an appropriate approach, each strategy must be
tweaked to fit each specific departmental context. Rather than each department recreating the wheel,
they can revise strategies that have proven effective in our work with departments.

Transparency and clarity reflect the need for faculty to understand departmental work as a whole,
their individual work, and what others do (O’Meara et al., 2019). Dashboards can help faculty develop
Expectations Guidelines, creating clear norms around expected workload by rank. These guidelines
limit faculty doing either substantially less or more than expected simply because they do not
understand expectations, which may reflect gendered processes. Performance Benchmarks work
similarly, but include more qualitative evidence of effectiveness, such as how to engage
constructively in committee work. Restructuring Committees align department committees with
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current workload priorities, consolidating committees or dividing one high-workload committee into
two. As discussed below, approaches such as Rotations, Credit Systems, and Making Work Visible
also improve transparency. These policies create clarity among faculty members where it was
previously missing.

Issues of perceived fairness emerge when faculty members do not understand how workload is
distributed or compensated (O’Meara et al., 2019). Faculty may suspect favoritism if some receive
advantageous workload arrangements and others do not, but such issues also reflect poor
departmental communication. Policies for compensation of key roles provide clear information
explaining which roles (e.g., department chair) include workload adjustments (e.g., one teaching
release) or compensation versus which are considered part of normal workload. Similarly, policies
for teaching assignments and service assignments improve transparency and perceived fairness by
clarifying how teaching and service are assigned. For example, chairs may regularly ask faculty
members about their teaching interests rather than assuming preferences. Alternatively, policies may
require that all faculty teach one required or large course each year. The goal is a fair policy
communicated clearly to all faculty, limiting the chance that certain faculty, such as women, have
less information about processes.

Service audits identify the work that each committee is expected to complete each year, signaling
to current and future committee members both expectations and effort. Service audits can be
combined with restructuring committees, since restructuring requires clarity on committee workload.
Rotations also create perceived fairness by, for example, consistently rotating senior faculty through
leadership positions. Policies aimed at perceived fairness often overlap with transparency; in both
cases, the goal is to ensure that people understand workload expectations and see workload
assignments (and associated rewards) as fair.

Crediting faculty work also reflects fairness and the need to recognize different forms of workload.
Faculty have different strengths and interests. For example, women often invest in advising students
(Griffin & Reddick, 2011). When such work is not counted in workload arrangements, it creates
frustration and undermines equity. Credit Systems identify how additional work is compensated. For
example, if a faculty member advises a certain number of completed theses, they may receive a
course release or “service sabbatical” (a semester or year without assigned service), choose a
preferred teaching slot or course, or other benefits the department identifies. Faculty may be allowed
to do Credit Swaps, replacing certain work for other work. Thus, a faculty chairing multiple major
committees might be able to swap this leadership work for a teaching release or a service sabbatical
in another year. Similarly, a faculty member teaching an extra course could swap out some service
work. Here the goal is to recognize extra work with workload adjustments, while maintaining flexibility.

Other efforts to credit faculty emphasize making aspects of faculty work visible and rewarded.
Making Work Visible recognizes and credits faculty for their work and can include ensuring that
systems of merit and promotion weigh mentoring students or colleagues or count student recruitment
and community engagement towards service workload. U.S. women of color are most likely to note
that the work they do is not counted in department accounting systems (Misra et al., 2021). Revising
Merit Systems to better align with workload can also make a difference. For example, many faculty
spend substantial time on teaching, advising, and leadership, though research is given outsized
impact in merit evaluations and promotions. If departments determine yearly merit criteria locally,
they might weigh teaching and service more heavily, given that research will be rewarded in
promotions. Another system gaining popularity is Broader Criteria for Promotion. For example,
faculty members may find themselves stuck at “associate professor” while making contributions to
the institution in other arenas (e.g., serving as department chair) because only research is credited
for promotion to full professor. Systems that recognize substantial commitments in other areas create
greater opportunities for faculty, while crediting their work for the institution (Misra et al., 2012). These
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crediting efforts create systems that better recognize and reward faculty for their contributions to their
departments and institutions.

Accountability is particularly challenging. Faculty have much autonomy over their work. Some
faculty members may place little value, time, and effort into certain types of work. Building
accountability is critical but challenging given these parameters. Mutual Expectations guidelines
allow department faculty to articulate shared expectations for how work is approached (e.g., effort,
communication, timeliness). Identifying expectations allows all faculty to weigh in while creating
greater pressure for faculty to conform to agreed-upon norms. Reducing Committee Size is another
successful strategy. Limiting the number of people on a committee and assigning very specific roles
to each member makes avoiding work more difficult. These strategies improve faculty accountability
to one another; other successful strategies in this area include Rotations and Performance
Benchmarks.

