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1. Introduction  

 

This report presents the results of Task 2.1 of LeTSGEPs project. It aims to collect 

information on existing experiences of Gender Budgeting (GB) applications within 

research institutions and on effective organisational practices to increase the 

participation and career advancement of women researchers improving their working 

conditions.  

In order to address this objective, an extensive desk research was conducted by the 

task leader - i.e. the University of Messina (UNIME) - with the support of the project 

leader - i.e. the University of Modena and Reggio Emilia (UNIMORE) - and the other 

project partners. This was aimed at gathering information at different stakeholder 

levels about the current situation regarding gender budgeting in research organisation. 

In particular, each project partner conducted a survey in their own country and on 

other countries so as to identify relevant GB reports. The data collection process was 

guided by UNIME and UNIMORE which, based on their knowledge and experience 

on the topic, developed a methodological grid and a guideline which were 

transformed in a questionnaire that every partner used as a blueprint throughout the 

process. Before the data collection, these documents were shared with the whole set 

of project partners which had the possibility to raise questions and doubts. Moreover, 

two examples were developed by UNIME which showed and discussed them in a 

plenary meeting. This was key to ensure a shared understanding about the data and 

information collection process.  

Through this desk research, a number of 24 GB applications were selected and 

analysed (see Appendix 1). 

The report is structured into two sections.  

In the first section, the authors provide descriptive statistics on the 24 GB cases 

analyzed and related comments. This is key to provide the reader with an overview of 

the main practices adopted in GB experiences in the European research sector. Also, 

descriptive statistics are instrumental to provide an understanding of what can be 

considered a best practice and why. 

In the second section, best practices emerging from the analysis are reported and 

discussed. According to the LeTSGEPs project proposal the criteria to be used for the 

identification and classification of best practices is based on aspects such as the 

success rate of a practice, its sustainable impact, its embeddedness into a systematic 

approach or wider strategy, transferability to another organisation/sector, innovative 

approach, extension of gender impact analysis. In the development of the current 

work, the authors believe that, in order to highlight the best practices emerging from 

the desk research and to improve the transfer of the resulting knowledge to the project 

internal and external audience, it is convenient to focus on the specific GBs 



   
 

4 
 
 

characteristics rather than taking GB documents as a unit of analysis. In fact, as one 

may expect, even the best GB documents analysed have pitfalls; likewise, some of the 

not-outstanding practices identified have interesting strengthens which should be 

reported and transferred to others.     
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2. Descriptive statistics on Gender Budgeting across Europe 

 

The representation of the descriptive statistics emerging from our analysis are 

structured according to the database that may be found in Annex 1. In particular, this 

section presents: the distribution of GBs analysed by country; the financial year they 

refer to; the time span considered by each GB document; whether the GBs are 

included in any official gender equality plan (GEP); the methodology and standard 

adopted; the content; indicators used (type; categories; benchmark); and whether the 

GB had structural impacts on the organization’s gender equality. 

 

Distribution of GBs analysed by country 

 

Figure 1 shows the distribution of GBs by country. Italy, with 11 GBs, is the country 

that has the most items analysed. In Italy, the requirement to produce GBs for public 

universities was introduced by the Law 150 of 2009. It is a useful tool aimed to 

support each institution in analysing and evaluating its management choices and 

economic and financial commitments in relation to the presence of men and women 

in their staff. In 2017, on the occasion of the National Conference of the Equality 

Bodies of the Italian Universities, the Guidelines for the Gender Budget of the 

Universities (Linee guida per il bilancio di genere delle Università: Una proposta 

operativa) were presented (Addabbo et al.,2018a). The document, which develops 

and extends the analyses launched by a study group activated by the National 

Conference in 2014, is the result of the work of Tindara Addabbo (University of 

Modena and Reggio Emilia), Luisa Pulejo (University of Messina), Paolo Tomasin 

(Salesian University Institute of Venice) and Patrizia Tomio (University of Trento), 

who have shared corporate, economic, sociological and legal skills.  These 

Guidelines, offer a definition of the Gender Budget, indicate the normative references 

and expose the potential of a fundamental tool in the context of gender mainstreaming 

