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1 LIST OF ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS  

Abbreviation Definition 

EIGE European Institute for Gender Equality 

CHANGE CHAlleNging Gender (In)Equality in science and research 

FEPS  Foundation for European Progressive Studies 

FJJ Fondation Jean-Jaurès 

GE Gender Equality 

GEP Gender Equality Plan 

LIBRA Unifying innovative efforts of European research centres to achieve 

gender equality in academia 

OECD  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development  

PI Principal Investigator 

R&I PEERS Pilot experiences for improving gender equality in research 

organisations 

PLOTINA Promoting Gender Balance and Inclusion in Research, Innovation and 

Training 

RFO Research Funding Organisation 

RPO Research Performing Organisation 

STEM Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics  
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

D4.2 “First proceedings of Wave2 of training sessions” presents the content of the second training 

session entitled “The barriers and boundaries of application of GE policies in Europe” delivered 

to the piloting partners of the R&I PEERS project in the context of the Third Project Meeting and 

the 1st Validation workshop in Ljubljana on October 16, 2019. The training session, the scope of 

which was to equip the piloting partners with the necessary skills to identify the main barriers and 

boundaries in the design and implementation of GEPs within their institutions as well as to render 

them capable to design mitigation measures resolving their possible barriers, was delivered by Dr 

Ana Rotter from the National Institute of Biology (NIB), Slovenia. 
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3 INTRODUCTION   

3.1 RATIONALE 

During the first quarter of 2019, seven tailor-made Gender Equality Plans (GEPs) had been 

designed, developed and put into force in the seven piloting institutions of the R&I PEERS project 

(CNTI, ZRC SAZU, MIGAL, UNISA, GSGE, ANPRT, CIC nanoGUNE). The attempt to 

materialise measures and actions, a number of which initially seemed fancy and ambitious on 

paper, turned out to be a difficult task for some partners; this was caused as a result of not having 

proactively and effectively recognised barriers and challenges which could possibly hinder the 

successful implementation of their GEPs.  

 

To get a comprehensive picture of the barriers that one institution could face and further identify 

actions to overcome them, a training session was designed and executed during the Third Project 

Meeting and the 1st Validation workshop held in Ljubljana on October 16, 2019. The goal of the 

training session, entitled “The barriers and boundaries of application of GE policies in Europe”, 

was to equip the participants with knowledge and competences to identify the main barriers and 

boundaries in the design and implementation of GEPs within their institutions. In addition, the 

training session aimed at equipping the participants with adequate skills for designing mitigation 

measures to overcome the possible barriers and boundaries and therefore, optimize the 

implementation of their GEPs. The training was delivered by Dr Ana Rotter from the National 

Institute of Biology, Slovenia. 

 

Shortly before obtaining her PhD in statistics in 2011, Dr Ana Rooter was one of the National 

award winners of the L’Oreal for women in science campaign as recognition for her scientific 

work. After that period she became actively involved in monitoring and raising awareness of 

gender inequalities in research organisations. She is the Trade Union representative of the 

National Institute of Biology leading over 50 employees and connecting them with legal 

representatives. She has also regular contact and meeting opportunities for sharing ideas with 

nearly 40.000 active trade union members and their representatives. She was the management 

committee member of the recently concluded COST action TA1201 genderSTE (network of 

policy makers and experts committed to promoting a fairer representation of women and better 

integration of gender analysis in research and innovation). Within the genderSTE activities and 

as a member of the work package dealing with institutional change she in autumn of 2013 made 

a formal 1-month visit in Oslo, Norway at the NIFU (Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation, 

Research and Education) where she gathered available gender-related data and conducted 

statistical analyses in order to compare the situation in Slovenia and Norway (scientific prizes, 

research projects awardees, university enrolment stratified to gender...). In 2014 she began 

actively collaborating with the Commission for women in science, an expert body of the Ministry 

for education, science and sports in Slovenia. On 7th March 2014, the Ministry organised and 

event for promoting gender equality in research organisations. On that day, she hosted a round 

table with highest management representatives (rectors, directors) of Slovenia’s best universities 

and research organisations. She collaborated in 8 SRA, 1 FP7, 2 H2020, 2 Adriatic IPA projects, 

3 COST networks and is leading one recently launched COST network on marine biotechnology. 

She authored/co-authored 30 peer reviewed scientific papers, 2 book chapters, >80 scientific 

conference contributions and media appearances. She has acted as the dissemination and 

communication representative in Adriatic IPA project in COST CA15219 and is the leader of 
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dissemination and communication WP and a technical WP in H2020 GoJelly project, as well as 

the WP leader in H2020 CHANGE project with the aim of implementing tailor-made gender 

equality plan at her institution. She is regularly maintaining relations with European gender 

experts. national GEP-implementing partners and national policy makers, either by providing 

constructive criticism or by seeking feedback and establishing collaborative networks. 

