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Executive Summary 

Gender inequality patterns in Business and Management (B&M) Schools show little signs of 

diminishing and, in some cases have been increasing. Academics in B&M Schools come from 

different intellectual traditions, have varied epistemological and ontological perspectives, and 

utilise wide-ranging approaches and methodologies in their own research towards the 

creation of new knowledge. Such diversity poses complex challenges when ensuring Gender 

Equality (GE) in B&M Schools. As a result, there is a knowledge and practice gap regarding GE 

in B&M Schools. 

The TARGETED-MPI project aims to close the GE gap in B&M Schools through the 

development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of Gender Equality Plans (GEPs). 

The GEPs will alleviate gender biases and imbalances to help ensure these centres of learning 

are fit for purpose and forward-thinking hubs for innovative new ways of organising. 

TARGETED-MPI also identifies ways in which GEPs can be integrated into wider institutional 
practices, policies, and procedures to ensure their sustainability.  

The TARGETED-MPI methodological approach, is action-based, drawing on action research to 

engage and work closely with stakeholders. Participants are co-researchers working together 

to identify issues and determine actions to facilitate change. This approach encourages 

transparency, inclusivity and the development of close networks encouraging commitment to 

long-term change. The development of the TARGETED-MPI GEPs relies heavily on the 

international State-of-the-Art (SoA) and State-of-Practice (SoP) and the findings of the first 
TARGETED-MPI stakeholders’ workshop.  

The objective of this document (D3.1 ‘Green Paper: GE Issues in Business and Management 

Schools’) is to summarise the findings of the first stakeholders’ workshop of the TARGETED-

MPI project. The green paper provides essential input to the following TARGETED-MPI project 

activities: i) the tools and guidelines for the development of GEPs, ii) the ex-ante evaluation, 

and ii) the development of the GEPs. The synthesis of the SoA and SoP, and the proceedings 

of the First Stakeholders’ Workshop are the key inputs used for the development of the 
TARGETED-MPI green paper. 

The synthesis of the GE SoA and SoP provided the basis for the workshop discussions. The 

objective of the first TARGETED-MPI workshop was to obtain the workshop participants’ 

experiences and views on key GE issues relevant to the development, implementation, and 

monitoring of GEPs. The workshop was held on-line and organised into two and a half hour 

sessions held over two days (16-17/02/2021). The workshop included GE experts, members 

from each partner university, and peers from academia, research funding organisations 

(RPOs), and business who were or currently are involved in implementing a GE agenda. Project 

partners and workshop participants represented diverse academic cultures and socio-

economic environments in Europe (Belgium, Greece, Sweden, Denmark, and the United 
Kingdom) and Lebanon. 

The workshop participants were informed about the TARGETED-MPI objectives and 

requirements in order to understand the context of their involvement in the project. 
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Furthermore, the key findings of the synthesis of the international SoA and SoP review 

conducted by the TARGETED-MPI project were presented to the participants. The workshop 

findings were synthesised using an inductive approach appropriate for analysing qualitative 

data. This led to an initial identification of key issues which were then cross-checked and 

synthesised along with the findings of the SoA and SoP synthesis to identify a final set of 

overarching themes and provide recommendations for the development of the GEPs. The 

identification of the key GE issues and the recommendations for the development of the GEPs 

was supported by the multilayer conceptual framework developed by the TARGETED-MPI 
project, for the identification and classification of the macro-meso-micro factors affecting GE.  

Following the synthesis of the SoA and SoP findings and the workshop discussions, at this stage 

of the TARGETED-MPI project development the following set of recommendations are made 
for consideration for the development of the GEPs: 

- Transparency, resilience and integration should be the key criteria for the 

development of GEPs, where transparency means stakeholder engagement to 

develop, implement and monitor the GEPs; resilience designates the ability to adapt 

and reinterpret the GEPs in response and in cooperation with all GE stakeholders; and 

integration stands for a holistic, yet contextual, view of the needs of the stakeholders 

and organisational systems, including those already in place.  

