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Introduction 

Women’s representation in academia decreases the higher up the academic ladder – 
culminating in the very small percentage of women in decision-making posts, on boards 
and in committees and as heads of institutions. In 2017 only 27% of board members 
(including leaders), and 21.7% of heads of institutions in the higher education sector 
were women (EC, 2019, p. 115). Women in the EU 28 made up only 24% of full professors 
(Grade A) in 2016 (ibid). Various policies and interventions have been developed at the 
European, Member State and institutional levels to foster gender equality in decision-
making in research and innovation. At the European level, in the ERA Communication, 
2012 framework, ‘gender balance’ in decision-making was identified as one of the three 
objectives of one of the six priority areas: Gender Equality and Gender Mainstreaming.  

The European Council conclusions on Advancing Gender Equality in the European 
Research Area, adopted on the 1st of December 2015, invited “Member States and 
institutions to strive for guiding targets for a more even gender balance for professors” 
and “invite[d] relevant authorities to set up guiding targets, for example quantitative 
objectives, for better gender balance in decision-making bodies including leading 
scientific and administrative boards, recruitment and promotion committees as well as 
evaluation panels and encourage[d] research funding and performing organisations to 
reach these targets by 2020.  

In 2018, Guidance to facilitate the implementation of targets to promote gender equality 
in research and innovation was published by the European Commission, the Helsinki 
Group on Gender in Research and Innovation (now the Standing Working Group on 
Gender in Research and Innovation, SWG GRI), in consultation with the ERA stakeholders 
platform. The following seven recommendations were developed (see below). In 2020 
a report was published documenting the implementation of these recommendations 
encompassing actions and measures to support gender balance in decision-making and 
in Grade A positions. Below we can see the percentage/ number of countries that have 
partially or fully implemented each recommendation:     

1. Collect and publish sex-disaggregated data on the composition of 
professorships and management/ leadership positions (92%:  23/ 25 countries)  

2. Promote gender balance in decision-making positions and professorships with 
adequate awareness-raising and training (80%: 20/ 25 countries) 

3. Institutionalise gender equality plans as an assessment tool in the accreditation 
of universities and make gender equality plans mandatory for universities and 
research organisations (48%: 12/ 25 countries) 

4. Institutionalise the proportion of women in Grade A/ professor positions as an 
assessment criterion in institutional evaluations (higher education 
accreditation, performance contracts with universities) (16%: 4/25 countries) 
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5. Set and implement guiding targets and / or quotas for legislation (56%: 14/25 
countries) 

6. Evaluate regularly the implementation of quotas and /or targets (56%: 14/25 
countries) 

7. Introduce incentives for institutions adopting pro-active measures, and/ or 
sanctions for non-compliance, as necessary (48%: 12/ 25 countries) 

The report highlights how many “Member States and Associated Countries have made 
progress and are developing their national as well as institutional policy frameworks” 
(SWG GRI, 2020, p. 3). We can see that almost all countries (23 out of 25) now collect 
and publish sex-disaggregated data on the composition of professorships and 
management/ leadership positions, whilst only 16% (4 out of 25) Institutionalise the 
proportion of women in Grade A/ professor positions as an assessment criterion in 
institutional evaluations (higher education accreditation, performance contracts with 
universities).  

Targets and quotas are often the mechanism used to promote a greater gender balance 
on boards of funding agencies, research organizations and universities (European 
Commission & Helsinki Group on Gender in Research and Innovation, 2018). Gender 
equality in decision-making however does not only refer to an equal presence of women 
and men in all relevant boards and committees, but also the ability of their members to 
address their own biases, make informed decisions that are gender aware and gender-
sensitive.  

The assumption that increasing the ‘descriptive representation’ leads to ‘improved 
substantive representation’ leading to structural and cultural change must be 
questioned (Wroblewski, 2019, p. 181). Research has demonstrated:  

“the extent to which the participation of women in higher education management also 
leads to structural and cultural changes is essentially a matter of chance. It depends on 
whether these women have prior gender or gender equality expertise or at least 
recognise and are open to gender equality issues. If this is the case – and other members 
of the rectorate share this awareness – women in rectorate positions can achieve a great 
deal for gender equality and trigger steps towards structural and cultural change.” 
(Wroblewski, 2019: 181). This however is not necessarily the case.  