 

3.2 STRUCTURE OF THE DELIVERABLE 

The deliverable follows in a substantial way the structure already developed as part of D4.1 

“Training plan on inclusion of gender content in research” which reports on the content of the first 

wave of training sessions delivered to piloting partners during the Second Project Meeting in 

Athens, on April 4, 2019. 

 

To this respect, D4.2 is structured in six independent sections: The Introduction section, which 

provides the rationale behind the training session, the Training section, which is the core element 

of this deliverable and focuses on the actual training session delivered in Ljubljana; subdivided 

into the aims and goals of the training, the structure as well as the content of the training. The 

Feedback section presents the results collected from the anonymous survey completed by the 

attendees while the last section on focuses on the lessons learned and provide recommendations 

for the two training sessions scheduled in the next two years as part of the activities of Task 4.2 

“Training to GEP Piloting Partners”, of the project.  
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4 TRAINING TO GEP PILOTING PARTNERS: THE BARRIERS AND 

BOUNDARIES OF APPLICATION OF GE POLICIES IN EUROPE 

4.1 AIM OF THE TRAINING  

The training session “The barriers and boundaries of application of GE policies in Europe” is the 

second part of a series of four training sessions to be delivered to the piloting partners of the R&I 

PEERS project in the context of Task 4.2 “Training to GEP Piloting Partners”. Following the 

successful implementation of the first training session held in Athens on April 4, 2019 in which 

the piloting partners were introduced to the “Toolkit for Integrating Gender-Sensitive Approach 

into Research and Teaching”, the scope of the second training session was to train the participants 

on the proactive identification of barriers and boundaries which could hinder the successful 

development and execution of GEPs as well as to render them capable to design mitigation actions 

for resolving them. 

 

The concrete aims of the second training session were: 

 to discuss the main barriers and boundaries in the development of a GEP; 

 to demonstrate the main challenges hindering the smooth and successful implementation 

of a GEP; 

 to understand the significance of the development of a personalised GEP which reflects 

the needs and the reality of the institution; 

 to exchange positive and negative lessons learned from the consortium’s experience in 

the development and implementation of GEPs; 

 to identify mitigation measures to tackle barriers and boundaries;  

 to provide recommendations to improve the current GEP measures and actions of the 

consortium 

 

4.2 STRUCTURE OF THE TRAINING 

The training session, designed for 60 minutes, was structured in the following sections which are 

analysed in detail in 4.3:  

 Necessity of the training: The goal of this introductory section was to familiarise the 

participants with the rationale of the training session emphasising on the reasons 

necessitating the design, deployment and implementation of GEPs actions in the field of 

Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM).  

 Barriers and boundaries in the implementation of GEPs: During this section, the 

training content was divided into four main pillars, namely: (a) Set-up: Barriers during the 

design of the GEP; (b) Implementation: Barriers during the implementation of the GEP; 

(c) Management: Barriers during the management of the GEP; and (d) Monitoring / 

Evaluation: Barriers as a result of the lack of monitoring and evaluation mechanisms of 

the GEP actions. To better understand the barriers documented in the training material, 

each barrier is structured into four parameters: (a) what do people often say about this 

barrier?; (b) what is the likelihood of this barrier to show up?; (c) what is the effect in case 

this barrier is not tackled?; and (d) what mitigation measures could be taken to solve this 

barrier? 
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 Lessons learned: As part of the final session of the training, the trainer shared her personal 

experience in the design and implementation of GEPs as this was derived from the 

CHANGE project and invited all participants to reflect on their own GEPs in accordance 

to the accumulated knowledge shared during the workshop. 

 

4.3 TRAINING CONTENT  

Even though the workshop was supposed to be attended only by the piloting partners of the R&I 

PEERS consortium, the list of participants included also non-piloting partners, members of the 

Advisory Board of the project as well as experts in the field of Gender Equality. In total, the 

workshop brought together 24 people. This rich blending of participants from a diverse 

background, expertise and knowledge had a positive impact on the workshop allowing vivid 

interactions and exchange of knowledge among them. 

 

The content of the training is presented below accompanied by a brief analysis and discussion on 

its main elements.   

4.3.1 Necessity of the training 

 

 
Figure 1 Front Page 
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Figure 2 Why is there the need of GEP inclusion in European RFOs and RPOs? 

