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Abstract 
 
FOC engage in important diversity, equity, and inclusion leadership central to a mission 

of servingness in Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs) – a commitment to serving the holistic 
needs of growing numbers of racially- and economically-diverse students (Garcia, 2016). Yet, 
when engaging in leadership structures (e.g., policies, practices), FOC confront racism and 
sexism. Such systemic barriers for FOC have been documented extensively in predominantly 
White institutions (PWIs). No work has examined the barriers in leadership for FOC in a 
research-intensive HSI context and how they engage in everyday resistance strategies – covert 
forms of resistance (Casado Pérez, 2019) – in response to these barriers. The current research 
aimed to do this. Specifically, semi-structured individual interviews with 16 FOC were 
conducted to examine the specific resistance responses participants employed to navigate 
barriers in university leadership. Using latent thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), five 
themes were constructed to reflect specific responses to overlapping forms of systemic 
oppression. These acts included prioritizing self-love to resist invisible labor, refusing to take on 
leadership roles to combat tokenization, being resourceful to maneuver limited resources, 
pursuing pathways outside of formal leadership to enact change, and preparing the next 
generation of scholars to counter systemic gatekeeping. Documenting such resistance sheds light 
on the everyday institutional harms that FOC confront and also highlights a commitment among 
FOC to eliminate oppression within the academy for minoritized groups.  
  

Keywords: Faculty of Color, everyday resistance, university leadership, race and racism, 
Hispanic Serving Institution 
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Reimagining University Leadership through the Everyday Resistance of Faculty of Color  
 
Faculty of Color (FOC) are underrepresented in formal leadership positions (Davis & 

Fry, 2019; Freeman et al., 2019; Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2011). This stems from a variety of 
systemic factors, such as a lack of formal mentoring (Freeman et al., 2019), heavy engagement in 
invisible labor that leaves little time for such roles (Brown-Glaude, 2009; Duncan, 2014; Griffin, 
2013; Guillaume & Apodaca, 2020; Shalaby et al., 2020), and limited tenure and promotion 
incentives for participating in leadership (Baez, 2000; Freeman et al., 2019). This is 
consequential as FOC engage in important diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) leadership 
central to serving students holistically (Baez, 2000; Brown-Glaude, 2009; Duncan, 2014; 
Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012). A mission of servingness - shifting from enrolling minoritized 
students to holistically attending to their needs - is central to many institutions serving increasing 
numbers of this demographic (Garcia, 2016; Garcia et al., 2019). 

 
In response to these structural barriers, FOC engage in covert actions known as everyday 

resistance (Rosales & Langhout, 2020). Such covert forms enable FOC to continuously push 
back against oppression without jeopardizing potential for advancement. The scarce existing 
work documenting everyday resistance is focused on the experiences of FOC in Predominantly 
White Institutions (PWIs) (Casado Pérez, 2019; Casado Pérez et al., 2021). No work has 
empirically examined the barriers FOC encounter when navigating leadership and how they 
transform such barriers into sites of resistance in a more diverse institutional context, like a 
Hispanic Serving Institution serving at least 25% of Latinx students (Laden, 2004). This is the 
aim of the current work. To do this, we utilize a Critical Race Theory (CRT) perspective 
(Delgado et al., 2017; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2017; Solórzano & Yosso, 2002) to understand 
how race and racism, and other systems of oppression, contribute to barriers for FOC.  

 
Critical Race Theory: A Perspective for Understanding Barriers in Leadership for FOC 

 
CRT as a perspective centers the experiences of minoritized groups by calling attention to 

the pervasiveness of race and racism in everyday society (Allen, 2006; Bell, 1995; Delgado & 
Stefancic, 2001; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2017; Salter & Adams, 2013). Specifically, White 
supremacy and racism are embedded within systems (e.g., healthcare, media, legal system, 
education) and the everyday realities of people (Bonilla-Silva 2009; Crenshaw, 1991). Scholars 
using CRT acknowledge the importance of intersectionality, including understanding how 
multiple intersecting identities impact how people experience interlocking systems of oppression 
(Cole, 2009; Crenshaw, 1991; Collins & Bilge, 2016; Harris & Patton, 2019; Rosenthal, 2016). 
Intersectionality sheds light on how social and political identities and positions influence 
experiences of discrimination or privilege in a given setting (Crenshaw, 1991).  

 
Take the context of higher education as an example. Patton (2016) argued that because 

White supremacy and racism are so entrenched in the history and structure of higher education, 
inequities persists that disproportionately impact minoritized groups, like FOC (see also Freeman 
et al., 2019; Ladson-Billings & Tate, 2017).  For example, formal leadership structures (e.g., 
policies, practices, decision-making processes) have been characterized as power-centered (i.e., 
few can access power), hierarchal (i.e., the top has the most authority and status), and 
authoritarian (i.e., those lower in the hierarchy must fall in line) (Bensimon & Neuman, 1993; 
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Freeman et al., 2019; Morgan, 1997). Such structures create barriers for FOC in leadership, 
including but not limited to: epistemological racism or the privileging of White Euro-centric 
knowledges over the knowledges of people of color (POC) (Córdova, 1998; Delgado Bernal & 
Villalpando, 2002; Kubota, 2019; Pérez-Huber, 2009); burnout from invisible labor (Baez, 2000; 
Diggs et al., 2009; Duncan, 2014; Padilla, 1994; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012); and a lack of 
institutional support (Corneille et al., 2019; Freeman et al., 2019).  
 
The Problem of Epistemological Racism   

 
Epistemological racism reflects a racial hierarchy that privileges the ways of knowing of 

White dominant groups over those of POC (Bulhan, 2015; Córdova, 1998; Delgado Bernal & 
Villalpando, 2002; Dupree & Boykin, 2021; Lachaud, 2020; Pérez-Huber, 2009; Stanley 2006). 
The most valued knowledge is one that is objective (i.e., without bias) and removed from the 
consideration of race (e.g., a color-blind approach) (Solórzano, 1997). For example, pervasive 
positivist approaches to research describe a process of uncovering some “absolute truth” in the 
world as an unbiased observer (Scotland, 2012). Knowledge is considered objective as it is free 
from bias and from historical or sociocultural influences. Yet, objectivity as the golden standard 
undervalues perspectives rooted in lived experiences. As such, FOC often face criticism when 
employing methods (e.g., testimonios) or efforts that rely on the lived knowledges of minoritized 
people (Pérez-Huber, 2009). Such work is often viewed as lacking academic girth (Delgado 
Bernal & Villalpando, 2002; Duncan, 2014). Preferences for objectivity also impact who is 
selected for leadership (Ledesma & Burciaga, 2015). FOC reported that when a POC is chosen to 
take on a formal role, they are often chosen for their neutral, objective stance on issues affecting 
minoritized communities (Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 2002). 