- i.e. a strategy intended to introduce a gender perspective in all decisions and actions 

of the Public Administration with the aim of overcoming the causes of inequalities 

between men and women. Moreover, the Conference of Rectors of the Italian 

Universities (CRUI), in the assembly of 19/01/2017, also approved a document for 

the promotion of the Gender Budget as a tool for gender equality in the University 

and took steps to promote its diffusion process within the Italian university system. 

On 19 September 2019, the CRUI Group for Gender Budget presented the Guidelines 

for Gender Budget in Italian universities “Linee guida per il Bilancio di Genere negli 

Atenei italiani” (Liccardo et al., 2019).  

These are the reasons why it was relatively easier to find GB practices in Italy rather 

than in other European countries. Moreover, we may notice that in some territories 

(such as Emilia-Romagna) this legal requirement have been embraced by the local 



   
 

6 
 
 

culture and organizations which believed in the tool as a way to foster the desired 

changes; while in other cases this happened with less strength and the organizations 

complied with the requirement exclusively at the formal level. 

Italy is followed by Spain and Austria with 4 items each. In both these countries a 

legal policy framework on gender equality exists. In Spain, since the end of 1990s, 

plans and programmes seeking gender equality have been developed at central, 

regional and - to some extent - local level. GBs practices are diffused at the regional 

and local government levels (EIGE, 2019). In Austria the Article 7(2) of the 

Constitution includes a commitment to gender equality to promote de facto equality 

between women and men, in particular by eliminating existing inequalities (EIGE, 

2019).  

In other countries (Poland, Germany, France, Albania) we have analysed only one 

experience for each. Moreover, object of our analysis was also the GB of a 

supranational institution in which several countries participate (Science Po).  

 

 

Figure 1: Distribution of GBs by country 

Financial year and time span considered by GBs 

 
The analysis took into account the most recent experience available for each 

institution (except for the University of Pablo de Olavide in which two reports 2012 

and 2018 were examined). This is the reason why most of the experiences considered 

refer to 2018 (8 reports in total). Other years account for 1 or two experiences and 

2007 accounts for three of them. Figure 2 shows the financial year considered in the 

GBs.   
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Figure 2: Financial year considered in the GBs 

Figure 3 displays the periods under observation considered in the GBs measured in 

years. As one may notice, most of the GBs analyzed (17 in total) focus and reports 

data related to a single year of observation. 

 

 

Figure 3: Periods under observation considered in the GB measured in years 

Integration between GBs and GEPs 

 
The analysis revealed that almost half of the experiences analyzed (about 46%) are 

included in official GEPs (see Figure 4). The integration between GBs and GEPs 

occurs with a most emphasis in Italy.  
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Figure 4: Integration between GBs and GEPs 

Methodology and standards 

 
The most applied methodology in the GBs examined is PFM (Public Finance 

Management). It consists of integrating gender perspectives into the whole public 

finance management process. That is, a global approach that integrates gender 

perspectives from strategic planning to budgeting and implementation, as well as 

monitoring and evaluation (Addabbo et al. 2018b). The second most adopted 

methodology is the AB (Account-Based Approach). This focuses on the 

reclassification of public expenditures to assess congruence between gender-relevant 

objectives and its budget allocations (Sharp & Broomhill, 1990). Other 

methodologies adopted are: the Well-Being Gender Budgets (WBGB); Participatory 

Budget (PB); Performance-Based Budgeting or results-based budgeting (PBB); and 

Gender Broader Approach (GBA). WBGB extends the focus of gender budgeting to 

the impact of policies on well-being, with its multiple dimensions and complexity, 

departing from an evaluation based exclusively on income or commodities. It is based 

on Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum’s capability approach. By focusing on the 