 

To sufficiently introduce the topic of the training, the trainer posed the question why we need 

GEPs in RFOs and RPOs in Europe providing a wide spectrum of numbers and statistics1 deriving 

from different fields and areas indicating the existence of gender inequality against women, such 

as:    

 On average, women earn 16% less than men; 

 A gender pension gap, which indicates how much higher men’s average monthly and 

annual pensions are than women’s, has reached 39%;  

 One out of three women has experienced at least one form of sexist or sexual violence in 

the past twelve months; 

 While young women are more likely to hold a university degree than men, they are still 

far less likely to study STEM; 

 Only around 20% of university students enrolling on STEM subjects, such as computer 

science and engineering, are women; 

 Women are much less likely than men to be self-employed as the statistics show that while 

the percentage of women self-employed is 10%, the equivalent for men is 17%; 

 With regards to employment opportunities, women are 11% less likely to be in paid work 

than men in addition to that mothers are 23% less likely to be employed than fathers; 

 Less than 1/3 of all managers are women on average across Organisation for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries;  

 In terms of politics, only 29% of the seats in national legislatures are held by women across 

OECD  

                                                
1 GEPS – FJJ 2018; FEPS 2018; FEPS/TASC 2018; EIGE 2017 
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Following the presentation of the figures, the trainer provided an indicative example from her own 

experience which illustrates how one woman professor and member of the Board of Directors in 

her institution is addressed by her men colleagues during the meetings of the Board. As evident, 

she is called “hey Teresa”, “hey girl” while her male colleagues are addressed as “extinguished 

professor” even though they do not have any difference in their credentials or in age. She further 

elaborated that women are typically attributed of the office “housework” during meetings, for 

example by expecting her to undertake administrative responsibilities such as for writing the 

minutes of the meeting. Finally, she pointed out it is often evidenced that women are not invited 

to become members of Senates or hold any paid extra curricula positions because men assume 

that women want to go home immediately after work.  

 

 
Figure 3 And in science? 

 

Additionally, the trainer wondered whether the evidence of gender inequality presented in the 

previous slide expands also to the field of science or whether this field is immune to gender 

inequalities. To answer this question, Dr Rotter mentioned the results of the recently published 

article “How the entire scientific community can confront gender bias in the workplace” 

(Kathleen, 2019) noting that the situation in science is by no means different than that of other 

fields. In particular, she emphasised that: 

 Women are less likely to be employed as graduate students or postdocs in male Principal 

Investigator (PI) labs, which represent over 70% of labs (Sheltzer & Smith 2014); 

 Women are half as likely to get ‘excellent’ letters of recommendation (Dutt et al. 2016; 

Schmader et al. 2008), and 10-20% less likely to become an independent PI than men 

(Lerchenmueller & Sorenson 2018; Van Dijk et al. 2014); 
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 Start-up funds for male PIs are US500,000 dollars higher than those provided on start-ups 

for female PIs (Sege 2015); 

 Women submit fewer applications for grants overall and are less likely to have grant 

renewals funded than men (Hechtman et al. 2018; Marsh et al. 2009; Witteman et al. 2018; 

van der Lee & Ellemers 2015; Kaatz 2016); 

 Female last authors (leader author or PI) are 6.4% less likely to have their manuscripts 

accepted by an all-male panel of reviewers (Murray et al. 2019); 

 Women account for less than 25% of awardees for the most prominent awards in some 

STEM fields (Lincoln et al. 2012) 

 

 
Figure 4 The European Commission reacts 

 

After demonstrating gender inequalities in the field of STEM, Dr Rotter mentioned that the 

European Commission has already acknowledged this issue and decided to adapt measures 

tackling it. Therefore, the EC launched a series of calls in the Horizon 2020 Programme which 

focused on finding solutions to gender inequalities, such as through the development and 

implementation of GEPs. To this respect, a number of sister projects to the R&I PEERS, such as 

PLOTINA, CHANGE and LIBRA have been granted funding with a purpose to define, design 

and implement GEPs.  

 

Further, the trainer emphasized on the need of designing and developing tailor-made GEPs which 

take into account the cultural aspects and realities of each institution. For example, as explained, 

what is relevant in Slovenia might not be relevant in Israel or in Finland due to cultural parameters 

and differences.  
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Figure 5 ... And then we have the idea 

 

Continuing, the trainer described a typical scenario often faced by research and scientific teams 

in their attempt to write competitive project applications for the development of GEPs. As she 

explained, receiving the grant from the EC does not guarantee also the successful implementation 

of the project as there might be some hidden obstacles not been taken into account during the 

writing phase. These are the barriers and challenges that are often posed to institutes when they 

actually take actions to implement their GEPs. 
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4.3.2 Barriers and boundaries in the implementation of GEPs 

 

 
Figure 6 When are obstacles / barriers / challenges expected? 