 
 Epistemological racism creates obstacles for FOC in tenure and promotion, as decision-

making in these processes reflect cultural priorities of institutions. Universities were traditionally 
established for middle-class White groups and, as such, reflect their cultural norms (Patton, 
2016; Stephens et al., 2012). An example includes the privileging of independence (e.g., 
individual achievement) over norms of interdependence or collaboration (Casado Pérez, 2021; 
Covarrubias et al., 2019). Such norms are evident in tenure and promotion decision-making. For 
example, markers of individual achievement in research are highly valued, and less preference 
and recognition are given to collective efforts, especially in areas of leadership, service, and 
teaching (Baez, 2000; Tippeconnic Fox, 2009).  

 
Yet, many FOC engage in and commit to work that supports the collective well-being 

and success of minoritized groups, often in the realms of leadership, service, teaching, and 
advising (Antonio et al., 2000; Baez, 2000; Casado Pérez et al, 2021; Duncan, 2014; Griffin et 
al., 2013; 2015; Ledesma & Burciaga, 2015). This commitment to social justice is grounded in 
the aim to alleviate the subordination of minoritized groups (Solórzano,1997). Because higher 
education structures center whiteness, FOC encounter a tension of committing to DEI work 
essential for social change often at the expense of their own advancement. In this way, 
epistemological racism explains the delegitimization of the contributions of FOC (Duncan, 2014; 
Han & Leonard, 2017).  
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The Problem of Burnout  
 
The commitment to social justice often means that FOC disproportionately lead most of 

the DEI work needed by universities to further institutional change (Baez, 2000; Delgado Bernal 
& Villalpando, 2002; Diggs et al., 2009; Duncan, 2014; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Padilla, 
1994; Stanley 2006). Hirshfield and Joseph (2012) coined the term “identity taxation” - building 
on Padilla’s (1994) “cultural taxation” work – to draw attention to the extra burden of service 
and DEI work placed on FOC due to their race/ethnicity and other minoritized identities. An 
intersectional lens further highlights the gendered racism as it relates to this taxation (Essed, 
2001; Solórzano, 1997). For example, Women of Color are particularly likely to engage in heavy 
service work, including being mentors or nurturing “mother” figures for students (Duncan; 2014; 
Griffin, 2013; Guardino & Borden, 2017; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Shalaby et al., 2020).  

 
A consequence of identity taxation is that FOC engage in heavy invisible labor (Baez, 

2000; Duncan, 2014; Hirshfield & Joseph 2012; Padilla, 1994; Shalaby et al., 2020). This term 
refers to work that is unpaid, unrecognized, and unacknowledged (Daniel, 1987). The invisibility 
of this labor stems from two issues. First, when this work is recognized, it is seen as service 
(Baez, 2000). Yet, institutional service continues to be valued less than research and teaching 
efforts (Antonio, 2000; Baez, 2000; Stanley, 2006). Second, even particular forms of scholarship 
of FOC, especially those at the intersection of leadership, mentoring, community activism and 
research, are often reduced to labels of service. In this way, review criteria do not adequately 
capture the wide-ranging and diverse contributions of FOC. Consequently, FOC often must fight 
for recognition of their labor (Casado Pérez et al., 2021; Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 2002). 
The lack of institutional recognition (e.g., incentives, resources) for the varied contributions and 
labor of FOC means that they are left to manage the double shift alone. They balance DEI work 
with review requirements, resulting in heavy burnout (Garrison-Wade et al., 2011).  
 
The Problem of Institutional Support 

 
FOC report a lack of support for engaging in leadership, including a lack of institutional 

mentoring (Duncan, 2014; Freeman et al., 2019, Corneille et al., 2019). For example, in one 
qualitative study conducted with tenured FOC from a research institution, participants reported 
that the lack of mentors made it difficult to access leadership positions (Freeman et al., 2019). 
They did not have guidance on understanding expectations for leadership roles, how to apply for 
such roles, and how to navigate institutional politics associated with the role. 

 
This lack of knowledge and guidance can also impact access to funding and resources for 

DEI-related leadership (Corneille et al., 2019; Garrison-Wade et al., 2011; Turner et al., 2011). 
For example, FOC may develop new initiatives for addressing social inequities, yet such 
initiatives often receive little to no monetary support despite general institutional approval. 
Through focus group interviews, FOC reported that institutions often fail to explicitly share 
pathways for accessing resources for such DEI efforts and programming (Garrison-Wade et al., 
2012; Turner et al., 2011). This can be especially difficult for Women of Color who are siloed 
into specific networks of communication and are left out of networks where this knowledge-
sharing is taking place (e.g., among White senior faculty) (Turner et al., 2011). This racialized 
gendered exclusion can lead to disparity in who receives resources and who does not. This lack 
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of support leaves FOC questioning if they want to pursue more responsibility in formal spaces, 
as securing resources is dependent on gatekeeping practices (Corneille et al., 2019; Turner et al., 
2011).  
 
Lack of Motivation or Resistance? 

 
In addition to these barriers, one study cited a lack of motivation among FOC as a barrier 

toward attaining a leadership role (Freeman et al., 2019). Interview research with FOC revealed 
that their perception of formal leadership as a “White boys club” meant that they saw formal 
leadership as serving and protecting White male interests. In response, many participants felt 
uneasy pursuing leadership and chose not to participate, despite believing that diversifying 
leadership spaces was essential for furthering opportunities for other FOC. The authors framed 
this disinterest as a lack of motivation to participate.  

 
This framing is similar to the concept of self-defeating resistance (Solórzano & Delgado, 

2001). This refers to a resistant act that may be motivated by a critique of the system (e.g., FOC 
view leadership as not valuing the needs of minoritized groups) yet the act is self-defeating in 
that it does not effectively bring about direct transformational change (Solórzano & Delgado, 
2001). Other scholars have made a distinction between “effective” and “non-effective” 
resistance. According to Robinson and Ward (1991), resistance for survival among Black 
community members is less effective because it serves the short-term interest of individuals in an 
oppressive environment (e.g., a high schooler dropping out because teachers mistreat them). 
They argue that this type of resistance is often done in isolation and disconnected from the Black 
community. Resistance for liberation, however, is viewed as a more mature resistant strategy that 
consciously challenges power structures through a critical lens (e.g., collective protests grounded 
in an understanding of the history of Black oppression). The authors argue that resistance for 
survival can be self-sabotaging and that educating oppressed groups to practice resistance for 
liberation is one way to bring empowerment and transformational change. 

 
There are several concerns with this framing. First, the binary view of resistance as 

effective or ineffective places blame on those resisting oppression rather than the system that is 
being resisted. The conversation shifts from understanding what power dynamics have caused 
this form of resistance to take place to assessing the effectiveness of individual resistors. Second, 
scholars have critiqued the claim that resistance is only effective when it brings about direct 
change (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2014; Rosales & Langhout, 2020; Ryan, 2015; Vinthagen & 
Johannsson, 2012). This view dismisses how minoritized groups practice everyday covert or 
hidden acts of resistance (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2014; Rosales & Langhout, 2020; Ryan, 
2015; Vinthagen & Johannsson, 2012). For example, everyday resistance might be a culturally-
identifiable way of challenging power among POC even if the oppressor does not readily 
recognize it (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2014; Rosales & Langhout, 2020; Ryan, 2015).  

