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Abstract 

Numerous reports and studies point to increasing 

performance criteria and workplace stress for 

academics/researchers. Together with the audience, 

this panel will explore how we experience this in the 

HCI community, focussing particularly on what we can 

do to change this for a slower more sustainable 

academic culture. The future of good quality HCI 

research is dependent on happy healthy researchers 

and reasonable realistic academic processes. 
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Introduction 

As part of the SIGHI community, we “are interested in 

how people interact with technologies and how 

technology changes society” [19]. Now more than ever, 

our contributions are needed to address significant 

societal challenges but to deliver on our mission, we 

need to be able to bring the best of ourselves to that 

work. The increasing pressures of academia however 
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suggest that this is becoming more and more difficult 

[14] and change is needed [7].  

Academics worldwide are being subjected to increasing 

managerial processes and performance accountability 

[1,3] resulting in “hypercompetition” [2] and increasing 

pressure to publish, get research funding, deliver high 

quality teaching, and perform peer and departmental 

service [15,18]. Ironically much of this new form of 

counting and accounting has been enabled by 

technology [12], leading to “the re-rationalization of 

higher education according to neoliberal ideology and 

New Public Management technologies” [20:201].  

The personal impact of this is increasing levels of stress 

and burnout among academics [9,13]. For example, UK 

academics reported finding their job stressful, working 

long hours, and experiencing low well-being and high 

work-life conflict due to increasing work demands [16]. 

Stresses are particularly pronounced for early and mid-

career academics [10,13], more so for those without 

permanent positions [18], and for PhD students [17] 

who need to be competitive for career positions. This 

impact is also reflected in the personal stories shared 

by various HCI people in the Changing Academic Life 

podcast series [5]. In addition to issues noted above, a 

repeated theme is the increasing pressure to publish 

with an inadvertent emphasis on quantity over quality 

[8], termed ‘short-termism’ [11].  Additional pressures 

are also coming from the rise of right-wing politics 

world-wide and an accompanying distrust of science.  

Aim of the panel 

Hence, the aim of this panel is to engage the HCI 

community in discussions about what we can do about 

this situation, both individually and collectively. The 

focus will be on practical strategies to become agents of 

change: for ourselves, for the contexts in which we 

work, and for the system more broadly. What can we 

choose to make different decisions about and what do 

we have control over? What can we influence and how? 

Individual change: On the positive side, academics 

have considerable autonomy and flexibility in setting 

their own goals   and many are driven by a love of their 

work. But this autonomy and flexibility, in the face of 

an academic culture that is increasingly demanding, 

has it downsides [10]. The point is though that we have 

some power here to make choices, albeit always with 

trade-offs, about how we respond to the pressures and 

how we prioritise different aspects of our work and 

non-work lives, and how we prioritise self-care [4]. 

Local culture/institutional change: Our academic work 

is always in a social context and how can we impact or 

influence our own workplaces and institutions? What 

can we do to promote better social relationships and 

well-being in the workplace? How do we look out for 

one another? How can we influence aspects such as 

how hiring is done, how contributions are evaluated 

and valued, what performance criteria are put in place, 

what support structures are available and so on? 

Systemic change: A more challenging level of change is 

at the system level as this is tied up with broader 

political and funding agendas. For more senior 

academics who serve on policy panels at funding 

agencies or set agendas for funding institutions, e.g., 

through the National Academy of Science panels in the 

US or EPSRC in the UK, what can we do to influence 

debates and future policy directions, e.g., though 

writing to people who are on panels?  
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Combining academia and activism for change can be a 

risky business [6] but to not try to effect change is 

even riskier given the current trends in academia. This 

discussion is critical to the ongoing mission of HCI to 

ensure that academic/research careers in the future are 

sustainable and promote well-rounded happy healthy 

people. 

Panel Overview 

A key lesson, from the podcast feedback and from what 

happens at colloquia and early career development 

symposia, is about the power of stories and connecting 

together to share experiences and strategies.  

Recognising this, the panel will be organized as a round 

table format, with some seeding input from panel 

members and considerable time for people to have 

small group discussions (whole table or groups of 3 or 4 

people depending on the room configuration) followed 

by moderated whole group feedback to get a feel for 

the types of issues discussed.  

The panel discussion will take place around the three 

broad themes. The aim is not to go for comprehensive 

coverage of issues but to create a space for myriad 

parallel discussions driven by what is important and 

relevant to panelists and audience members.   

For each theme panelists and audience participants will 

also be invited to reflect on what is working well, what 

the key challenges are and what can be done to 

address the challenges and/or do more of what is 

working well. The focus on what is working well is 

important since we are biologically biased to focus 

more on the negatives, and so often forget to reflect on 

and celebrate what is going well.  

Panel members will also be invited to raise issues in 

their comments that can be taken up by the tables for 

more in-depth discussion. During the group discussions 

panel members will move around the groups. 

We will also explore an online collaborative tool, such 

as TitanPad (titanpad.com), to which people can 

contribute comments and ideas 

At the end of the panel time, each person will be 

invited to commit to at least one action at each level. 