 

In the second section, Dr Rotter introduced the barriers and boundaries which could hinder the 

implementation of GEPs. These barriers have been structured into four categories: 

1. Set-up: The first set of barriers relates to the initial setting up of the GEP; 

2. Implementation: The second layer of barriers relates to the implementation of the GEP;  

3. Management: The third cluster of barriers concerns the management of the institution 

implementing the GEP; 

4. Monitoring/Evaluation: The final set of obstacles preventing the successful 

implementation of the GEP is the lack of monitoring and evaluation of the work executed. 

Two barriers from each of the above mentioned categories were presented and discussed during 

the training session summing up to a total of eight barriers listed in Figure 7. Each of the eight 

barriers has been elaborated in accordance to the following four parameters:  

a. What do people say about this barrier? 

b. What is the likelihood of this barrier to show up? 

c. What is the effect in case this barrier is not tackled? 

d. What mitigation measures could solve this barrier? 
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Figure 7 List of barriers 

Following the presentation of the barriers, the trainer proceeded with a detailed analysis of each 

of each of them.   

 

4.3.2.1 Set-up: Barriers during the design of the GEP 

 

Barrier #1: No goals or targets 

 
Figure 8 No goals or targets 

Set up No goals or targets

No directed responsibilities

Implementation Lack of expertise

No iteration of GEP

Management Resistance

Lack of understanding

Monitoring / 
Evaluation

No mechanisms

No surveys or data collection
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While initiating the discussions of setting up a GEP, one can often have colleagues 

within their institution who might say “we have this funding, let’s get over it and get 

back to our work which is really more important”. On the other side, they might say 

“let’s try to make something so fancy that people will definitely admire us for our 

plans”. However, such a plan is too good to be true and will never work in practice because it may 

be too costly, it could take so much time to be implemented and it will not be sustainable in the 

future. As it has been explained by the trainer, it is not worthy to have a GEP that will work only 

during the implementation of the project and then be abandoned putting all efforts in vain. 

 

The trainer noted that the likelihood of this barrier happening is low. As she explained, 

drawing from the perspective of Horizon projects, if the institution or the team members 

are not motivated, the likelihood is that the project consortium will be so supportive and 

passionate about the GEP that they will simply transmit this passion to the institution. If this does 

not happen while preparing the project application, the attitude of the institution towards setting 

up the GEP will change once the project is initialised.    

 

The effect of this barrier is to have a poor or an unrealistic GEP with a low outreach 

potential.   

 

In order to be able to mitigate this barrier, it is vital to understand that when the GEP is 

defined, it has to be realistic. The institution has to consider how to implement activities 

which will have sustainability in time and will not require excessive financial support 

and/or personnel efforts. At the same time, the main target group of the GEP should be taken into 

account. For example, if the GEP targets exclusively women, it might be expected that the 

institution will get some degree of resistance from the male community. Similarly, the team 

members designing the GEP should also contemplate what they would need at the first stages of 

their career. This could be a good mentor or a good role model. If the team manages to identify 

and involve these good mentors and role models, then it has consequently in place soft measures 

which are sustainable and durable in time. Lastly, the trainer emphasised that the designers of the 

GEP should take into account which measures can be immediately adopted avoiding being too 

majestic claiming that “we will change the national legislation” as such a measure is not realistic. 

It thus advisable for an institution to implement measures which will eventually change the 

atmosphere among the personnel aiming at raising awareness about the significance of the GEP 

across all structures of the staff.  
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Barrier #2: No directed responsibilities 

 

 
Figure 9 No directed responsibilities 

 

This barrier relates to the absence of people who will be assigned to implement the 

GEP or giving this responsibility to a junior staff member who might not be taken 

seriously by her/his colleagues.   

 

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is high. 

 

 

The effect of not tackling this barrier is to have a non-executable GEP that will exist 

only on paper. Consequently, gender equality will not be achieved in the institution.  

 

To mitigate this barrier, Dr Rotter provided an example from the CHANGE project in 

which all partners involved requested a signed letter of commitment from their directors 

or rectors for the execution of the developed GEP. According to the provisions of the 

letter, they had to attend an annual training session on gender equality and share the acquired 

knowledge with the top administration of their institutions in an effort to appreciate the notion of 

gender equality and become willing to adopt the plan for the institution. As the trainer explained, 

there are many possible ways to engage the top management in the GEP activities: inviting them 

for coffee, introducing yourself and the project during advisory or union board meetings, 

identifying the people with authority in the institution and connect with them while asking for 

their feedback.  