Finally, recognizing context also improves workload inequities. Faculty members often have
different strengths and positions. For example, Lecturers, Research Faculty, Extension Faculty,
tenure-track faculty, and tenured faculty often differ in responsibilities. Evaluating all faculty members
on the same criteria denies their specific contexts and contributions, while contributing to racial and
gender inequities given differences in representation in these roles. Differentiated Workloads allow
faculty members to contribute based on their position and interests. While tenure-track faculty usually
assume a standard workload, once tenured, faculty might shift to tracks that reflect their current
responsibilities, such as focusing on leadership, advising, or research. Faculty meet with their Chair
to determine next year’s track and are later evaluated based on their mutually chosen track.
Departments with differentiated workloads report much satisfaction with the model. Other context-
based approaches already discussed include Credit Swaps, Expectation Guidelines (when
differentiated by rank), and Broader Criteria for Promotion. Taking a faculty member’s context into
account helps create greater workload equity.

Challenges to Change

Once the workload team has identified the workload issue the department will tackle, as well as
potential strategies, they should discuss their process and ask faculty for feedback on strategies.
Keeping the larger faculty engaged in the project engenders greater success. Yet in our observations,
implementation may be a moment when faculty members put up the greatest resistance. Thus, it is
important to anticipate resistance and how to address it.

There are various root causes of resistance. One root cause is denial, not wanting to admit that
there are inequalities in workload. Faculty may claim that they would never take advantage of one
another or that the chair is trusted to ensure fair workload. In response, the team can emphasize
dashboard findings or previous discussions that identify challenges. They should also note that
workload revision does not assume “bad actors,” and simply puts good principles in place. Some
may argue that the problem is not the system, but simply colleagues who “can’t say no,” but as
research shows, workload inequities reflect variations in the number of requests, which differ by
gender, not the answers they give (O’Meara et al., 2017). Asking allies to speak up can address
these claims. While faculty who benefit from the current workload system may voice denial, they
tend to be in the minority. Emphasizing better morale and stronger community among faculty
members due to workload revisions can be persuasive.

Fear creates another intense form of resistance, since change engenders anxiety. Workload
revisions make some faculty members uneasy and unhappy. The faculty who may benefit most may
also be less likely to speak up, since the least powerful in the department often have the most to
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gain. Transparency is a threat to those who may lose special privileges and resources. A fairer and
more transparent system reflects a workplace in which colleagues know the department is committed
to fairness and addressing challenges, rather than ignoring them. Creating a more transparent
system where incentives are clear also means faculty can be more certain that accommodations will
be granted automatically, without need for special favors.

Faculty may fear that administrators might use the process to increase faculty workload, rather
than make it more equitable. Any data about workload should be confined to the department to
address these concerns. A related fear is loss of professional norms and agency over faculty work.
The workload team should allow faculty to choose among a range of strategies, empowering them
to identify approaches that retain their sense of professionalism. Another fear is that workload
revision will lead to a cookie-cutter system that treats all faculty members the same, based on the
notion that clarity is only possible when workload systems are rigid. Here, the team must emphasize
creating a flexible system that recognizes different contexts and interests that faculty bring.
Identifying systems that allow multiple paths to meeting expectations allays these concerns.

Faculty may fear how and when to revise workload, given existing workload and other competing
priorities. Emphasizing that workload revision should be broken down into small parts can address
these fears and allows the team to emphasize prioritization and focus as essential to the success of
the reform. Current stresses may also lead to concerns about timing. Universities have experienced
a series of challenges, including the pandemic, the growth of Al, and political instabilities that have
reshaped higher education and led to burnout. Yet ignoring workload inequities does not solve those
problems, while addressing them can lower burnout. Thinking of the workload revision process as
slow, rather than immediate, can help. We suggest an 18-month timeline, spending one semester
prioritizing a workload issue, another semester identifying and adapting a workload policy or practice,
and the last semester implementing and adopting the strategy into departmental bylaws.

Another source of resistance is control. Faculty members may assert control over the process the
team uses. For example, we observed departments where members insist on collecting evidence
from every element of workload into a dashboard. This creates an impossible task before addressing
any specific workload issue, limiting progress. Rather than capitulating, the team should recognize
this as a form of resistance and instead collect data specific to the priority they have identified.
Another control issue is that many faculty members want to address larger inequities. Faculty might,
for example, recognize inequities across departments and institutions and want to address those
issues as well. For example, certain fields may have lower teaching loads — but higher expectations
for grant writing and achieving funding (in part due to funding availability). Thus, the workload team
should focus on what the department can control, while pointing to faculty governance mechanisms
that might address other aspects (such as the chair compensation for small, medium, or large
departments).