- There should be a concentrated effort to investigate and overcome the existing gaps 

between policy and practice through development of bespoke GEPs; identification of 

these will emerge from existing practices and policies.  

- There should be a range of different actions for promoting GE at multiple levels within 

organisations which are designed to have immediate, short-term, mid-term and long-

term effects.  

- Engagement and commitment of the key decision-makers and decision-making bodies 

that set the B&M school’s strategy, and including the broader engagement of other 

decision-makers in the institution where appropriate, should be considered as a key 

factor to the success of the GEPs. 

- Consultation with internal and external stakeholders and experts on gender issues 

and wider Equality, Diversity and Inclusivity (EDI) issues to ensure greater clarity and 

understanding of a B&M school’s particular context and culture. Planning has to take 

into account the stage of maturity of GE in the national and organisational context in 

which the B&M school is located. 

- Those responsible for the development, implementation and monitoring of GEPs 

should include an upward development strategy – starting small, aiming for quick wins 

and then moving towards developing more nuanced and complex policies and actions. 

- Key decision-makers and relevant committees should lobby external organisations, 

including research funding organisations, accreditation and university ranking bodies 

to include GE in their assessment criteria, to ensure external accountability.  

- To ensure sustainability consideration should be given to long-term planning to share 

learning and knowledge exchange of GE initiatives at an inter- and intra-organisational 

level. 
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- Communication strategies should be a key requirement in the development, 

implementation and monitoring of GEPs to encourage inclusivity and to help 

overcome resistance. 

- Throughout the process of the development, implementation and monitoring of GEPs 

care should be given to the equal representation of women and men.  

- To ensure bespoke and customised GE planning at different levels, those in positions 

of strategic decision-making and/ or sitting on relevant committees should work with 

individuals across the organisation to incorporate a range of perspectives and take 

into consideration differing circumstances.  

- GEPs should include simple measurable targets and show visible results that motivate 

continued efforts to advance GE, e.g., equal representation of men and women on 

every governing body. 

- GEP performance should be monitored at regular intervals to determine its continued 

effectiveness 

- GEP monitoring should include regular evaluation of needs to ensure continued 

relevance 

- GEP plans should include Internal and external accountability reporting mechanisms 

- Consideration should be given to how people in different academic role s and at 

different career stages are experiencing GE; this would help to establish what 

initiatives would be most helpful for them. 

- In the planning of GEPs consideration should be given to how all individuals can 

become involved in the GE agenda including opportunities to share their experiences 
and demonstrate their commitment. 
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1 Introduction1 

The objective of this deliverable is to provide essential input for the development of the tools 

and guidelines for the development of the GEPs (T3.2), the ex-ante evaluation (T5.2x-T5.6x), 
and to the development of the GEPs (T3.3a-T3.7a). 

Women remain under-represented in all disciplines and at all levels of academia, especially at 

the professorial level, in senior leadership roles, including deans, university vice-chancellors 

and presidents (Shepherd, 2017), and in gate-keeping positions, such as editorial boards and 

research funding bodies (Metz et al., 2016, Fotaki, 2013). While gender equality (GE) research 

work has focused mainly on STEMM (Science, Technology, Engineering, Mathematics, and 

Medicine) subjects, at the country-specific level little research has explored the effectiveness 

or reach of these gender and equality initiatives in the business and management (B&M) 

school context (Roseberry et al., 2016). Research shows that gender inequality patterns in 

B&M Schools show little signs of diminishing and, in some cases have been increasing. 

Interestingly, academics working in B&M Schools represent a variety of disciplines, including 

STEMM subjects (e.g., mathematics, statistics, operational research and information 

systems/technology), but also social sciences, arts, and humanities. These academics come 

from different intellectual traditions, have varied epistemological and ontological 

perspectives, and utilise wide-ranging approaches and methodologies in their own research 

towards the creation of new knowledge. Such diversity poses complex challenges when 

ensuring GE in B&M Schools. As a result, there is a knowledge and practice gap regarding GE 
in B&M Schools. 