 

 
 



D4.2 – First proceedings of Wave2 of training sessions 

Dissemination level – [PU]   
 

R&I PEERS - GA n° 788171  Page 18 of 33 

 

4.3.2.2 Implementation: Barriers during the implementation of the GEP 

 

Barrier #3: Lack of expertise 

 

 
Figure 10 Lack of expertise 

 

There are some cases in which the GEP is already written but the lack of expertise and 

knowledge on gender issues from the personnel causes difficulties in its 

implementation. The person in charge of implementing the GEP may often encounter 

statements from colleagues along the lines “What do we have to do now with gender 

equality?; I don’t know anything about it; Is this another trendy stuff we have to do?; Let’s get 

over it and then we can go on with our serious tasks”.  

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is very high, especially in the field of STEM 

because gender is typically not the topic of conversation among researchers. During the 

discussion, the trainer provided an astonishing example indicating the importance of 

having diversity in research teams and how gender can play a significant role in the design of 

experiments in biology. To support her view, she made a reference to a recent European project 

in which experiments on zebrafish were undertaken to examine the effect of the drug leftovers on 

the genes of fish. During the design of the research, the team was recording the sex of the fish 

without planning to use this variable in the analysis. Dr Ana Rotter, who was responsible for the 

analysis of the results, decided to make the analysis twice in order to examine whether sex could 

play a role in the results: (a) without taking into consideration the sex of the fish and (b) including 

the variable sex in the statistical model. Apparently, the results were completely different 

signifying how important gender is in STEM. 

 

The effect of this barrier is the lack of concrete dialogue between the management team 

and sceptical employees which in turn can lead to slower adoption of GEP measures. 
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The question is how this barrier could be mitigated. One solution could be through the 

design of tailor-made career development plans for the staff members. This strategy 

implies the assignment of a mentor who will encourage the younger colleagues, both 

male and female, to think of their career for the next years and together define a plan on how to 

achieve their career goals. Also, as explained by the trainer, attending workshops at a national and 

international level, inviting experts in the institution as well as involving crucial and charismatic 

stakeholders (e.g. lecturers, successful scientists, heads of departments, entrepreneurs) to present 

and share their success stories can be considered efficient mitigating measures.   

 

Barrier #4 No iteration of GEPs 

 

 
Figure 11 No iteration of GEPs 

 

Another problem that is often evident during the implementation of the GEP is the lack 

of iteration in the sense that the GEP remains unchangeable throughout time.  

 

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is low. Taking as example the GEPs generated 

as part of projects funded by the Science with and for Society (SwafS) programme, the 

participating organisations are asked to include the monitoring of the project which 

implies the constant evaluation and improvement of the GEP measures and actions.  

 

 

However, the effect in case the institution does not monitor or iterate the GEP, even on 

a yearly basis or half a year, is that the GEP will become obsolete. As aptly noted by the 

trainer, the changes identified in the GEP some time ago may not be relevant today or in 

the future.  
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In order to mitigate this problem, it is really important for the institution to monitor the 

implementation of the GEP at regular time intervals, study the implementation of GEPs 

and best practices from other organisations and consider including or adjusting them into 

its own reality. Iteration implies that the people in charge of implementing the GEP are 

flexible to add and delete measures from the GEP in order to address the new realities. Attending 

workshops, meeting other people and colleagues, assessing what is working and not working for 

them and trying to adapt their measures to the employees’ cultural background, preparing a 

brochure for internal use are all possible measures for tackling this barrier. Finally, it is advisable 

for the institution to get feedback from employees and especially from those resisting the most to 

the GEP because these people may share some new ideas which can facilitate the implementation 

of new measures.  

  

4.3.2.3 Management: Barriers during the management of the GEP 

 

Barrier #5: Resistance 

 

 
Figure 12 Resistance 

 

During the implementation of the GEP, the people in charge may encounter some 

resistance from the management and/or some employees which is typically translated 

into the following statements “Again this feminist debate?; Are you bored and you 

don’t have other stuff to do?; This is not about me, I am not affected since I have never 

had any negative experience in my career”.  

 

The likelihood of happening is medium to high because it obviously depends on the 

institutional culture and background.   
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The effect of this barrier is that it will prevent the initialisation of the implementation 

of the GEP especially if the management does not embrace it.  