 
Everyday Resistance in Higher Education 

  
When studying structural oppression, attending to resistance is critical (Rosales & 

Langhout, 2020; Rosenthal, 2016). The study of resistance counters deficit narratives about 
minoritized people as passive agents (hooks, 1990; Rosales & Langhout, 2020; Rosenthal, 2016; 
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Ryan, 2016). Much of the literature agrees that resistance is an oppositional act, an action that 
involves both agency and a pushing back against oppressive power (Johansson & Vinthagen, 
2014). Resistance is also often understood as a conscious action that is recognizable (e.g., 
marches, strikes, Rubin, 1996; Solórzano & Delgado, 2001). However, privileging conscious and 
visible forms of resistance ignores the importance of covert, everyday resistance strategies that 
allow minoritized groups to maneuver through tight spaces. Tight spaces are those marked by 
domination, creating a setting that is constricting and difficult to navigate (Rosales & Langhout, 
2020). In such spaces, going against the status quo can result in severe consequences, which 
makes overt forms critical for pushing back (Cruz, 2014, 2016; Lugones, 2003; Ryan, 2015).  
  

To understand everyday resistance, Johansson and Vinthagen (2014) offered four key 
assumptions. First, everyday resistance is a practice that pushes back against power and 
domination in an ongoing dialogue that might not be as visible as other forms of resistance, such 
as protests or demands for change (Rosales & Langhout, 2020). Second, understanding that 
everyday resistance is intertwined with power highlights the ongoing historical relationship 
between the oppressors and the oppressed (Johansson & Vinthagen, 2014; Vinthagen & 
Johannsson, 2012). Third, power is not singular but informed by many factors. Differing social 
locations and positions impacts one’s relationship to power and resistance (Johansson & 
Vinthagen, 2014). Finally, allowing the practices and purpose of everyday resistance to be 
flexible and changing allows for a deeper sensitivity to the shifting context that minoritized 
groups find themselves in and the strategies they use to survive (Vinthagen & Johannsson, 2012). 
These assumptions serve as guiding tools for exploring how POC use everyday resistance to 
push against oppressive systems, such as leadership structures.  
  

However, such resistant strategies among faculty, in general, have scarcely been 
documented (Hinchey, 2010; Lutz et al., 2013), with even less attention to FOC (Casado Pérez, 
2019). Casado Pérez (2019) documented, with in-depth interviews, the everyday resistance of six 
FOC in Counselor Education across multiple PWIs. For example, in response to unappreciated 
invisible labor, FOC engaged in self-love as a form of boundary setting, limiting the time they 
dedicated to institutional activities. This was an act of radical well-being, understanding that 
one’s time mattered. Participants also engaged in mentoring as a method to change the 
institution. This meant passing down generational knowledge to early-career scholars as a way of 
preparing them for barriers but also a strategy for not maintaining the status quo.  
  

These strategies are likely influenced by the institutional context, as organizational 
structures and policies inform the tight spaces FOC have to navigate. This means there are 
important questions to explore in other institutional contexts that are different from PWIs. For 
example, what barriers might FOC experience in a research-intensive (R1) HSI, where there are 
more minoritized students to serve than at PWIs and where pressures for research productivity 
are high? Indeed, empirical work documenting the barriers and everyday resistance of FOC in 
HSI contexts is sparse (Ledesma & Burciago, 2015; Petrov & Garcia, 2021). Yet, HSIs are a 
unique setting given the public mission to servingness while still maintaining structures that are 
rooted in whiteness and White supremacy (Brunsma et al., 2013; Cabrera et al., 2017; Ledesma 
& Burciaga, 2015; Nelson Laird et al., 2007). Given the scarcity of work focused on this issue, 
we drew from in-depth, semi-structured individual interviews with 16 FOC to examine how 
structures of power related to university leadership - especially those unique to R1 HSIs - 
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informed the barriers and resistance strategies FOC reported. Our goal was to understand the 
dynamic nature of these responses; that is, what specific resistance responses did FOC employ to 
the tight spaces they described navigating in this context.  

 
Method 

University Setting 
 
All participants were FOC at a four-year public R1 university. The institution became 

eligible for HSI designation in 2012, when they began enrolling at least 25% Latinx 
undergraduate students. This university is one of 17 HSIs nationwide that is also a R1 institution 
(HACU, 2020). This context is important when considering that no prior research has examined 
how FOC engage in everyday resistance at an HSI, where there is an explicit commitment to 
serving the needs of minoritized students.  

 
The campus serves approximately 19,494 undergraduate and graduate students. The 

undergraduate population included: 32% White, 26% Asian, 24% Latinx, 11% International, 4% 
Black, 2% Unknown, and 1% Native. Yet, the racial/ethnic background of the faculty is not as 
diverse as the student body. The majority of faculty identified as White (67%), followed by 14% 
Asian and/or Pacific Islander, 9% Latinx, 6% Other or Unknown, 3% Black, and 1% Native. The 
gender breakdown of faculty includes 55% men and 45% women.  

 
Participants 
 
 In Fall 2019, participants were recruited through two methods. First, we partnered with 
the chairs of four different racial/ethnic affinity groups for FOC (i.e., Asian, Black, Latinx, 
Native) on campus. These affinity groups were formed to support minoritized faculty on campus, 
especially around issues of DEI. Chairs of the group developed a list of all FOC on campus and 
created a listserv for each affinity group. Each current chair sent an email recruitment via the 
listerv, which included a survey link to a pre-screening for eligibility (e.g., identify as FOC, be 
ladder-rank tenure-track faculty) and to questions regarding demographic background (e.g., 
gender, year at the institution). In total, 10 participants were recruited using this method. Our 
second recruitment method was through snowballing sampling, in which participants 
recommended other FOC. Six participants were recruited this way, for a total sample of 16 
participants.  
 

To protect the identities of our participants, we use broad descriptive categories for 
reporting demographics. Nine faculty were Latinx, three were Asian, two were multi-racial, one 
was Black, and one was Indigenous. A majority of the sample identified as female (n=10), with 
five identifying as male and one as non-conforming. A total of four of the five academic 
divisions at the university were represented, including Social Sciences, Humanities, Physical and 
Biological Sciences, and Engineering; there were no faculty from the Arts. In terms of academic 
positions, our sample was mixed with 8 full professors, 4 associate professors, and 4 assistant 
professors. Their time at the university ranged from 1.5 years to 30 years (Mean = 14.5 years). 
 
Procedure 
 Participants were part of a broader study that focused on experiences with formal 
leadership. The faculty principal investigator (PI) and graduate student researcher (GSR), both 



REIMAGINING LEADERSHIP   9 
 

affiliated with the target university, conducted all study procedures. They utilized in-depth, semi-
structured interviews to allow for consistency in topics across all interviews and also flexibility 
for the conversation to flow in an informal, generative manner (Josselson, 2004). Indeed, the PI 
disclosed her identities and goals for the project at the start of the conversation to engage in a 
more transparent and authentic dialogue.  
 