gender impact of public policies in the development of well-being this approach to 

gender budgeting shows the role of the analyzed institution in the construction of 

well-being (Addabbo, 2016).  In PB methodology, participation can occur in different 

phases of the budgeting process and with different aims from advice/consultation to 

share decision upon budget decisions. PBB aims at linking policy targets and 

objectives more closely with budgeting. It integrates gender equality priorities in the 

definition of targets and objectives, activities to implement and indicators to measure 

these objectives (Addabbo et al. 2018a). Last, in the GBA perspective, the notion of 

gender can be useful in order to grasp the intersection of variants such as sex, social 

class, race, lifestyle and age, that is the fundamental axes of differentiation. 
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Figure 5 shows the methodology that has been applied in the examined Gender 

Budgets.  

 

 

Figure 5: Methodologies adopted in GBs 

 

The analysis also reveals that 88% of the GBs analyzed do not follow any precise 

standard guidelines (see figure 6). We may thus conclude that guidelines (as in the 

case of Italy) have not been successful yet in fostering the adoption of specific 

standards. 

 

 

Figure 6: Use of standards in GBs 
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Content, auditing and budgeting  

 
From the database in annex 1, one may observe that all the GBs examined have at 

least a section dedicated to Context Analysis providing information to the reader such 

as the general system of relationships and exchanges; the types of actors involved and 

the attribution of responsibilities; partnerships and activities; information on the 

organizational structure; evidence on risk assessment; and information produced in 

other contexts to verify the presence of critical issues and malfunctions. Moreover, 

we can observe that 12 GBs set out the General Objective of the Academic 

Institution’s Policy Analysis. Only 2 of the considered experiences display an 

Analysis of the Evaluation System that affects opportunities for promotion and salary 

and research funding. A detailed Analysis of revenues/in-flows was performed by 6 

GBs, while 11 report an Analysis of expenditure side/outflows. 6 GBs provide an 

Impact evaluation in a gender perspective of specific programs. 6 GBs lay out an 

Internal Stakeholders mapping and only experience performed the External 

Stakeholders mapping. Last, no GBs provide a matrix that links a list of capabilities 

(dimensions of well-being) with related programs and budgets. 

Figure 7 displays the contents of the analyzed GBs. 

 

 

Figure 7: Content of GBs 
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the gender analysis adds most of its value. 

 

 

Figure 8: Auditing 

 

 

Figure 9: Budgeting 

Indicators 

 
According to EIGE (2016) “The best way to capture the status of gender (in-)equality 

in the organization and to assess progress is by combining the use of quantitative 

indicators with qualitative ones. Gender-sensitive and gender-specific indicators are 

key to measuring gender-related changes over time. They can be quantitative (e.g. 

number of female and male researchers), or qualitative (usually used to capture/assess 
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people’s experiences, opinions, attitudes, behaviors and feelings). While quantitative 

indicators can provide statistical evidence of what has changed, qualitative analyses 

allow assessment of the quality of change and aid in understanding why certain 

patterns have occurred.” (EIGE, 2016, p. 49). 

In the analysis presented here, one may notice that – consistently with the statement 

above – the type of indicators used are both qualitative and quantitative (67% of 

cases). This confirms the need to explore complex issues, such as gender issues, 

combining qualitative and quantitative information in a mixed method approach.  

Some other experiences adopted exclusively qualitative or quantitative indicators 

(34% of cases). 

Figure 10 displays the share of type of indicators used.  

 

 

Figure 10: Type of indicators 

Figure 11 reports the detail related to which specific indicators have been used by the 

GBs examined. One may notice that the Single Representation Index (SRI) is the 

most adopted, followed by PWM (proportions of women and men in a typical career 

from student level to academic staff and its representation showing a scissor pattern) 

and PWMA (proportions of women and men in a typical career from student level to 

academic staff by area and its representation showing evidence of a scissor pattern). 