Gender competence and expertise need to be embedded into decision-making bodies 
irrelevant of the gender of its members. Awareness raising and training initiatives – that 
demonstrate the benefits of a greater gender equality must therefore accompany 
targets and quotas (EC, 2018, p. 3).  
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Training and awareness raising does not only facilitate the adoption and acceptance of 
quotas and targets in the organisation in general but targeted at leaders, decision-
makers and managers can also lead to a greater gender competence. This is key if 
decisions taken are to be more gender fair and institutional processes and procedures 
free from bias. 

 

Why is this Important? 

The lack of women in decision-making posts, boards and committees in R&I is 
problematic for a whole range of different reasons. Firstly, diversity in decision-making 
bodies has been linked to better quality decisions, research has been mainly carried out 
on corporate boards and in terms of outcomes has been linked to increased revenue 
(Reguera-Alvarado et al, 2015). Secondly, achieving parity in representation on decision-
making bodies can be seen as a basic principle of democracy - “democracy and equality 
require, that each gender have a minimum level of representation and, in fact, that they 
be comparably represented” (Rodríguez Ruiz and Rubio Marín, 2008). Thirdly, decision-
making posts and positions are invested with the power to influence how things are 
carried out and the future agenda (Dahl, 1957; Bachrach and Baratz, 1962). Taking an 
institutional change perspective means that decision-making can be explicitly 
recognised as exercising power: “The power to allocate resources, in terms of positions 
and funding is an exercise of power, potentially favouring the interests of some 
individuals or units over others…It is predominantly men who dominate the upper 
echelons of society and also indeed of higher education and research organisations and 
these are the controllers of resources” (O’Hagan et al., 2015, p. 9).  

 

Recent and New Insights from Research  

Tackling the under-representation of women in decision-making and leadership has 
shifted from a perspective framed by a women’s deficit approach (with a subsequent 
focus on capacity building interventions for women, e.g. mentoring, leadership training 
etc.) to institutional change strategies that recognise how institutional processes, 
procedures and cultures need to be transformed from a systemic approach “re-visioning 
work cultures” (De Vries and Webb, 2005). A holistic approach to gender equality in 
decision-making and leadership from an institutional transformation approach targets 
and quotas as well as gender competence for decision-makers and leaders.  

Lukes’ three dimensions of power is relevant to decision-making arenas: the first 
dimension conceives of power as decision making, the second dimension as decision 
making and agenda setting and the third dimension as decision making, agenda setting 
and preference shaping. 
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Power as understood in the critical leadership studies tradition builds on Luke’s third 
dimension of power (O’Connor et al, 2019; Collinson, 2019) and understands leadership 
as involving ‘asymmetrical situated power relationships’, thereby acknowledging ‘that 
leaders holding formal positions of power can limit the decisions made by other 
participants through the use of ‘stealth power’ (Lukes, 2005; Webb, 2008)’. 

“Leaders in positions of formal power have access to resources that are not simply the 
‘carrots and sticks’ that affect individuals. Thus, Lawrence (2008:174) argues for a more 
explicit focus on systemic power as an ‘automatic form of regulation that enforces 
compliance without involving episodes of actions’. For Webb (2008) and Lukes (2005), a 
key issue involves the exercise of what the former calls ‘stealth power’, i.e. power which 
is not seen as such. Leaders occupying formal positions of power can create structures 
which give the illusion of participative decision-making. They can create contexts (Cunha 
et al, 2013) through which stealth power is enacted, i.e. they can set agendas, so that 
power is exercised subtly without the awareness of those subject to it.” (O’Connor et al, 
2019a:725.) 

This focus on stealth power is interesting for gender equality in decision-making arenas 
and leadership positions in R&I and HE for a variety of different reasons. Firstly, it makes 
us question the simple assumption that the decision-making arena can be equated with 
the exercise of real power. Secondly, it makes us problematise the link between gender 
balance in decision-making arenas and institutional change. The less explicit and more 
subtle workings of power dynamics can manifest through ‘non-actions’ and resistance 
to change which often accompany an institutional transformation process. How do we 
then deal with these ‘non-actions’ and resistance? Raising awareness of how to detect 
resistance as well as building gender competence to deal with resistance can prove to 
be effective strategies. Thirdly, it brings into focus leadership positions as a key strategic 
area where gender competence needs to be developed.    

Competence building in decision-making bodies and leadership positions must form a 
key component of the institutional transformation agenda.  

 

The Role of Communities of Practice  

This provides an opportunity for CoP members to lobby policy makers at the national/ 
institutional levels to push for the following recommendations identified by the Helsinki 
Group:  

 Collect and publish sex-disaggregated data on the composition of professorship 
and management/ leadership positions  

 Promote gender balance in decision-making positions and professorships with 
adequate awareness raising and training.  
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 Institutionalise the proportion of women in grade A/ professor positions as an 
assessment criterion in institutional evaluations (higher education accreditation, 
performance contracts with universities).  