We developed an initial draft of the protocol using knowledge from past literature on 
FOC leadership and from the PI’s own experiences in leadership. The draft was then shared with 
two research consultants from different departments — one faculty who identities as White and 
non-binary and another who identified as a Latino man. Combined, they held 35 years of 
experience and extensive leadership, which offered a wealth of knowledge to the project. They 
provided feedback on various parts (e.g., on length, framing of questions). After revisions were 
discussed and made, the researchers shared the protocol with a FOC affinity group leader 
(woman of color) to make further adjustments. The PI then conducted a pilot interview with a 
participant (Latino man), who offered final suggestions on any aspects that were still missing. 
After integrating changes and finalizing the protocol, the PI conducted the rest of the interviews.  

 
 All interviews with participants lasted 60-90 minutes and were conducted in Winter and 
Spring 2020. To allow maximum flexibility, we offered an online (via Zoom) or in-person 
interview option; all but one participant chose an online interview. We audio-recorded all 
interviews, either through the Zoom recording function or a physical audio recorder. The 
recordings were uploaded to a secure, password-protected TEMI account - an online 
transcription service - where the GSR did extensive listening and cleaning of the data before 
beginning analyses. The Institutional Review Board approved all procedures. 
 
Data Analysis  
 

The larger project was guided by phenomenology, as the intent was to learn about the 
unique and shared leadership experiences of a group of FOC at an HSI from their own subjective 
interpretations (Creswell & Poth, 2016). The PI and GSR adopted a constructivist approach; we 
acknowledged that our own experiences with and knowledge of the phenomenon influenced our 
own interpretation of the data and construction of central themes (Charmaz, 2008; Yin, 2003).  

 
For example, as the PI, I was first drawn to the research to better understand my own 

leadership experiences at the university and those of similar others. As a Mexican-American 
woman from a low-income, first-generation background, I engaged in heavy leadership prior to 
earning tenure. Although the work brought immense joy and purpose, I experienced burnout 
shortly after tenure. Although I felt my work was acknowledged, the sheer volume of work was 
overwhelming; I received disproportionate requests to engage in various university activities that 
served minoritized students while also managing my own research, teaching, and service 
commitments. This prompted me to explore how other FOC experienced leadership, especially 
within an HSI context where there are few FOC, and what strategies FOC used to navigate their 
experiences. To support the project, I invited the GSR, and first author of the paper, who 
identifies as Salvadoran-American from a low-income background. She is a first-generation 
college student with research interests in educational equity, with a focus on the lived 
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experiences of students of color in higher education. This first-hand experience and engagement 
with relevant literature provided important insight into the phenomenon under investigation.   

 
Since our aim was not to generate theory from the data (see grounded theory, Charmaz, 

2008; Strauss & Corbin, 1994) but rather understand patterns in the data more broadly, we used 
latent thematic analysis (TA) (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Latent TA aligns with a constructivist 
paradigm in that it seeks to theorize how sociocultural contexts and structural conditions - like 
experiences of racism or sexism - inform the meaning of what participants share (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006). The development of themes requires interpretive work by the research team, 
making the process a co-construction of reality. As such, we engaged in reflexive work 
throughout the coding process in order to discuss what we were learning from the interviews and 
to share our sense-making of what participants were sharing (Smith & Luke, 2021).  

 
In our approach to latent TA, we incorporated both deductive (i.e., codes informed by 

literature) and inductive (i.e., codes constructed from the data) coding methods (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). Using both methods allowed us to acknowledge our prior engagement with the literature 
and to remain open in coding to ensure that patterns we constructed represented the data well. To 
start this process, we became familiar with the data. First, we noted our thoughts and feelings 
and discussed these observations in an ongoing process while conducting interviews and 
listening to audio files during the transcribing and cleaning process. We documented our 
impressions and notes from our discussion about what stood out on a shared Google Sheet. 
Second, we expanded on our notes by reading two transcripts and adding to or refining our 
impressions. We then met over three months to read through all the interviews and to develop 
codes by pasting relevant data extracts into our Google Sheet and talking through these extracts.  

 
Once we coded all the data, we began organizing codes into larger themes. Here, our 

conversations shifted to interpretative analysis of the data. We started to draw larger connections 
between the codes. We reflected on how participants were responding to barriers in creative, 
resourceful ways; such reflection changed the way we thought about the codes (Smith & Luke, 
2021). Part of our organizing at this stage was relating the barriers with responses in a way that 
reflected the everyday resistance framework. In linking these elements, we started to name and 
define the themes. For example, we combined the individual codes of Wanting a Work-life 
Balance and Learning to Set Boundaries into a larger theme of Prioritizing Self-love to Resist 
Invisible Labor. We then worked to refine these working themes by comparing them back to the 
data extracts and then more broadly back to the larger dataset. In an ongoing manner, even 
during the writing process, we kept refining our definitions of the themes. This comparison 
process gave us some confidence that the themes fit the data well and that they were distinct 
elements that spoke to different - although related - facets of everyday resistance.  

 
Trustworthiness  
 
 To enhance the trustworthiness of our work, we employed two recommended practices 
with qualitative approaches: investigator triangulation and reflexivity (Archibold, 2016; 
Merriam, 1998). We triangulated our perspectives as independent readers of the data (Merriam, 
1998). In our discussions, we engaged in systematic comparison of our perspectives by 
independently reading the data and then engaging in thorough discussions of our meaning-
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making, noting instances where our interpretations overlapped or diverged (Merriam, 1998). We 
then compared our perspectives with data extracts in a continuous manner with the aim to build a 
more holistic understanding of the data (Merriam, 1998). We relied on our reflexive process to 
clarify our assumptions and to discuss how our own positionalities might have shaped our 
understanding of the data (Merriam, 1998). Part of the strength of our reflexive process was that 
we collaborated on all elements of the project, including research design, data collection, and 
data analysis. From the beginning of the project, we explicitly shared our intentions for the work 
and were mindful of our different and shared social positions (Merriam, 1998). Because our own 
experiences and knowledge of the topic influence our interpretations, we remained vigilant to 
instances where the data contradicted our assumptions. We took extensive notes on a shared 
Google Sheet to document these occurrences. We then supplemented our discussions and 
reflections with reading of more academic literature, which helped us revisit the data in a focused 
way and helped us to challenge our assumptions further (Smith & Luke, 2021).  
 

Findings 
 

Prioritizing Self-Love to Resist Invisible Labor  
 
 Almost all participants experienced heavy invisible labor. The structural (i.e., 
demographic) diversity of the HSI makes it so that minoritized students disproportionately seek 
out connection and guidance from the few FOC present in the institution (Turner et al., 2008). 
Dr. G described this different type of labor for FOC, “We are asked to do a lot more. We deal 
with students who are most vulnerable and really struggling… so many of the kinds of issues that 
are abstract for our colleagues are very intimate and lived [for us].” This centrality of lived 
experience - a feature of CRT - informs how FOC connect with and acknowledge the schooling 
realities of minoritized students (Baez, 2000; Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 2002).  For 
example, Dr. G felt called to work on issues that were personally connected to her own lived 
experiences as a POC. However, she also acknowledged the heavy emotional toll that stems from 
this work, especially when institutional structures that privilege whiteness do not formally 
recognize this as a strength or contribution (Foste & Irwin, 2020; McLaren, 1997). 
 