Indicators less used are: the Glass Ceiling Index – which compares the proportion of 

women in academia (grades A, B, and C) with the proportion of women in top 

academic positions (grade A positions; equivalent to full professors in most countries) 

in a given year; the Gender Pay Gap (GPG) - aimed at assessing differences between 

salaries of men and women covering the same positions; the Comparative RI indices 

(CRII) - which provides a comparison of the representation of women with the 
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national level; and the Dissimilarity index (DI) - used to describe the (un-)evenness 

with which male and female populations are distributed across all subdivisions of an 

organization.  See Annex 2 for additional details on the indicator formulation.  

 

 

Figure 11: Indicators used 

Existence of comparative analyses 

 
Other data collected refer to the exploration of the existence of comparative analyses 

between the reporting organization and other experiences at the national and 

international level. From the analysis, it emerged that only 33% of the GBs include a 

comparative analysis among RPOs (see Figure 12). This comparison is made, in the 

majority of cases, against national average data. 

 

 

Figure 12: Existence of comparative analyses 
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Structural impact on the organization’s gender equality 

 

The European Commission (2012) states that “Structural change in universities and 

research institutions means making them more gender-aware, thereby modernizing 

their organizational culture. This has important implications for equal opportunities, 

full use of talent, appeal of scientific careers, and quality of scientific research. It 

implies systemic, integrated, long term approaches rather than piecemeal short-term 

measures”. On this regards, the analysis focused on the exploration of GBs so as to 

understand whether they had a structural impact on the organizations’ gender 

equality. 

From the graph displayed in figure 13, one may notice that this is the case in the 42% 

of the GBs analyzed. The main impact that these GBs had is related to their 

informative power to the strategy-makers of the RPOs considered. In particular, it 

seems that the GBs was effectively used as a tool to support gender-based planning in 

the organizations. 

 

 

Figure 13: Structural impact on the organization’s gender equality 
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3. Gender Budgeting best practices identified  

 

This section of the report is aimed at identifying and discussing the best practices 

emerged in the analysis of the documentation presented above. 

As best practice is here intended a specific aspect (or characteristic) that has been 

performed well and that could be adopted by future GBs in research organizations. In 

order to present the best practices, we followed the database structure, i.e. frequency 

of reporting; whether the GBs are included in any official gender equality plan 

(GEP); the methodology and the standard adopted; the content; indicators used (type; 

categories; benchmark); and whether the GB had structural impacts on the 

organization’s gender equality. 

 

Frequency of reporting 

 
As reported in the first part of this report, the existence of a legal framework at the 

country level could be a factor in promoting the development of GB processes. 

However, this is not enough since in order for GBs to feedback on the organizational 

strategies we need to go beyond the formal requirement by the law. GB processes 

should be considered by the organizations as informative tools to orient gender-based 

actions. 

Even though not directly addressed from the data collection, the frequency of 

reporting is a key feature that should be considered when focussing on best practices. 

In particular, it is desirable that GB is performed and reported with a precise 

frequency. This allows the wide set of stakeholders to monitor results and to 

appreciate trend and changes in the organization with respect to gender equity issues.  

Institutions that have a consolidated practice in reporting GB every year are the 

Italian universities of Ferrara, Bologna, Roma, Polytechnic of Marche; and the Aix-

Marseille University (France). It is worth to notice that also the University of Foggia 

(Italy) has a frequency in reporting GB which is not annual but every two years. 

 

Integration with GEPs 

 
First of all, for what concerns the integration between GBs and GEPs, it has been 

noticed that every recent Italian experience report links between the two documents. 

In particular, Italian GBs usually make references to the “Piano Azioni Positive” 

(Positive Action Plan) which can be considered as a GEP. This evidence can be 

explained by the fact that the preparation of the Positive Action Plan is compulsory 

by law for every Italian public organization. However, it is important to mention that 

most of the Italian GBs the report the GEP objectives and goals do not show an 
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effective integration between the two documents. In other words, these GBs are not 

structured to effectively measure the achievement of the GEPs’ objectives. 