 Set and implement guiding targets and/or quotas through legislation. 
 Evaluate regularly the implementation of quotas and/ or targets.  
 Introduce incentives for institutions adopting pro-active measures and/ or 

sanctions for non-compliance, as necessary.  

CoPs can also:  

 Establish a shared understanding of main concepts: decision-making, targets and 
quotas; evaluation, training for decision-makers.   

 Provide the forum for competence development. 
 Share institutional and national level best practices.  
 Work on a shared project – on a specific element of gender equality in decision-

making, i.e. gender budgeting i.e. developing gender budgeting at an 
institutional level or working to mitigate bias in evaluations processes and 
procedures.  
 

Recommendations and Best Practices  

Targets and quotas 

Regarding gender balance, the setting up of targets or quotas at the national level has 
been shown to support the implementation of the EU policy objective related to gender-
balance in decision-making.  

In the realm of gender quotas in R&I in Austria a quota regulation came into effect in 
2009 which stipulated 40% (increased to 50% in 2015) of members of a university body 
must be women. This was accompanied by hard sanctions and resulted in a palpable 
rapid increase in the share of decision-making body positions held by women – from 
27% in 2008 to 40% in 2011 to 50% in 2018 (Wroblewski, 2019: 173/174).  

To counter the slow rate of change seen in the private sector, in 2010, Iceland 
introduced 40 per cent quotas for both women and men on boards of public and private 
companies, obliging companies to report on gender diversity status and progress in 
annual financial statements, which resulted in a great increase (of 25 percentage points) 
in the proportion of women on company boards to 44% (WIP, 2014).  

Other research has demonstrated the positive effect of board quotas on women’s board 
representation in the corporate sector is higher when accompanied by hard sanctions 
(i.e. fines or dismissal of directors) (Humbert et al, 2019:459). 
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At the institutional level developing election rules to ensure a balanced representation 
has been an effective institutional strategy developed at Ghent University, Belgium. 

“The new election procedure for the Board of Ghent University (Belgium) requires 
faculties to have at least one male and one female candidate for the elections. If the 
elections have an unbalanced gender outcome (not respecting the minimum 40/60 
gender balance) the candidate with the least votes from the overrepresented sex 
(compared to other faculties) has to give way to the faculty’s candidate of the other sex 
with the highest number of votes. Although it triggered some resistances, the new 
procedures paved the way for substantial changes: as a result of the 2014 election, the 
Board has now a 50/50 composition. There was no further need to implement positive 
measures to elect a female representative and the reformed election attracted the most 
voters ever in the history of the University" (EIGE, 2016:46). 

Monitoring has also been recognised as a ‘key driving factor’ for an effective 
implementation of quotas or targets. It highlights how monitoring mechanisms which 
collect sex-disaggregated data should be applied both at the national and the 
institutional level (EC, 2018; 3). It also highlights the role that incentives (like award 
schemes) and sanctions (financial consequences) developed at national level can play in 
the effective implementation of targets (EC, 2018; 3). 

Cascade Model  

The cascade model debunks the argument that it’s difficult to increase the number of 
women in higher positions as the pool from which they are selected is too small. It is a 
statistical tool to decide on a ‘qualified’ quota where the % at the next higher 
hierarchical level reflects the % at the level below. In Ireland, the cascade model was 
recommended by the HEA (2016, 2018) but ‘it emerged that HEIs had implemented it 
EXCEPT at senior lecturer level – a critical gateway... showing bad faith by the HEIs and 
resistance’. (GenPORT: Online Discussion).  

Gender Competence for Leaders  

There is a general consensus in the literature that recognises that successful strategies 
for institutional change are intricately linked to increased gender competence of 
leaders. 

The gender-integrated leadership programme (AKKA) at the Lund University (Sweden) 
is a programme whereby leadership is understood as something that can be learnt and 
developed, and that focuses on the individual´s competences, and not on personal 
characteristics. 
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“The AKKA programme aims at raising gender knowledge and awareness, and providing 
methods and tools for structural change in order to achieve sustainable gender equality. 
From 2004 to 2014, five AKKA programmes have been offered for 150 senior scholars in 
Lund University (Sweden) (of which 37 were men). The programme runs over a year with 
monthly meetings. Throughout the years, AKKA has increased the number of women in 
leading positions, contributed to an enhanced visibility of women as potential leaders, 
increased willingness of both women and men to assume leadership positions, raised 
gender awareness among female and male academic leaders, promoted networking and 
collaboration within the university, raised the knowledge about the university’s politics 
and activities, developed tools to deal with resistance to gender issues and for change 
management, contributed to highlight discrimination, and developed concrete change 
projects.” (EIGE, 2016, 46). 