This structural ignoring of the efforts of FOC impacts their career advancement. 
Epistemological racism within tenure and promotion review processes undervalues the scholarly 
and leadership contributions of FOC (Delgado Bernal & Villapando, 2002). The gendered racism 
that Women of Color experience is rooted in both “racist and ethnicist perceptions of gender 
roles” (Essed, 2001, p. 31) and reflects how Women of Color are expected to engage in heavy 
service work. This expectation further harms them in the review process, as service is the least 
valued criterion (Duncan, 2014; Hirshfield, 2012; Schuster & Finklestein, 2006). Dr. J explicitly 
named the intersections of racism and sexism that exist within the promotion process:  

 
People of color, women especially … they may not even be in an official role as 
committee member or director of this or that in their program, but they're the ones who 
are actually doing all this work to make sure that these initiatives get followed through 
on...which means they just can't get to full professor…. 
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While participants can share in this experience because of their shared racial/ethnic identities as 
students, the gendered racism points to disproportionate taxation on Women of Color (Duncan, 
2014; Essed, 2001; Griffin et al, 2013; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Ponjuan et al., 2011). Dr. G, 
for example, noted how students felt comfortable seeking her out which created feelings of 
responsibility to help them. This felt responsibility was reflected in Dr. E’s response when 
describing her decision to take on a leadership role, “Me toca a mi [It’s my turn]”. Dr. E 
described that this responsibility stems from viewing her department as functioning as “familia 
[family]”. In this model, everyone has a role to play to support one another.  
 
 As a form of everyday resistance, participants engaged in boundary setting as a method 
of self-love (Casado Pérez, 2019). FOC described caretaking practices (e.g., hobbies) they 
enjoyed and would not give up. Dr. P, a tenured professor, spoke about how, “if I have time… to 
take care of the things in my life that I want to do, then I'm in a good place.” Dr. P participated in 
heavy leadership responsibilities and, for them1, self-love was crucial to continue leading a 
healthy and balanced life. Still, even in working toward work-life balance, some participants 
questioned if they were doing enough. Dr. G shared, “Am I cutting corners because I still have 
my life? I'm not working twenty-four seven. I have a social life.” The deep commitment and 
responsibility to serving students often made it difficult for participants, especially those 
identified as women, to step away when they felt overwhelmed. For example, after describing 
her heavy leadership work, Dr. G shared that “none of it is going to count for anything when I go 
up for tenure”. Still, she remained committed to the work noting, “this is actually the stuff that 
makes everything else feel meaningful. So, I'm willing to take the hit.” 
 
 In these cases, boundary setting needed to be initiated by later-career FOC, who had more 
protection. Dr. B, for example, explained a cultural shift that needed to take place in her 
department after an external review found that their assistant professors were burnt out and at 
risk of leaving the department. She, along with other later-career faculty, realized they needed 
“to be willing to give up something for the younger generations”. This shift meant actively 
protecting the time of early-career faculty. Dr. F echoed this belief. Now, as a tenured faculty 
member, they felt more protection as a full professor, so could take a more active role in pushing 
back, a task they would never put on “somebody who was untenured”.  
 

Part of pushing back, for Dr. L, included fighting epistemological racism - and 
structurally acknowledging invisible labor - within the review process. In a formal leadership 
role, Dr. L tried to expand how the academy views DEI work, yet met opposition because 
“people are still stuck on kind of evaluating personnel actions in a way that they've always been 
done before…often [only through] scholarly work”. They challenged this process by arguing that 
DEI leadership can be “integrated” into many areas such as research, service, and teaching. For 
Dr. L, expanding how DEI is evaluated allows for the work of FOC to be better recognized.  

 
Refusing to Exemplify the “Spirit of the Institution” in Response to Tokenization   
 

 
1 When gender is not central to the analysis, we use “they/them/their” pronouns to identify FOC 
in order to further protect their identities.  
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Most participants reported experiencing formal leadership as a space that tokenized their 
efforts (Freeman et al., 2019; Diggs et al., 2009; Kanter, 1977; Shim, 2020). This included 
identifying participants as both representatives for minoritized groups and as responsible for 
diversifying the field, while still expecting FOC to adhere to institutional rules and restrictions 
(Kanter, 1977; Shim; 2020). This tension reflects an institutional reality where the public mission 
of the HSI is rooted in DEI and servingness meanwhile the underlying structures and policies 
remain unchanged and rooted in whiteness (Brunsma et al., 2013; Cabrera et al., 2017; Ledesma 
& Burciago, 2015; Nelson Laird et al., 2007). This barrier often created a hesitancy to go beyond 
the minimum required for leadership, as Dr. O explained: 

 
I’m not interested in being a dean or chancellor or anything…. [P]aradoxically if you're 
higher up in the administration at our campus, you are more in a position to be told what 
you have to do … by higher-ups.  
 

Dr. O used the example of a graduate student strike focused on a wage increase to meet the high 
cost of living. She witnessed the demands the administration made on faculty on how to respond 
to students. This response confirmed that Dr. O did not want “be in a position where I am 
required to do something that is against my principles”, such as going against a student strike.  
 
 Dr. K also noted restrictions that came with tokenizing leadership roles. They reflected 
on previous successes in diversifying their department, such as through programs for 
undergraduates. They shared, “I think I was used as a kind of the token [FOC] of the division”. 
Such successes limited their freedom to acquire additional support:  
 

I had conversations, which were kind of incredibly insulting. [Administrative leaders 
told] me that the only way that they were going to give me extra support and recognize 
my work on diversity was if I helped others in the division for diversity. And I'm like, 
well, I'm not like this [FOC] Messiah that came from the heavens. 
 

For Dr. K, these DEI-related successes led to greater responsibility from administration to create 
similar change in other departments. Dr. K expressed deep dissatisfaction from this outcome, as 
it limited the advocacy work they felt called to do.  
 

Because of these restrictions, participants actively decided not to participate in formal 
leadership. Participants used their agency to step away entirely from these restricting, tight 
spaces and instead pursued other avenues to make an impact. Dr. D described this as being 
reluctant to take on “the spirit of the institution''. Although participants shared in their frustration 
with tokenization, gendered norms influenced responses to this frustration. On the one hand, as 
illustrated in the first theme, participants who self-identified as women were more likely to adopt 
self-care strategies to find work-life balance, allowing them to maintain their commitments to 
their leadership and to themselves. Self-identified men, on the other hand, were more likely to 
decide to not participate altogether. For example, Dr. A stated that though he had “high respect 
for bureaucracies”, he felt these positions were limiting and did not allow him to have academic 
“freedom”. He stated that “if at any point I feel like someone is no longer allowing me to do 
what I need, what I want to do, what I feel is what I should do, I quit. I'll move on to something 
else.”  
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This was also the case for Dr. C, a male-identifying FOC. When Dr. C participated in a 
working group with a heavy workload early in his time at the university, he made the decision 
not to return to the group. This tied to his thoughts about leadership as something that you 
“[sink] a lot of time into something that isn't required… and that I'm not incentivized to do.”  The 
freedom to say “no” might be tied to institutional sexism; indeed, saying “no'' can garner less 
criticism from colleagues for FOC who self-identify as men than as women (Pyke, 2011).  