A good example that shows an effective integration between the planning and 

reporting documents is the GB prepared by the University of Bologna.  

Another positive example that should be mentioned with regards to the integration 

between GB and GEP is related to the experience of the Universidad del País Vasco 

(Spain). Their GB could be interpreted as an innovative and good way to measure 

gender policies effectiveness.  

In both these territories (Emilia-Romagna and the Basque Country) there is a strong 

cultural background which could be assumed to be a key factor in fostering the 

integration between GBs and GEPs. 

 

Methodology and standard 

 
As previously reported, the majority of GB experience adopts the PFM methodology. 

However, regardless of the methodology adopted by the examined GBs, is hard to 

find the adoption of a methodology and a consistent standard. In the majority of 

cases, GBs do not adopt any specific standards to support the effective adoption of 

the chosen (consciously or not) methodology. An exception to that is the GB prepared 

by the Austrian Student Body (Österreichische Hochschülerinnenschaft). In this case, 

the authors explicitly adopt a standard method called the "BASS-Method” (Bauer & 

Baumann, 1996). This is a quali-quantitative method integrating administrative data, 

questionnaire and semi-structured interviews.  

 

Content 

 
As previously outlined, every GB analysed include a context analysis which in many 

cases is the only content reported. However, it is worth to mention that the content of 

a GB experience should also be read considering its integration with other reporting 

documents. In some cases, we notice indeed that the GB was displayed within other 

accountability practices such as the social report, the sustainability report or the 

integrated report. This is the case of the GBs of the Italian universities of Bari, Pavia, 

Rome, Polytechnic of Marche, the Aix-Marseille University (France) and the 

University of Granada (Spain). We believe that such an integration could provide 

added value since it contextualizes the gender issues in the wider organizational 

context and limits the possibility of the stakeholders to perceive a fragmented 

reporting and accountability practice. Although the benefit of adopting such an 

approach in reporting the organizational performance (widely conceived), the risk is 

in producing documents that are too long and thereby unappealing to the reader. This 
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may be the case of the University of Bari (Italy) and the University of Granada 

(Spain). A potentially good solution to cope with the trade-off between integrating 

GB with other reporting and the effectiveness of communication and information 

could be to create a set of separate and lean documents linked each other as in the 

case of the Polytechnic of Marche (Italy).   

 

Auditing and budgeting 

 
As emerged in the previous section, few of the experiences considered are linked with 

the overall organizational budget processes and with their related evaluation in a 

gender perspective. The only case in which both things are developed is the GB of the 

University of Gratz (Austria). Their GB document represents the best example we 

found in integrating gender budgets in the general context of auditing and monitoring. 

Another good example entailing a gender-based assessment of budgets with a gender 

perspective at all levels of the budgetary process (including also planning) is provided 

by the University of Granada (Spain). 

 

Indicators 

 
Almost all of the experiences analysed uses a mixed method approach which 

combines qualitative and quantitative indicators. A good example in combining these 

may be found in the experience of the case of the Science Po (France, Spain, 

Netherlands, Turkey, Belgium, Germany, Czech Republic). In the document, 

quantitative and qualitative information complement each other and allowed the 

authors to provide a detailed analysis of gender equality in the organization. 

For what concerns the indicators, other characteristics that should be highlighted are 

related to the completeness of the set of the indicators used and their visual 

representation. Visual representation of performance and accounting data is indeed a 

key feature in guiding decision-makers (Busco & Quattrone, 2015). 

Most of the documents use a limited set of indicators which only contemplate SRI 

and PWM/A. Outstanding examples in terms of completeness of indicators are 

provided by the University of Graz (Austria), the University of Bologna (Italy) and 

the University of Pablo de Olavide (Spain) – 2018 edition. These experiences use, in 

addition to SRI and (or) PWM/A indicators, also the CGI, GPG and the CRII. The 

use of a wider set of indicators could be correlated to an improved analytical capacity. 