  

To mitigate this barrier, the people implementing the GEP should speak to their 

colleagues and introduce them to the notion of gender equality and the importance of 

having a plan about it. It is also very important to be informed that the GEP does not 

relate to a formal adoption of new legislation but rather to set of internal policies and regulations, 

which will optimise the atmosphere within the institution as if the staff members are happier, they 

will be more productive.  

 

Barrier #6 Lack of understanding 

 

 
Figure 13 Lack of understanding 

 

In this barrier it is emphasised that people may become negative as a result of their 

lack of understanding of the importance that the gender equality plan can play in the 

operation of an institution. 

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is medium to high and depends on the structure 

of the GEP. If strong and unclear measures are included, for example, in the GEP, the 

possibility is that the management and employees may say that the implementation of 

the GEP is not necessary and feasible. 

 

The effect of this barrier is that it minimizes the possibility of having an effective GEP 

and significantly influences its sustainability.  
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To mitigate the lack of understanding for the need of a GEP, the implementing team 

should obtain support from highest management and approach at the same time 

colleagues from all levels and genders. For example, the team should approach the 

technicians, the administration, those colleagues who are often overlooked in any kind of 

important decisions or events. Once these people feel engaged and grateful, they will promote the 

GEP to their managers who will in turn slowly think that there is a need for some cultural change 

within the organization. In addition, to mitigate this barrier the institution should organise 

informal gatherings inviting all the personnel in addition to formal meetings with the management 

team. Finally, giving incentives to all the employees to understand the importance of the GEP and 

then participate in its implementation is an additional measure to tackle this barrier.  
 

4.3.2.4 Monitoring / Evaluation: Barriers as a result of the lack of monitoring and evaluation 

mechanisms of the GEP actions. 

 

Barrier #7: No mechanisms 

 

 
Figure 14 No mechanisms 

 

This barrier refers to the absence of established mechanisms to be used for the 

monitoring and evaluation of the GEP. 

  

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is medium.  

 

 

The effect of this barrier is that any actions implemented as part of the GEP will not be 

sustainable in time.   
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The trainer highlighted that establishing mechanisms for monitoring is a difficult task. 

As she indicated, it is pivotal to make the distinction between (a) monitoring the GEP 

while it is under implementation, and (b) evaluating whether what has been implemented 

years ago, still has some impact. Therefore, to mitigate this barrier the institution should always 

be alert for any window of opportunity for national legislation change. This window of 

opportunity will give the advantage to the institution to introduce the gender aspect in the society 

increasing the chances of being heard by policy makers and having some gender measures 

included in the national legislation. Internal organizational documents for monitoring, such as the 

number of new employees, the number of promotions, the number of new permanent contracts, 

and salaries should be recorded and included in the annual report of the institution.  

 

Barrier #8: No surveys or data collection 

 

 
Figure 15 No surveys or data collection 

 

This barrier relates to the lack of collecting data regarding the necessity of adopting and 

implementing the GEP.  

 

 

The likelihood of this barrier happening is high especially if no provisions are in place 

to ensure that the administration collects these data from the early stages of the GEP 

implementation.  

 

If the data is not available and collected, the personnel will not embrace the necessity of 

the presence of a GEP within the institution. Only data can prove that a problem exists 

and actions to solve it should be undertaken.   
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In order to mitigate this barrier, the people in charge of running the GEP could prepare 

the data in collaboration with the Human Resources. This could also include the 

collection of national data, data from SHE figures, and data from the EIGE gender 

equality index. These data can become the basis of comparison for the next years. Also, the middle 

management should be contacted because they are usually overlooked, even though they are in 

direct contact with the employees, they are not so busy comparing to the top management and 

they act as mediators to the top management.   

 

4.3.3 Lessons learned  

 

 
Figure 16 Personal experience from CHANGE  

 

Following the presentation and analysis of the eight main barriers hindering the implementation 

of GEPs, Dr Ana Rotter shared her experience with the CHANGE project, a sister project to R&I 

PEERS aiming at designing and implementing GEPs. As she explained, a core part of the project 

was the organisation of interviews with 5-20 individuals from each implementing institution 

lasting between 30-90 minutes. The most interesting outcome of the interviews was that the most 

resistant people in the institutions were the ones giving the best feedback. Even though some of 

these people had initially said that they never had any problem related to gender equality, they 

admitted during the interview that they personally faced lots of them when they were younger. 

Almost all of the interviewees said that they would like to have training sessions or institutional 

workshops (e.g. on proposal writing, management, scientific publication writing).  