 
Meaningful Impact Despite Formal Leadership Spaces  
 
 Because of the commitment to maintain the status quo, participants noted how formal 
leadership structures had little potential to create meaningful impact for minoritized groups. 
Resistance to change within the university was salient for participants who self-identified as 
women. As Women of Color shoulder more responsibilities of institution care-taking (Hirshfield 
& Joseph, 2012), they may also confront the brunt of institutional resistance. Dr. O, who 
identified as a woman, expressed doubt that even “the chancellor” could make necessary changes 
due to the “top-down dynamic” in administration. Such top-down approaches fail to create a 
space free of retaliation and a space which values on-the-ground leadership efforts (Bensimon & 
Neumann, 1993; Casado Pérez et al., 2021; Kezar 2011). This model of leadership discouraged 
participants from advocating for institutional change. Dr. O found it disheartening to “pour your 
heart and soul into helping this institution you love get better and then have [your efforts] go 
nowhere.”  
 
 In these ways, top-down leadership systems can feel impersonal and detached (Morgan, 
1997). Many participants, like Dr. F, viewed formal leadership as slow and lacking the 
immediate impact that comes with working in more informal spaces, such as advising students. 
They explained that in informal spaces “students [leave] feeling better about what they do or 
[how faculty] shape their learning”, whereas in their committee role, “it feels really distant even 
when it's about such important stuff.” Though Dr. F viewed both spaces as important, they felt 
the informal routes allowed for more meaningful impact among students. 
 
 Participation in informal spaces illustrated a form of everyday resistance heavily 
practiced among all participants who were committed to equity. Dr. L highlighted what drives 
them to want to see an impact in their own department: “I want my field… to be more inclusive 
and diverse. I want it to be welcoming and I want to stop seeing students selectively leaving 
along demographic lines.” In a White- and male-dominated discipline, they witnessed the exodus 
of minoritized students because of a lack of support and understanding. In order to address this 
issue, they started a program designed to serve diverse populations of students, explaining that 
these efforts came from a desire to “want to be in a room full of people that look different”. 
Participants, like Dr. L, used their power and agency, outside of formal roles, to push for change.  
 
Being Creative and Resourceful to Maneuver Limited Institutional Resources 
 

Though participants invested in efforts of servingness, many reported difficulty securing 
resources for this leadership work (Baez, 2000; Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 2002; Duncan, 
2014; Freeman et al., 2019). Dr. D reported that the problem of a lack of resources stemmed 
from a lack of “structural commitment” from the university. DEI initiatives without careful 
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thought and investment produce little, often superficial-level change (Ahmed, 2012; Williams & 
Clowney, 2007). A structural commitment to servingness entails investment of resources 
(Garcia, 2018; Petrov & Garcia, 2021). To illustrate this barrier, Dr. D remembered, while being 
provost of a residential college, asking for resources to improve the ratio of advisors for first-
generation and underrepresented students. She explained the college had a high turnover rate and 
was understaffed. Yet, the administrative leaders refused her request, explaining that they 
“couldn't treat this residential college in a super special way”, and instead told Dr. D to use any 
remaining budget from the provost role. She noted the contradiction between being expected to 
engage in servingness with no actual resource commitments to do the work. Indeed, scholars 
have documented the structural underfunding of public, R1 institutions serving larger numbers of 
racially- and economically-minoritized students (Hamilton & Nielsen, 2021).  

 
 Some participants responded in creative and resourceful ways, including acquiring their 
own means of funding (Ryan, 2015; Turner et al., 2011). Gendered norms and institutional 
experience influenced the use of this strategy. In the early stages of their careers, faculty report 
being highly motivated, idealistic, and willing to put in long hours of hard work (Boice, 1992; 
Olsen, 1993; Rice et al., 2000). Hostile and unchanging work climates in academia relate to 
higher dissatisfaction over time with one’s profession (Rice et al., 2000). This structural 
disconnect between the goals of FOC and the institutional climate might explain differential 
responses among early- and later-career FOC. That is, finding creative ways to enact change 
among early-career FOC might be related to not yet being “disillusioned with administration”, as 
Dr. B described. Racialized gender expectations from colleagues to “take care of the academic 
family” might create a setting where early-career FOC who self-identify as women might be 
particularly influenced to adapt creatively when resources are limited (Guardino & Borden, 
2017; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012). Dr. N applied for and received a large-scale grant in order to 
make change in her department that struggled with structural diversity. She recalled the freedom 
that securing her own money gave her to make decisions, “[Now] when I say [or] like I 
threatened to pay out of my pocket…like I could do it because I have money, they can't ignore 
me.” The power to leverage her own funds enabled Dr. N to make decisions more freely and in 
collaboration with her team. 
 
Preparing the Next Generation of Scholars to Counter Gatekeeping Practices  
 

Though participants creatively navigated structural barriers within the institution (Turner 
et al., 2011; Yosso, 2005), heavy gatekeeping kept them from top-rank positions that provide 
power to create larger change. Gatekeeping was a method used for exclusion, often by 
withholding critical information or resources for navigating university leadership (Freeman et al., 
2019; Settles et al., 2020; Turner et al., 2011). One major form of gatekeeping that participants 
reported was a lack of institutional mentorship (Freeman et al., 2019). Dr. H compared her 
experience to a close friend at another institution who is enrolled in a higher education leadership 
training program specifically for Women of Color. They can network and learn “about budgets 
one week, then they learn about hiring and the laws”. Such formal programs are critical for 
unmasking the hidden rules of university leadership and for addressing sexism within leadership 
structures (Whitford, 2020). Dr. B explained sexist interactions within leadership, “Often 
because you're a woman, when there's a restroom or a bathroom break, all of the men who are 
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usually in these leadership positions will go and chat away about things. By the time you come 
back to the meeting, the decision has been made.”  

 
As CRT outlines, racism and sexism within institutional structures can be so pervasive 

that it goes unnoticed (Ledesma & Burciaga, 2015; Patton, 2016).  Dr. I participated in a top-
level position within her department and still was kept out of many important meetings with no 
explanation. When reflecting back, Dr. I explained this type of behavior is acceptable because 
“there's no sort of pushback.” She noted that it is easy and common for the campus to appoint 
White faculty as leaders, yet it is often difficult “to give experience of a higher administrative 
leadership position to [FOC]”, because people are not “primed” to see FOC in that manner. 
Echoing this sentiment, Dr. O offered this type of racist and sexist exclusion as a reason for not 
wanting to be a part of the “good old boys’ network”.   