We believe that the completeness of the set of indicators allows in many cases to 

provide a better and deeper comprehension of gender-based issues in RPOs. This may 

be reflected in an improved informative capacity when dealing with GEP processes. 

On the visual representation side –  i.e. the ability to provide easily comprehensible 
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information through graphs – best practices may be found in the GBs of the Aix-

Marseille University (France), the Polytechnic of Marche (Italy), the University of 

Venice (Italy), and the University of Graz (Austria). Some examples from these 

documents are displayed in figures 14, 15, 16 and 17. As one may notice all of these 

examples provide a clear view of the indicators’ results which ease the 

comprehensibility of the topic treated.  

 

 

Figure 14: Aix Marseille gender data visualization 

 

Figure 15: Polythecnic of Marche gender data visualization 
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Figure 16: University of Venice gender data visualization 

 

Figure 17: University of Graz gender data visualization 

 

Comparative analyses 

 
Comparative analyses with others RPOs emerged just in six cases, namely: Science 

Po (France, Spain, Netherlands, Turkey, Belgium, Germany, Czech Republic), 

University of Tirana (Albania), Italian university of Foggia, Marche, Rome and 

Venice. With exception of the Science Po document – which compares different 

research organizations –, all the cases the benchmark was against an average national 
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mean. This could represent a lean solution to benchmark against RPOs avoiding 

including a massive number of data related to different experiences which could, in 

any case, lack of an overview of the system in which the organization operates.  

 

Structural Impact on RPOs Gender Equality 

 
This concerns the cases in which the GB results had a structural impact on RPOs 

experimenting with it (either by adopting a new policy or a change in the policy 

design). An interesting practice in this sense is the University of Ferrara (Italy) where 

the results of the GBs are effectively used to support the University’s governance 

bodies in their decision-making processes.  
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4. Conclusions 

 
This report provides the state of the art of GB experiences across Europe on a sample 

of 24 documents. The first part of the report outlines the key characteristics of the 

GBs analysed and provide an effective overview of who does what and how. Based 

on these preliminary results, the second part of the report highlights the best practices 

emerged from the analysis with the aim to show how certain aspects and activities 

could be carried out and to create a shared knowledge across the project partners and 

stakeholders. 

Several best practices have been identified which could be summarized in the 

following recommendations. 

First, it is desirable that GBs are reported annually and following the gender-based 

priorities as in the cases of the Universities of Aix-Marseille, Bologna, Ferrara, 

Polytechnic of Marche and Roma. 

Second, GBs should be clearly linked to GEPs whose objectives should be reported 

and measured as in the case of the University of Bologna. 

Third, methodologies and standard should be adopted and followed consistently as in 

the case of the Austrian Student Body. The methodology-standard consistency should 

be found internally (within the organizational GB processes) and at the broader level 

(with the national and international context and objectives). This may be supported 

through the production of general and flexible guidelines to be adopted at the 

European level. 

Fourth, in order to add value to GB, it is advantageous to integrate the document 

within the wider reporting framework of the institution including it or linking it to 

other documents such as the social report (see GBs of the Universities of Aix-

Marseille, Bari, Granada, Pavia, Polytechnic of Marche, and Rome). 

Fifth, integrating GBs in the general context of auditing and monitoring enhance their 

informative power (see GBs of Universities of Granada and Gratz). 

Sixth, a wide set of indicators should be considered including both qualitative and 

quantitative indicators, as in the cases of Science Po and the Universities of Bologna, 

Graz and Pablo de Olavide. Indicators’ results should be represented in a clear and 

comprehensible way (see GBs of the Universities of Aix-Marseille, Gratz, 

Polytechnic of Marche and Venice). 

Seventh, comparison against national average allows for better understanding of 

organizational performance in gender equity. 