 

In addition, the cultural background is very relevant for the development and success of the GEP 

implementation. As she explained, the institution should not treat the GEP as a recipe that works 

for all but rather we should identify our needs, priorities and cultural characteristics and then 

develop a tailor-made GEP which will reflect the reality of its institution. Another experience 
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from the CHANGE project is that people are in favour of personal contact, they like to talk, to 

network and have opportunities to mingle. Informal gatherings give the opportunity to all 

employees to interact and share their views and a result they break the barriers and the resistance.  

 

Finally, the CHANGE project is characterised of soft measures that aim at raising awareness about 

gender equality among the future leaders, namely, those who will reach the top management in 

the next 10 years. If the future leaders are trained now, they will already be convinced about the 

importance of GEPs once they hold top management positions. 

 

 
Figure 17 Always bear in mind 

 

The trainer highlighted to all participating partners to be aware that any progress takes time. 

Therefore, sustainability of the actions is a key to success and in order to guarantee sustainability 

the institution should choose soft low budgeted measures. Sometimes the people in charge of 

implementing the GEP have no power over administrative changes (e.g. legislation can change, 

no access to the hierarchy of the institution). Inclusiveness is key to break down barriers; try to 

engage men into gender equality dialogue, use role models, address all seniority levels and all 

types of work (administrative, technical, scientific, academic).  
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Figure 18 Your turn 

 

Following the presentation of the major barriers and challenges, the trainer invited all participants 

to reflect on their own GEPs under the prism of the pillars identified and discussed during the 

training session. This final session allowed them to exchange and share their experiences in order 

to identify measures to improve their own GEP actions.  
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5 PARTICIPANTS’ FEEDBACK 

In order to objectively measure the success of the training session and identify any improvements 

for the two training sessions to be held in the next years, an online questionnaire was developed 

and distributed among the participants. Aiming at fostering the authentic and unbiased evaluation 

of the training session, the survey did not require from the participants to disclose their identity. 

The evaluation survey, returned by 17 participants, was consisted of rating scale questions, yes/no 

questions and open ended questions, the results of which are demonstrated below.  

 

In particular, the first set of questions requested from the participants to rate the given statements 

on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 refers to “strongly disagree” and 5 “strongly agree”. As evident in 

Figure 19, all participants either agreed (35.3%) or strongly agreed (64.7%) that the objectives of 

the training were met.  

  

 
Figure 19 The objectives of the training were met 

 

Regarding the interaction between the trainer and the participants, 68.8% strongly agreed that 

interaction was established while only a percentage of 5.9% reported that they neither agree nor 

disagree with the statement as presented in Figure 20. 

 

 
Figure 20 The trainer was engaging allowing interaction with the participants during the training 
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In addition, 70.6% of the audience strongly agreed that the presentation content was 

comprehensible for the purposes of the training (Figure 21) while an almost similar percentage of 

them strongly agreed that the structure of the training was easy to follow (Figure 22).  

 

 
Figure 21 The presentation content was comprehensible for the purposes of the training 

 

 
Figure 22 The structure of the training was easy to follow 

The expertise of the trainer, Dr Ana Rotter, is analysed in Figure 23 according to which 82.4% 

and 17.6% of the participants strongly agreed and agreed respectively to the statement that the 

trainer was well prepared to answer any questions related to the content of the training. While 

47.1% of the participants strongly agreed that the training length was appropriate, an insignificant 

percentage topped at 11.8% neither agreed nor disagreed with the aforementioned statement as 

shown in Figure 24.  
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Figure 23 The expert was well prepared to answer any questions related to the content 

 

 
Figure 24 The session length was appropriate 

 

The survey was additionally comprised of a set of yes/no questions with a purpose to evaluate the 

skills, competences and knowledge of the participants as acquired by attending the training 

session. According to the results of the questionnaire, 88.2% of the participants responded 

positively to the question “Have you found the acquired knowledge essential for your daily work 

in gender equality related tasks?” (Figure 25) while all of them believe that their knowledge or 

skills have improved by attending the training (Figure 26).  
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Figure 25 Have you found the acquired knowledge essential for your daily work in gender equality related tasks? 

 

 

 
Figure 26 Do you feel that your knowledge or skills have improved by attending the training? 

 

Finally, the survey was complemented by two open ended questions aiming at evaluating the 

participants’ overall impression about the training and further identifying weaknesses which could 

be tackled in the next two training sessions.  

In particular, in response to the question “What did you like the most about the training?”, the 

answers mainly focused on the expertise of Dr Ana Rotter as well as on the content of the training 

as demonstrated in the extracts below:  

 

88.2%

11.8%

Have you found the acquired knowledge essential for your daily 
work in gender equality related tasks?