 
 As a refusal to continue the legacy of gatekeeping, participants reported devoting their 
time to preparing future generations of scholars. Their goal was to make explicit the hidden rules 
of academia for the next generation. This preparation occurred through classwork that challenged 
students to think critically about the world, advising students about future career paths, or 
through heavy mentoring of students (Casado Pérez, 2019, Casado Pérez et al., 2021). Dr. I 
participated in advising students as provost and also created opportunities in classrooms for 
students from “different backgrounds to work on an action project in our undergraduate classes”. 
These projects revolved around “the housing crisis” or “immigration” but allowed students to 
think critically about these issues in a supportive yet challenging environment. As an example of 
the importance of mentoring, Dr. B explained, “for me the most important thing about mentoring 
is helping a person move forward and hopefully move beyond me.” Dr. B understood that POC 
maneuvered tight spaces and that she could act as a buffer. Her hopes were that students could 
eventually surpass her in what they can accomplish and reach. So, while participants encountered 
heavy gatekeeping, they used their leadership to both prevent students from facing the same 
pitfalls they encountered and to work towards creating a more equitable system.  
 

Discussion 
 

No work has examined the “tight spaces” or everyday acts of resistance for FOC at a R1 
HSI. Thus, the current findings contribute a novel understanding of how this context uniquely 
informs experiences of racism and sexism in leadership structures for FOC. Past work has 
documented similar challenges in leadership reported in this study for FOC, especially in PWIs. 
These included: the burden of invisible labor due to epistemological racism (Delgado Bernal & 
Villalpando, 2002; Duncan, 2014; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Settles et al., 2020); experiences of 
tokenization (Duncan, 2014; Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012; Padilla, 1994); institutional resistance to 
change (Freeman et al., 2019); limited resources (Baez, 2000; Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 
2002; Duncan, 2014); and heavy gatekeeping (Freeman et al., 2019). Yet, if we consider the 
institutional site in which the current study was conducted, we can understand the underlying 
structures that uniquely inform these tight spaces for FOC at this institution.  

 
For example, the target R1 HSI aims to increase access to research opportunities for and 

represent the state’s demographic of growing numbers of racially- and economically-minoritized 
students. Indeed, the campus has explicitly adopted a mission of servingness and commitment to 
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building a racially-just campus. Yet, participants' accounts in the current interviews 
demonstrated that the underlying structures still remain rooted in historical and ongoing practices 
of whiteness. Different from literature on PWIs, these findings demonstrated how a commitment 
to serving larger numbers of minoritized students places disproportionate invisible labor on FOC 
- especially those identified as women - while remaining committed to the status quo. This 
commitment to the status quo is also reflected in unshifting racist and sexist tenure and 
promotion review processes that undermine the full contributions of FOC, and in the limited 
resources and institutional support (e.g., gatekeeping) offered to FOC for their contributions to 
DEI-related leadership. So although these barriers might overlap with those documented in prior 
work at PWIs, the specific organizational structure of a R1 HSI uniquely informs how FOC 
experience different forms of racism and sexism in leadership structures.  

 
Given these unique tight spaces, participants reported practicing particular forms of 

everyday resistance. These included prioritizing self-love, refusing to take part in formal 
leadership, being resourceful, creating change through informal routes, and preparing the next 
generation of scholars. The pervasiveness of racism made it so all participants had to adopt some 
or all of these strategies for maneuvering through tight spaces in leadership in order to push back 
against oppression. Through the lens of some resistance frameworks, these strategies may be 
seen as “non-effective” for creating transformational change (Robinson & Ward, 1991). Yet, 
when guided by the theory of everyday resistance, we are able to capture the meaning behind 
how these covert forms of resistance serve as a mechanism for how FOC survive and thrive in 
academia. These strategies speak to how our participants choose to practice their agency, 
understanding the different power dynamics in which they are situated (Cruz, 2014; Johansson & 
Vinthagen, 2014; Rosales & Langhout, 2020; Vinthagen & Johannsson, 2012).  

 
Their everyday resistance responses speak to the ongoing relationship between power and 

privilege as they navigated different tight spaces within academia (Johansson & Vinthagen, 
2014; Rosales & Langhout, 2020). For example, gendered racism informed points of privilege 
and discrimination among participants. Experiences with sexism created differential responses to 
refusing to take on the “spirit of the institution” or to invisible labor. Participants who identified 
as women more often engaged in boundary setting to take care of themselves and their time, 
while still maintaining their obligations and commitments to DEI leadership. This boundary 
setting may be in response to cultural stereotypes and expectations of women of color to act as 
“nurturers” and “mother figures” and to advocate for the needs of minoritized groups, even at the 
expense of their research and career goals (Griffin, 2013; Griffin et al, 2013; Hirshfield & 
Joseph, 2012). Boundary setting may serve to resist this form of gendered racism; at the same 
time, this type of boundary setting may also serve as a way to further prevent future requests for 
this particular labor that disproportionately affect FOC who identify as women. Participants who 
identified as men, conversely, were more likely to leave the space altogether, reflecting more 
freedom and privilege to say “no” for this group (Hirshfield & Joseph, 2012).  

 
Moreover, though creating change through informal roles and preparing the next 

generation of scholars have been documented strategies in PWIs among FOC (Casado-Perez, 
2019), again the institutional context sheds light on these responses within an R1 HSI setting. As 
an institution with underlying structures still rooted in whiteness, FOC had to find alternative 
pathways for enacting change, especially as existing structures felt unchanging. The larger 
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numbers of racially- and economically–minoritized students made this maneuvering especially 
critical, as gatekeeping structures limited how much change participants could enact. The 
informal pathways enabled participants to leverage their own lived experiences in order to better 
prepare the next generations of more diverse scholars in their own navigation of the university. 
In these varied ways, everyday resistance reflected the agency and power of FOC working to 
make change to existing structures and daily lived realities for minoritized groups. Participants 
worked to balance challenging power dynamics with an awareness of how these power dynamics 
impacted their own lives, including their own advancement, goals, and well-being (Casado 
Pérez, 2019).  

 
Future Directions 
 

Drawing from in-depth interviews, we brought attention to the ways race, racism, and 
sexism impacted experiences of and everyday responses to discrimination and privilege with 
leadership structures at a public R1 HSI. Scholars should utilize quantitative methods to further 
explore how FOC practice everyday resistance not only in response to the barriers faced in 
relation to formal leadership, but also other domains of faculty life. Quantitative methods can 
further strengthen these findings by documenting patterns among larger groups of FOC and by 
establishing correlational links between the barriers they face and the everyday resistance 
practices in which they engage. Future quantitative analyses can also further test how 
intersections of race, gender, and academic position impact the experiences of faculty, more 
generally, within a R1 HSI setting. Exploring barriers and everyday resistance experiences using 
multiple methods can offer guidance on how to address tight spaces more systematically.  

 
The current work also only included voices of FOC. While intentional, it would be 

critical to understand how those in power also make decisions about leadership. The 
responsibility to disrupt racism and sexism within leadership structures - and all structures within 
the university more broadly - lies with all members of the institution, but particularly those with 
the most power (Owen, 2007; Petrov & Garcia, 2021). Researchers should consider conducting 
interviews with top-level administrators to understand the barriers in formal leadership from their 
perspective and how they do or do not work to undo problematic structures. This would offer an 
important lens on how oppression is reinforced or disrupted in everyday decision-making among 
administrators, offering another avenue for potential intervention and policy change.  