Another root cause of resistance is lack of creativity. Faculty may argue that change is only
possible with more resources, such as new hires or more teaching releases. Workload committees
can emphasize that while lobbying for resources is sensible, the department can take steps within
institutional constraints to reduce both workload inequities and workload. Reducing the number of or
size of committees can have immediate tangible effects. In addition, collecting data can provide
evidence for resource requests. Faculty may also argue that some faculty will never do their share
of the work or stop overworking. Yet adopting accountability measures can change behaviors,
including allowing faculty to focus their contributions toward their areas of commitment. Identifying
creative strategies used by other departments can help move from resistance to action-readiness.

Overall, there are many forms of resistance to workload revisions. Yet, the workload team, as well
as the academic leaders who support them, can prepare for resistance. By structuring a workload
committee to include faculty members of different ranks, the committee members can also identify



67 Social Constellations

allies who vocalize support during departmental discussions and illuminate that change is possible.
Many of the workload policies directly address the denial, fear, efforts to assert control, and lack of
creative thinking that lead to resistance. Providing faculty members with a variety of strategies can
help them feel more confident and in ownership of the process.

Conclusion/Discussion

To return to our key findings, we have found that a “small wins” approach to workload reform is most
effective (Correll, 2017). Departments that try to address all workload issues at once inevitably give
up. Similarly, process matters and should be deliberate. Workload reform requires slow action, which
allows faculty to engage with the idea multiple times, have their voice heard in discussions, consider
both issues and strategies, and create workload strategies with strong support. Data-driven work
allows faculty to better understand, assess, and diagnose workload inequities. While a diverse
workload equity team is important, the full faculty should be regularly consulted. With ownership of
the process, faculty become more “action ready,” confident that workload inequities can be
addressed, leading to many positive outcomes, including greater collegiality.

Relationships are critical to the success of the project. Resistance is common. Diverse teams that
include respected department members can break through resistance, particularly if they call upon
their relationships with their colleagues. Leaders and institutional support also matter. Department
chairs who are dismissive or disengaged can derail the projects. Drawing on chairs’ observations of
workload issues, and institutionalizing good practices already used, creates easy wins. Where Deans
and Provosts communicate prioritizing addressing workload disparities, greater success is likely.
Good relationships and broad faculty engagement through efforts localized in departments, can not
only address workload inequities — but boost department morale and esprit de corps.

Our efforts to create changes in workload equity have helped us understand change efforts
(Boyce, 2003; Kezar, 2011). Research has shown that teamwork, collective learning, and dialogue
are critical to change, and our work underscores this point. One person cannot devise a workload
equity plan that will receive broad buy-in, but an engaged, collective approach that supports diverse
voices can be successful (Boyce, 2003; Kezar, 2011). At the same time, research shows that
inequities emerge in ambiguous environments (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004); we find that making
workload clearer and more transparent helps address inequities that often reflect rank and gender
(Bohnet, 2016). By drawing from research aimed at redesigning the “choice architecture” around
how faculty workload is assigned, taken up, and rewarded, we have shown how these principles can
operate in the real world to create greater equity (Bohnet, 2016; Correll, 2017; Kahneman, 2011;
Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Given our experience with many different workload teams attempting to
enact change in varied institutional settings, we have further identified the resistance that emerges
to change efforts. We categorize resistance to change as seated in denial, fear, efforts to assert
control, and lack of creativity, while suggesting strategies for addressing resistance.

We have provided a roadmap to workload revision, based on our existing research and
experience (Culpepper et al., 2022; Misra et al., 2021; O’'Meara et al., 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021a,
20201b). Workload inequities are common, and these inequities disproportionately disadvantage
women faculty. Proven strategies can make workload more transparent and resolve workload
inequities in a variety of creative ways. While any policy must be adjusted to a department’s context,
we believe these building blocks provide a strong starting point.

Most full-time faculty spend their careers at one institution. For institutions, faculty engagement
across all aspects of their work is a vital resource to achieve the mission, respond to challenges, and
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seize opportunities. Faculty engagement is highly correlated with perception of fairness at work, of
feeling valued, and having one’s work witnessed and valued. Creating fair, transparent systems to
recognize faculty work is one of the most important ways, we believe, to support and retain faculty
(Bird, 2011; Britton, 2017).
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