The TARGETED-MPI project is committed to the development, implementation, monitoring, 

and evaluation of gender equality plans (GEPs) in partner B&M Schools. The GEPs will alleviate 

gender biases and imbalances to help ensure these centres of learning are fi t for purpose and 

forward-thinking hubs for innovative new ways of organising. TARGETED-MPI also identifies 

ways in which GEPs can be integrated into wider institutional practices, policies, and 

procedures to ensure their sustainability. Gender Equality Plans will operate as mechanisms 
for structural change in order to:  

- Foster GE in research/academic careers 

- Promote gender balance in decision-making processes and bodies 

- Integrate the gender dimension in research and innovation content 
- Advance fairness and equity in B&M Schools’ work environment 

According to the TARGETED-MPI methodology the development of the GEPs will be informed 

by the TARGETED-MPI Green Paper which represents the synthesis of the outcome of the first 

TARGETED-MPI workshop and the findings of the synthesis of the SoA and SoP summarised in 

the TARGETEDMPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al, 2021). The aim of the workshop was to 

give relevant stakeholders the opportunity to express their views on and experiences of key 

                                                 
1 We would like to thank Professor Konstantinos Zografos for his guidance in the development of this 

document.   
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gender equality issues that will be addressed in the development, implementation and 
monitoring of the TARGETED-MPI GEPs.  

The remainder of the Green Paper is organised into four sections: 1) methodology, 2) 

presentation of key themes, 3) conclusions, 4) recommendations. The next section explains 

the methodological approach adopted for the development of the Green Paper. Following the 

methodology, we present the six key themes, which emerged from the analysis of the data 

produced from the workshop breakout discussions. The third section highlights a higher-level 

synthesis of these themes, which focusses on organisational context and culture, the 

dissonance between policy and practice, and the need for the bespoke development, 

implementation and monitoring of GEPs. Finally, the paper concludes with a series of 

recommendations to inform the development, implementation, and monitoring of GEPs.  

 

2 Methodology 

The TARGETED-MPI methodological approach (see Figure 1), is action-based, drawing on 

action research to engage and work closely with stakeholders. Participants are co-researchers 

working together to identify issues and determine actions to facilitate change. This approach 

encourages transparency, inclusivity and the development of close networks encouraging 

commitment to long-term change.  
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Figure 2- 1: The TARGETED-MPI Concept and Methodology 

The development of the TARGETED-MPI GEPs relies heavily on the findings of the SoA and SoP 

(D2.1 Apospori et al, 2021) and the active engagement of the stakeholders throughout the 

GEP development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation lifecycle. Therefore, the 

methodology used for the development of the Green Paper is underpinned by the results of 

the synthesis of the SoA and SoP (D2.1: Apospori et al., 2021), and the input provided by the 
first stakeholders’ workshop.  

The objective of the first TARGETED-MPI workshop was to obtain the workshop participants’ 

experiences and views on key GE issues relevant to the development, implementation, and 

monitoring of GEPs. Due to the international travel restrictions as a result of the COVID-19 

pandemic the workshop was held on-line and organised into two and a half hour sessions held 

over two days (Tuesday 16 February 2021 and Wednesday 17 February 2021). The workshop 

included GE experts, members from each partner university, and peers from academia, 

research funding organisations (RPOs), and business who were or currently are involved in 

implementing a GE agenda. Project partners and workshop participants represented diverse 
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academic cultures and socio-economic environments in Europe (Belgium, Greece, Sweden, 
Denmark, and the United Kingdom) and Lebanon.  

The workshop objectives were:  

- To provide relevant stakeholders with the opportunity to express their views on and 

experiences of key gender equality issues that should be addressed in the 

development, implementation and monitoring of the TARGETED-MPI GEPs. 

- To obtain insights for the preparation of the TARGETED-MPI Green Paper on gender 

equality planning. 

- To work with culturally diverse institutions, which is vital for developing and 
enhancing GEPs’ success in promoting inclusive research cultures.  