Last, is desirable that GBs have structural impacts on the organization developing 

them. This may be pursued through the adoption of the best practices above 

mentioned. A good example in doing that is the University of Ferrara experience. 
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ANNEX I: Dataset 

 
RPO(s)  Country/Countries Financial 

Year(s) 

Aix-Marseille Université France 2018 

Austrian Student Body (Österreichische 

Hochschülerinnenschaft) 

Austria 2011 

Medical University Graz Austria 2010 

Politecnico di Milano Italy 2018 

Polytechnic University of Marche Italy 2018 

Sciences Po France, Spain, Netherlands, 

Turkey, Belgium, Germany, 

Czech Republic 

2013 

Universidad de Granada Spain 2019 

Universidad del País Vasco Spain 2014 

University of Augsburg Germany 2007 

University of Bari Italy 2017 

University of Bologna Italy 2018 

University of Ferrara Italy 2017 

University of Foggia Italy 2018 

University of Gdansk  Poland 2007 

University of Graz, Austria Austria 2013 

University of Modena and Reggio Emilia Italy 2012 

University of Padua Italy 2016 

University of Pavia Italy 2009 

University of Rome - La Sapienza Italy 2018 

University of Tirana Albania 2019 

University of Venice Ca Foscari Italy 2018 

University Pablo de Olavide  Spain 2012 

University Pablo de Olavide  Spain 2018 

Vienna University of Economics  Austria 2007 

  



   
 

24 
 
 

ANNEX II: Indicators definition and formulation 

  
 PWM: proportions of women and men in a typical career from student level to academic 

staff and its representation showing a scissor pattern 

 PWMA: proportions of women and men in a typical career from student level to academic 

staff by area and its representation showing evidence of a scissor pattern 

 DI: Dissimilarity index defined as   

 

Where mi and wi are men and women in the i-th area 

 GCI: “The Glass Ceiling Index (GCI) is a relative index comparing the proportion of 

women in academia (grades A, B, and C) with the proportion of women in top academic 

positions (grade A positions; equivalent to full professors in most countries) in a given year. 

The GCI can range from 0 to infinity. A GCI of 1 indicates that there is no difference 

between women and men in terms of their chances of being promoted. A score of less than 1 

means that women are more represented at the grade A level than in academia generally 

(grades A, B, and C) and a GCI score of more than 1 indicates the presence of a glass ceiling 

effect, meaning that women are less represented in grade A positions than in academia 

generally (grades A, B, and C). In other words, the interpretation of the GCI is that the 

higher the value, the stronger the glass ceiling effect and the more difficult it is for women 

to move into a higher position.” European Commission (2019, p.125)  

 GEI: Gender Equality Index  

 GPG: Gender Pay Gap 

 RII: Results and Impact Indicators 

 SRI: Single Representation Index 

 Fji/Tji Representation Index referred to the Institution  

 Fjw/Tjw  RI for the whole institution 

 Fjcountry/Tjcountry RI for the Country of the Institution 

 Fjnetwork/Tjnetwork RI for the Network of Institutions 

 FjEU/TjEU RI average EU28 

 CRII: Comparative RI indices 

(Fji/Tji)/(Fjw/Tjw) [provides a measure of the representation of women in that field of study 

with regards to the same level of study at the university the dept. belongs to level] 
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(Fji/Tji)/(Fjicountry/Tjicountry) [provides a measure of the representation of women in that 

field of study with regards to the same area and level of study at national level] 

(Fji/Tji)/(Fjinetwork/Tjinetwork) [provides a measure of the representation of women in that 

field of study with regards to the same area and level of study at network of institutions in 

the project level] 

(Fji/Tji)/ (FjEU/TjEU) [provides a measure of the representation of women in that field of 

study with regards to the same area and level of study at EU level] 

Where: Fji=female students enrolled in j and I; w = whole institution/university the single 

department belong to; Fjw=female students enrolled in j in the whole university; i= area of 

degree (Engineering, Economics,....); j= ISCED (International Standard Classification of 

Education). 

 