They will also be invited to form accountability partners 

for follow up and support in trying to implement the 

changes or influence. They will also be invited to 

document this in the online space. 

Panel Structure 

The panel will be structured as follows: 

 Introductions: [10 minutes] 

o 6 minutes: Introduction about the 

panel topic, format and panelists.   

o 4 minutes: People at tables introduce 

themselves to one another, including 

what is working well for them  

 Theme 1: Individual [15 minutes] 

o 5 minutes: Panel comments 

o 5 minutes: Round table discussions 

o 5 minutes: Moderated ad-hoc 

summary comments from groups  

 Theme 2: Local culture/institution [20 

minutes] 

o 5 minutes: Panel comments 

o 5 minutes: Round table discussions 
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o 10 minutes: Moderated ad-hoc 

summary comments from groups and 

dialogue with panel members 

 Theme 3: System [30 minutes] 

o 10 minutes: Panel comments 

o 5 minutes: Round table discussions 

o 15 minutes: Moderated ad-hoc 

summary comments from groups and 

dialogue with, or questions to, panel 

members 

 Wrap up & invitation to action [5 minutes] 

Panelists will be encouraged to speak without slides. 

Overhead projection/slides will only be used to set up 

the introductions and panel format. 

Logistic requirements 

The following are requested to support the panel:  

 A room (with overhead projection) that allows 

for interaction among audience members. 

Ideally this would be a room with small round 

tables (seating 4-6). An alternative is a room 

with chairs that can easily be moved into small 

circles.   

 A student volunteer to moderate and manage 

the online space. 

Panelists 

The panel will be facilitated by Geraldine Fitzpatrick. In 

total, the panel (in alphabetic order) has been selected 

to represent academia and industry, different 

countries/regions, and different career stages, 

experiences and contexts. 

Geraldine Fitzpatrick is a professor of design and 

assessment of technology and head of the HCI Group at 

TU Wien in Austria. She has an understanding of 

challenges faced by academics, having participated in 

various doctoral colloquia and early career development 

symposia, and mentoring academics worldwide, as well 

as having first-hand experience of issues in both 

industry and academia, and in different countries. She 

started the Changing Academic Life podcast series to 

stimulate awareness and discussion of issues around 

academic life. She is a trained facilitator and 

leadership/professional coach, and an ACM 

Distinguished Scientist and ACM Distinguished Speaker. 

Geraldine is a keen cyclist and scuba diver.  

Batya Friedman is a professor in the Information 

School, adjunct professor in the Department of 

Computer Science, and adjunct professor in the 

Department of Human-Centered Design and 

Engineering at the University of Washington where she 

co-directs the Value Sensitive Design Research Lab and 

co-directs the UW Tech Policy Lab. Dr. Friedman 

pioneered value sensitive design (VSD), to account for 

human values in the design of information systems. Dr. 

Friedman has published on issues related to challenges 

in academia. In 2012 Batya Friedman received the 

ACM-SIGCHI Social Impact Award and the University 

Faculty Lecturer award at the University of Washington. 

Batya is a stone carver and mixed media artist. 

Kristina Höök is a Professor in Interaction Design at 

Royal Institute of Technology (KTH), Stockholm 

Sweden. She also upholds a part-time position at 

Swedish Institute of Computer Science since 1990. 

During a recent sabbatical, she re-oriented her work 

approach after years of leading a large research centre 
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- Mobile Life. She engaged with somaesthetic practices 

- both as a research topic but as a personal path to 

changing her attitudes about productivity and 

engagement. She is an ACM Distinguished Scientist and 

an ACM Distinguished Speaker. Kia rides Icelandic 

horses. 

Judith Olson (Judy) is a recently retired Professor of 

Informatics from the University of California Irvine.  

Before moving to Irvine, she spent 35 years at the 

University of Michigan, in the Psychology Department, 

the Business School, and as a founding faculty member 

of the School of Information. For three years in there, 

she was a manager of what would now be called a User 

Experience group of 22 at Bell Labs. She has seen 

many models of evaluation of Ph.D. students, 

academics, and professionals and is worried about 

today’s pressure.  She often teaches a workshop on 

time management and prioritization of things we’re 

asked to do, focusing on when and how to say “no.” 

She is an ACM Fellow, holds a SIGCHI Lifetime 

Achievement award and was awarded the ACM-W 

Athena Lecture in 2011. Judy is way into cooking and 

owns about 500 cookbooks. 

Dan Russell is a senior research scientist at Google, 

working to understand how people search and use 

online information resources.  He has worked at Xerox 

PARC, Apple, IBM’s Almaden Research Center, a small 

startup in the tablet computer space, and at Google for 

the past 12 years.  In each of those roles, Dan has had 

extensive interactions with universities, both as a full-

time lecturer for more than 12 years, and as a liaison 

between internal research and academe.  In 2017, Dan 

taught Social Computing at the University of Zürich, 

and Field Methods at UCSD.  He has been an advisor to 

8 PhD students, serves on several university advisory 

boards, a member of the CHI Academy, and gives an 

abundance of talks at universities throughout the 

year. Dan plays Hawaiian-style fingerpicking guitar. 
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