In advance of the workshop, to help prepare the participants, we provided an agenda and a 

brief discussion document. The discussion document provided a summary of the SoA and SoP 

reviews conducted by the project partners and posed indicative topics for discussion during 

the breakout sessions during the workshop. The SoA reviewed theoretical and applied 

research regarding the factors affecting gender inequality and mapped the culture of B&M 

Schools. The SoP review included the findings of past and current Horizon 2020 SWAFS 

projects and national studies and research projects, gender-related national legalisation for 

each of the partner countries, the GE policies for each partner institution as well as the GEPs 

of each partner country’s research funding organisations.   

The SoA led to the development of a multi-layered conceptual framework which included the 

following interrelated groups of factors affecting gender equality that will be considered in 
the development of the TARGETED-MPI GEPs (D2.1 Apospori et al, 2021): 

- Career and personal outcomes: barriers specific to women’s careers such as delayed 

or interrupted career progression, over-allocation of administrative and teaching 

activities to women, and sex-based intimidation and/or harassment are widespread 

within B&M Schools. 

- Meso factors: organisational failures such as a lack of work-life policies and gendered 

notions of leadership create barriers limiting women academics’ success in B&M 

Schools. 

- Cultural context: patriarchal and masculine cultures represent most academic 

institutions where meritocracy fails to help disadvantaged academics achieve greater 
parity. 

The SoP mapped the contextual factors influencing GE in B&M Schools focussing on the 

different gender-related legal and institutional issues in each of the partner countries’ 

research producing organisations (RPOs) as well as the varied approaches to GE policy 

development in RFOs. Key themes that emerged from the SoP included (D2.1 Apospori et al., 
2021): 

- The role of context is critical to GE: with different and multiple factors influencing and 

existing between the partners’ local and national contexts, a one size approach to GE 

is inappropriate. 
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- There is a lack of connection between knowledge/understanding and practice within 

organisations. 

- There are significant gaps between policy and practice and GEP development, 

implementation, and monitoring. 

- For GEP success, mechanisms that connect gaps between knowledge, policy, and 

practice must be created and implemented.  

- Future GEP effectiveness requires contemporary examples of factors leading to their 
success and failures.  

The workshop was organised into plenary and parallel break-out sessions. The introductory 

plenary session during day one was led by Professor Claire Leitch, PI for University of Lancaster 

Management School and Professor Eleni Apospori, PI for Athens University of Economics and 

Business and PI of the overall TARGETED-MPI project. The objectives of the workshop were to 

familiarise stakeholders with the project and its requirements and to provide the context of 

their involvement in the project.  Following a presentation of the key findings of the SoA and 

SoP reviews (see above) the plenary session divided into three parallel discussion sessions.  

Each participant was assigned to one of three groups in which they remained for the breakout 

sessions on both days.  Care was taken to ensure each group had representatives from the 
project partners, and from RFOs, as well as experts from academia and business.   

During the day one breakout sessions, each group discussed the same questions provided 
below:  

- What are your experiences of creating and implementing practices to address gender 

inequity?  

o What is happening in your organisation regarding GE? 

o Do you have GE policies/plans? 

o What is working? 

o Where are the sticking points? 
o What is not working?  

During the breakout sessions on the second day, each group answered a different s et of 

questions, as follows: 

Group One: Implementation of GEPs 

Our findings show conflicting understanding of GEPs across different domains/ contexts and 

the need for improved understanding of GEPs, including where GEPs succeed and where they 

fail to be effective. From your perspective how should organisations approach gender equality 
planning – are there preferred approaches? 

Group Two: Culture 

Do you see particular behaviours/ practices/ ways of working which are helpful in influencing 

the commitment and the implementation of plans to gender equality in your organisation? 

Are there any particular behaviours/ practices/ ways of working from your perspective and 

from your experience that set up barriers to commitment and to implementing plans to 

gender equality? 



    

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020  15 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No. 872260  

Group Three: Current Policies  

Where are the areas/ gaps for improvement? How can we develop workable solutions to help 

women achieve their full potential?  What has worked well in the past to unlock opportunities 
for women to achieve their potential?   