The National Review of Gender Equality in Irish Higher Education Institutions (2016) 
highlights another way to increase the gender competence of those at senior level by 
making 'demonstrable experience of leadership in advancing gender equality' a 
requirement of appointment to all line management positions including 
Rector/VC/President. 

Other:  

Ireland: “The proportion of women in Grade A/ professor positions is a key metric for 
the Higher Education Authority’s assessment of progress as part of their Strategic 
Dialogue Process (performance contracts) with HEIs annually. All HEIs are required to 
have an institutional Gender Equality Action Plan including specific targets for 
recruitment and goals for structural change” (SWG GRI, 2020:23).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9 
 

References 

Bachrach, P., & Baratz, M. (1962). Two Faces of Power. American Political Science 
Review, 56, 947-52. https://doi.org/10.2307/1952796 

Brooks, A., & Mackinnon, A. (2001) (Eds.). Gender and the Restructured University. 
Changing Management and Culture in Higher Education. SRHE and Open University 
Press. 

Burkinshaw, P. (2015). Higher Education, Leadership and Women Vice Chancellors - 
Fitting in to Communities of Practice of Masculinities. Palgrave Macmillan. 

Burkinshaw, P., & White, K. (2017). Fixing the Women or Fixing Universities: Women in 
HE Leadership. Administrative Sciences 7(3), 1- 
14. https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci7030030 

Collinson, D. L. (2019). Critical Leadership Studies: Exploring the Dialectics of Leadership. 
In R. Riggio (Ed.), What’s Wrong With Leadership? Leadership: Research and Practice 
(pp. 260–278). Routledge. 

Dahl, R. A. (1957). The Concept of Power. Behavioral Science, 2(3), 201-215. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830020303 

De Vries, J., & Webb, C. (2005). Gender in mentoring: A focus on the mentor; evaluating 
10 years of a mentoring programme for women. 4th European Conference on Gender 
Equality in Higher Education, Oxford. 

Dubno, P., Costas, J., Cannon, H., Wankel, Ch., & Emin, H. (1979). An Empirically Keyed 
Scale for Measuring Managerial Attitudes Toward Women Executives. Psychology of 
Women Quarterly 3(4). 357–64. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1979.tb00685.x 

EIGE. (2015). Gender Equality in Power and Decision-Making Review of the 
Implementation of the Beijing Platform for Action in the EU Member States. Publications 
Office of the European Union. European Institute for Gender 
Equality. https://eige.europa.eu/rdc/eige-publications/gender-equality-power-and-
decision-making-report 

EIGE. (2016). Gender Equality in Academia and Research: GEAR Tool. Publications Office 
of the European Union. European Institute for Gender Equality. 

European Commission and Helsinki Group on Gender in Research and Innovation (2018). 
Guidance to facilitate the implementation of targets to promote gender equality in 
research and innovation. Publications Office of the European Union. 

European Commission (2019). She Figures 2018. Publications Office of the European 
Union. https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/she-figures-2018_en 

Funder, M. (2004). Gender Cage-Revisited. Handbuch Zur Organisations - Und 
Geschlechterforschung. Nomos. 



10 
 

Geoghegan-Quinn, M., O'Connor, P., Peterson, H., Shanks, R. & Walton, P. (2016). HEA 
National Review of Gender Equality in Irish Higher Education 
Institutions. https://hea.ie/assets/uploads/2017/06/HEA-National-Review-of-Gender-
Equality-in-Irish-Higher-Education-Institutions.pdf  

Hoobler, J. M., Masterson, C. R., Nkomo, S. M., & Michel, E. J. (2018). The Business Case 
for Women Leaders: Meta-Analysis, Research Critique, and Path Forward. Journal of 
Management, 44(6), 2473-2499. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316628643 

Humbert, A. L., Kelan, E., & Clayton-Hathaway, K. (2019). A rights-based approach to 
board quotas and how hard sanctions work for gender equality. European Journal of 
Women’s Studies, European Journal of Women’s Studies, 26(4). 447-468. 