 
Finally, the study was conducted during a difficult time globally, at the beginning of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. As many critical scholars have highlighted, this pandemic brought to light 
the many ways social class, race/ethnicity, location, and gender are impacted by oppression and 
domination (Baker, 2021; Duncan et al., 2021; Tevis, 2021). Racially- and economically-
minoritized people globally suffered disproportionately compared to their counterparts (CDC, 
2022); this was also true for students in higher education (Molock & Parchem, 2020). These 
disproportionate impacts were worsened by increased national attention to racial civil unrest and 
police state violence (Molock & Parchem, 2020). Witnessing and managing national crises not 
only impacts the personal lived experiences of FOC but also adds to the invisible labor when 
having to support minoritized students in the academy. FOC, especially those identified as 
women, already spend significant time mentoring and caring for minoritized students; these 
events exacerbated that need (Anwer, 2020).  
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As such, spaces within higher education, especially in this socio-political context - can be 
incredibly anxiety-provoking and uncomfortable (Duncan et al., 2021). Perhaps, during this time, 
FOC practiced new forms of agency and resistance (e.g., being creative) along with other well-
documented forms (e.g., boundary setting). For example, on the one hand, meeting virtually 
might have made it easier for some FOC to remove themselves from tense spaces and to control 
particular features of their engagement. On the other hand, the presence of virtual meetings 
might have created more burdens and invisible labor for FOC, as meetings were easier to 
schedule (see Zoom fatigue, Njoku & Evans, 2022). As we transition into a new stage of the 
pandemic, understanding how formal leadership practices shifted and changed as a response to a 
virtual environment is needed, especially shifts that helped to affirm the work of FOC or reduce 
barriers to navigating leadership spaces. Understanding whether or not FOC practiced new forms 
of resistance in such a setting is critical to continuing to reimagine what formal spaces can look 
like. Indeed, scholars call to use these shifting experiences to reimagine traditional systems in a 
new light, one where norms can be broken (Duncan et al., 2021). 

 
Implications & Conclusions 
 

Interviews with FOC navigating tight spaces within a R1 HSI spotlight a need for change. 
They have initiated this process through everyday covert acts of resistance. These acts reveal 
several important implications for what it means to dismantle institutional oppression, especially 
within an HSI context aiming to work toward racial and economic justice (Laden, 2001; Garcia, 
2018; Ledesma & Burciago, 2015; Petrov & Garcia, 2021). A connecting feature among many of 
the themes is the notion that FOC disproportionately engage in invisible forms of labor in the 
name of institutional servingness (Brown-Glaude, 2009; Duncan, 2014; Griffin, 2013; Guillaume 
& Apodaca, 2020; Hirshfield & Joseph 2012; Padilla, 1994; Shalaby et al., 2020). Though FOC 
employed creative ways to maneuver this invisibility, a structural response requires a rethinking 
of promotion and tenure review processes (Settles et al., 2020). In R1 HSI contexts, research 
productivity remains the most valued criterion (Baez, 2000; Tippeconnic Fox, 2009). Expanding 
definitions of what counts as rigorous research - to include scholarship that centers marginalized 
voices or employs community-engaged approaches - is one way to confront epistemological 
racism and question practices of objectivity (Delgado Bernal & Villalpando, 2002; Ledesma & 
Burciaga, 2015; Ozer et al., 2021; Quinn-Szcesuil, 2019; Settles et al., 2020). Simultaneously, 
shifting department and campus conversations in ways that value teaching, mentoring, and 
service more also serves to undo invisible labor. FOC engage in heavy mentoring that sustains a 
diverse student population, including supporting students through their own gatekeeping points 
in their trajectories. Concretely highlighting the importance of such efforts helps to rethink 
traditional review structures in ways that better recognize the varied contributions, labor, and 
cultural wealth of minoritized groups (Yosso, 2005).  

 
Another connecting feature across the themes was lack of institutional support for DEI 

leadership. This ranged from experiencing gatekeeping practices that prevented access to 
leadership positions, feeling limited in terms of resources and opportunities to enact change 
through formal leadership positions, and feeling tokenized in those same positions. There must 
be meaningful investment in supporting the development of leaders in these contexts if 
institutions are to work toward racial justice (Petrov & Garcia, 2021). Though hiring more FOC 
is one step toward representing student demography on campus and toward reducing 
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tokenization (Ledesma & Burciago, 2015), other systemic shifts should supplement this work. 
For example, campus should provide critical resources (e.g., course releases, funding, staffing) 
when supporting the work of leaders, especially those engaged in DEI-related efforts and 
initiatives (Tate & Bagguley, 2017). Access to resources not only communicates the value of 
such efforts but it also provides the foundation for being able to meaningfully execute efforts that 
tie directly to servingness.  

 
Campuses can also be more intentional in how they train and select leaders for important 

campus positions that have implications for institutional policies and practices (e.g., chairs, 
associate deans, provosts). Strengthening selection criteria that prioritizes individuals who have 
demonstrated evidence of anti-racist, collaborative approaches in past leadership or of efforts 
that have advanced a mission of servingness in concrete ways are direct ways to counter 
whiteness. Such criteria directly honors skills, talents, and contributions that center goals of 
racial equity. At the same time, for those interested in developing their skills as leaders, 
institutions should provide opportunities for robust training (Freeman et al., 2019; Turner et al., 
2011). Such training is critical for FOC and non-FOC alike, as the burden of institutional work 
should not fall solely on those who are most minoritized in the academy (Garcia & Ramirez, 
2018; Reguerín et al., 2020).  

 
Rethinking structures of leadership requires multiple points of intervention, ranging from 

large-scale investments (e.g., hiring more FOC, reimagine promotion and tenure process) to 
smaller, but still meaningful, shifts (e.g., expanding definitions of review criteria, training chairs 
how to advocate for anti-racist and anti-sexist practices in department discussions). Without 
these investments, the institution will continue to communicate its own resistance to change and 
resistance to acknowledge how structures that reward whiteness will continue to burn out and 
push out essential leaders and undermine efforts of servingeness. Indeed, FOC are left with the 
responsibility of maneuvering tight spaces in the absence of real structural change. In this study, 
FOC participants shared that they prioritized self-love, said no, were resourceful, pursued 
informal pathways for change, and prepared the next generation of scholars – to carry out their 
own commitment to social justice and to model the agency, courage, and effort it takes to build a 
racially- and economically-just institution. Universities survive off the labor, cultural wealth, and 
love of FOC. Documenting the everyday resistance of FOC not only points out the everyday 
institutional harms that FOC confront but it also highlights a praxis of and commitment to love 
among FOC for minoritized peoples within the academy. These everyday acts of resistance - 
everyday acts of love, really - are servingness. Institutions must follow the lead of FOC to 
reckon with their own shortcomings in this work and to commit to eliminating oppression and 
subordination of all members of the institution. Only then can a mission of servingness manifest. 
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