On both days, each group was facilitated by a group chair and a rapporteur who took notes of 

the discussion. The breakout sessions were recorded and transcribed with the consent of the 

participants. At the plenary session following each breakout session each rapporteur reported 

the issues discussed by their group. The transcripts of each breakout session and the notes 

provided by each rapporteur provided useful input towards the development of this paper.  

The parallel sessions provided an environment in which participants were encouraged to 

engage in dialogue and discussion towards defining the gender equality issues to be addressed 

by the TARGETED-MPI GEPs. Specifically, the group chair asked the participants to share their 

insights into their experiences of GEPs, including their development, implementation and 

monitoring, with the aim of informing the design and implementation of GEPs in each partner 
institution. 

At the end of each of the breakout sessions, a plenary session was reconvened to further 

discuss and synthesise the outcome of the parallel sessions. In addition, the second day of the 

workshop began with an overview of the emerging topics from day one’s discussions, as 
below:   

- Leadership: degree of commitment; power lies with the professoriate; the need for 

allies and sponsorship;  

- Redefining work: placing the burden on women to address inequality (personal, 

home-based, organisational and national level); expectations of students; 

- Meritocracy: re-definition and widening to take into consideration all aspects of the 

academic role; not just ‘survival of the fittest’ (i.e. the stereotypical academic); what 

is valued and what is rewarded?; 

- External accountability: Criteria/ measures which organisations need to respond to;  

- Formalisation of measures and actions: providing accountability; 

- Stage of maturity: how to start a programme of GE? Start small, quick wins, 

consistency, continuous process; creation of the right environment; 

- National and global discourses: the benefit of external triggers? What is the discourse 
for gender? Gender fatigue is a systemic and not a personal issue.  

The workshop findings were synthesised using an inductive approach appropriate for 

analysing qualitative data. Inductive approaches aim to elicit emergent issues and connections 

by identifying categories and examining linkages between and across categories to form 

themes that offer rich description. Adopting these principles the synthesis examined the data 

drawn from the rapporteurs’ notes and transcriptions. This led to an initial identification of 

key issues which were then cross-checked with the SoA and SoP synthesis (D2.1 Apospori et 

al., 2021) to identify a final set of overarching themes and recommendations, as presented 
and discussed below. 
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3 Major themes emerging from the workshop discussions 

In this section, we present preliminary findings that emerged from the workshop discussions. 

Many opinions and perspectives were raised; our analysis highlights the most common 

themes that emerged from the group discussions which drew the attention of the participants 

and provided a basis for the discussions. These themes can help to illustrate the findings of 
the SoA and SoP (D2.1 Apospori et al., 2021) and identify directions for further research.  

In the presentation of the discussion themes below, we have selected some quotations which 

demonstrate opinions, experiences and views of the workshop participants. We do not aim to 

generalise from these opinions, experiences and views, but instead approach them as valuable 

inputs for the development of tools and guidelines of the GEPs (T3.2), the ex-ante evaluation 

(T5.2x-T5.6x), and the GEOs (T3.3a-T3.7a). To reiterate, the workshop participants included 

members of the TARGETED-MPI consortium from each partner university and external 

stakeholders: GE experts, academics and administrators who were or currently are involved 

in implementing a GE agenda, representatives of research funding organisations (RPOs), and 

HR practitioners from Europe (Belgium, Greece, Sweden, Denmark, and the United Kingdom) 

and Lebanon. Our analysis of the workshop discussions provides initial input and provides a 

basis for further discussion and development with internal and external stakeholders 
throughout the duration of this project. 

 

3.1 Policy not translating into practice  

A key theme which emerged from the workshop discussions was the gap between existing GE 

policies and the implementation of these policies in practice. The workshop participants 

frequently referred to this gap as ‘huge’. Importantly, the existence of the gap between GE 

policies and practice was noted by the representatives of HE institutions that have less 

developed GE policies (e.g. Lebanon) and those coming from the national contexts where such 

policies exist at the national and organisational levels (e.g. Nordic European countries).  