Humbert, A. L., Kelan E., & Van Den Brink, M. (2018). The Perils of Gender Beliefs for 
Men Leaders as Change Agents for Gender Equality. European Management Review, 
16(4), 1143-1157. https://doi.org/10.1111/emre.12325 

Kalpazidou Schmidt, E. (2019). Diversity in diversity policy: the case of the Scandinavian 
countries. Human Resource Development International. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2019.1681850 

Kalpazidou Schmidt, E. & Cacace, M. (2019). Setting up a Dynamic Framework to Activate 
Gender Equality Structural Transformation in Research Organizations. Science and Public 
Policy, 46(3), 321-338. https://doi.org/10.1093/scipol/scy059 

Liria, V., Ross, A., & Zamarian, M. (2015). Methodologies and Measures for Analysing 
Informal Decision-Making and Communication Processes. Expert Report. Publications 
Office of the European Union. European Institute for Gender Equality. 
https://eige.europa.eu/sites/default/files/festa_methodologies_measures_analysis_in
formal_decision-making_communication.pdf 

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: A Radical View. Palgrave Macmillan 

Meier, P., & Lombardo, E. (2013). Gender quotas, gender mainstreaming and gender 
relations in politics. Political Science, 65(1), 46-62. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032318713488114 

Meyerson, D., & Fletcher, J. K. (2001). A Modest Manifesto for Shattering the Glass 
Ceiling. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2000/01/a-modest-manifesto-for-
shattering-the-glass-ceiling 

O’Connor, P., & O’Hagan, C. (2015). Gendering Decision Making and Communications 
Processes: Report of Recommendations Developed. FESTA. https://www.festa-
europa.eu/site-content/festa-documents 

O’Connor, P., Martin, P. Y., Carvalho, T., Hagan, C. O., Veronesi, L., Mich, O., Saglamer, 
G., Tan, M. G., & Caglayan, H. (2019). Leadership practices by senior position holders in 



11 
 

Higher Educational Research Institutes: Stealth power in action? Leadership, 15(6), 722–
743. https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715019853200 

O’Connor, P., O’Hagan, C., Myers, E. S., Baisner, L., Apostolov, G., Topuzova, I., Saglamar, 
G., Tan, M., & Caglayan, H. (2019). Mentoring and Sponsorship in higher education 
institutions: men’s invisible advantage in STEM? Higher Education Research & 
Development, 39(4), 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1080/07294360.2019.1686468 

O’Hagan, C., O’Connor, P., Veronesi, L., Mich, O., Saglamer, G., Tan, M., & Caglayan, H. 
(2015). Gendering Decision Making and Communications Processes. FESTA Female 
Empowerment in Science and Technology 
Academia. https://ulir.ul.ie/handle/10344/4298 

Reguera-Alvarado, N., de Fuentes, P. & Laffarga, J. (2015) Does Board Gender Diversity 
Influence Financial Performance? Evidence from Spain. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 141, 337–350. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2735-9 

Rodríguez Ruiz, B., & Rubio-Marín, R. (2008). The gender of representation: On 
democracy, equality, and parity. International Journal of Constitutional Law, 6(2), 287-
316. https://doi.org/10.1093/icon/mon007 

Standing Working Group on Gender in Research and Innovation (SWG RI). (2020). Report 
on the Implementation of Targets: Follow-Up on the 2018 Guidance recommendation. 
ERAC. https://genderaction.eu/wp-content/uploads/2020/08/Report-on-the-
Implementation-of-Targets.-Follow-Up-on-the-2018-Guidance_ERAC_SWGRRI.pdf 

Stoch, M. (n.d.) Uniwersytecki Standard Antydyskryminacyjny. 

Van der Walt, N., & Ingley, C. (2003). Board Dynamics and the Influence of Professional 
Background, Gender and Ethnic Diversity of Directors. Corporate Governance, 11(3), 
218-234. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8683.00320 

Vinkenburg, C. J. (2017). Engaging Gatekeepers, Optimizing Decision Making, and 
Mitigating Bias: Design Specifications for Systemic Diversity Interventions. The Journal 
of Applied Behavioral Science, 53(2), 212-
34. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886317703292 

Wallon, G., Bendiscioll, S., & Garfinkel, M. (2015). Exploring quotas in academia. Robert 
Bosch Stiftung.  

Women Political Leaders. (2014, March 24). Why is Iceland the world’s global leader in 
gender equality? https://www.womenpoliticalleaders.org/why-is-iceland-the-world-s-
global-leader-in-gender-equality/ 

Wroblewski, A. (2019). Women in higher education management: Agents for cultural 
and structural change? Social Sciences, 8(6). https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8060172 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 788204 