Yes No

100%

0%

Do you feel that your knowledge or skills have improved by 
attending the training?

Yes No
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Considering that the Task 4.2 “Training to GEP piloting partners” concerns the organisation of an 

additional number of two training sessions on topics related to “How other cases (best practices) 

have faced similar issues in the achievement of gender equality” and “The recovery actions 

suggested by the peers in consultation workshops, in case some GEP will not perform as 

scheduled” which are planned to take place in 2020 and 2021, the participants were asked to 

reflect on the weaknesses of the training session by responding to the question “How could we 

improve the learning experience for the upcoming training sessions”. While some of the answers 

focused on the length of the session noting that it could have been extended and the share of best 

practices from stakeholders outside the consortium, other participants highlighted the importance 

of choosing skilful and competent trainers as it was the case of Dr Ana Rotter: 

 

  

 

  

The fact that the trainer provided 

genuine examples to make her 

case clear. 

She was very clear, helpful and nice, with constructive 

comments. The same for the rest of people on the table and 

the advisory board. Ana Rotter talk was very practical. 

 

The presentation was well organized and 

structured, moreover the expert was very 

involving. 

 

It was prepared and executed in a really 

audience-friendly and communicative 

way. 

The participants should study a bit 

the topic of the training so that they 

are prepared to put questions to the 

trainer to enhance the interaction of 

the workshop. 

 

Always engage experts 
that know how to involve 

the participants. Keep up 

the good work. 

It could have take a whole 

day of the meeting, as it 

was very useful. 

We could possibly 

increase the length. 

Enlarging the experiences 

and stories collected from 

other stakeholders. 
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6 LESSONS LEARNED 

D4.2 presented the content of the training session entitled “The barriers and boundaries of 

application GE policies in Europe” held as part of Task 4.2 “Training to GEP piloting partners” 

of the R&I PEERS project. The scope of the training session, organised in Ljubljana and delivered 

by Dr Ana Rotter from the National Institute of Biology (NIB) in Slovenia, was to equip the 

piloting partners with the necessary skills to identify the main barriers and boundaries in the 

design and implementation of GEPs within their institutions as well as to render them capable to 

design mitigation measures resolving their possible barriers. The session was attended by 24 

participants, including representatives of the seven piloting and the three supporting partners as 

well as members of the Advisory Board of the project and external experts in the field of gender 

equality.  

 

The training session was efficiently structured into three distinctive but interconnected pillars, 

namely, (a) Necessity of the training; (b) Barriers and boundaries in the implementation of GEPs 

and (c) Lessons learned which facilitated the smooth delivery and comprehensibility of its content. 

The first pillar focused on the demonstration of statistics which prove on the one hand, the gender 

inequality against women in a wide spectrum of fields and in particular in the domain of STEM 

and on the other hand, the necessity of including GEPs in European RFOs and RPOs. The core 

element of the project was distributed across the second pillar in which Dr Ana Rotter presented 

and opened a discussion on the main barriers and boundaries in the implementation of GEPs. The 

content was sub-divided into four categories of barriers and challenges that one institution could 

face in its attempt to implement a GEP, namely: Set-up: Barriers during the design of the GEP; 

Implementation: Barriers during the implementation of the GEP; Management: Barriers during 

the management of the GEP; and (d) Monitoring / Evaluation: Barriers as a result of the lack of 

monitoring and evaluation mechanisms of the GEP actions. 

 

Particular emphasis was given to the last pillar on the Lessons learned in which the trainer 

highlighted the importance of the development of tailor-made GEPs which take into considerable 

account the cultural parameters, among others, of the institution. As being elaborated, the idea of 

a prototype GEP which works perfectly for all institutions as well as designing an immutable GEP 

without any evaluation, monitoring and iteration are some lessons to be avoided from the early 

stage of designing the GEP. In contrast, the inclusion of soft measures in the GEP as opposed to 

overambitious, costly and infeasible actions as well as the inclusion of the staff members during 

the whole cycle of the GEP, from the design, the implementation, the evaluation and monitoring 

are practices which can facilitate the sustainability of the plan.  

 

Finally, aiming at measuring the success of the training session along with identifying any room 

for improvement for the additional two training sessions to be scheduled between 2020 and 2021 

as part of Task 4.2, an anonymous, online evaluation questionnaire was circulated among the 

participants. In overall terms, the training session received very positive feedback from the 

participants who emphasised on the relevance and structure of the content as well as the expertise 

of and the interaction with the trainer. Finally, increasing the length of the training in order to 

accommodate the idiosyncratic needs and characteristics of the partners was listed as the major 

recommendation for the next training workshops.  
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