The most common example of GE policy not translating into practice related to various 

childcare provisions and policies around care work. It was suggested that these policies are of 

crucial significance for women and men’s careers and wellbeing. Nevertheless, due to the 

strong socio-historical patterns of unequal share of care work between women and men, 

these policies tend to be not only insufficient in practice but at times can exacerbate gender 

inequalities. As explained by one of the workshop participants, due to the lack of gender 

segregated data about the effects of parental leave policies on GE we know little about 

whether these policies affect women and men differently. One  participant pointed to an 

existing study in the US context to suggest that this is the case. Men academics manage to do 

research during their parental leave while women do not because the burden of care is mostly 

on the women (Antecol et al., 2018).  

Participants also discussed the prevalence of women facing the ‘double shift’. For instance, it 

was highlighted that whilst policies to support women are appearing at an organisational level, 
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policies to support the burden women carry with regard to childcare needs, and division of 

labour in the household are almost non-existent. It was acknowledged that the latter is hard 

to tackle as it involves changing gender relations and gender-role expectations within the 
household.  

As a result, even in countries where childcare is state sponsored (e.g., Swede n), women 

continue to remain in lower positions at work. That is because the academic culture of long 

hours, travelling to conferences etc. prevails, making it difficult for individuals to balance 

caring responsibilities with opportunities to progress their academic careers due to reduced 

time to devote to research and/ or decreased access to research and networking 
opportunities. As explained by one workshop participant: 

‘There is maternity leave, but most academics still work while they are on maternity 

leave in order to keep up with their publications with output they have to produce as 

academics. So officially there are policies but they are not effective because the 

culture is not supportive. The ideal worker [is one] who has as his priority his work not 

his family.’  

‘In Sweden we do have childcare, it’s professional, it has very high quality. Still studies 

show that there is a negative effect on both women and men having children under 

11 years. And this is of course is connected to work hours. Even if  they have childcare, 

most parents are not prepared to leave their children for 12 hours a day. The problem 
is the culture and the work hours.’ 

Another example of GE policies not translating into practice highlighted by the participants 

was the gap between formal and informal practices at universities. One participant 

commented that while recruitment on the formal level worked well in the presence of anti-

discriminatory policies and unconscious bias trainings, there are instances of ‘informal’ 
recruitment that can reinforce gender bias: 

‘Research leaders often they have an opportunity to recruit whoever they like if they 

have funding. We know that social networks are often homosocial, and we do have 

studies showing that men who do not have grants survive in academia while women 

are sorted out from academia. Men have the experience that it’ll be fine, something 

will turn up and it often does.’  

Finally, it was suggested that existing GE policies do not transform the unequal gendered 

reality in academia because they tend to be insensitive to the complexity of this reality. When 

a GE policy approaches women as a homogeneous group and does not recognise the issue of 

the intersectionality of gender along with race, class and age for example, it loses its ability to 

produce meaningful change. As explained by one of external stakeholders, ‘a one size fits all 

approach does not work here’; different policies are needed to address issues women face in 

applying for academic jobs and recruitment, in their early-career, mid-career and in moving 

into senior leadership roles. Furthermore, it was highlighted that the policies that utilise 

‘binary’ language (e.g., male and female, object and subject of action) may exclude non-binary 
people and/or deepen existing divisions. 
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It was continually stressed during the workshop that the Covid-19 pandemic has exacerbated 

the problem. The issues of unequal division of care-work between women and men came to 

the fore in discussing the falling levels of research productivity among women in academia. 

Women have taken the burden of childcare and home schooling, and subsequently, they have 

not been able to be as productive as their male colleagues (Sevilla and Smith, 2020; O’Keefe 

and Courtois, 2020). Some participants saw Covid-19 as an opportunity to draw attention to 

the problem, to redefine work and to rethink existing policies. 

 

3.2 The need to raise awareness and overcome resistance to achieve a 

sustainable cultural and structural shift  

The workshop participants also discussed the issue of limited support for the GE agenda in HE 

institutions, and the associated need to raise awareness and overcome resistance for 

achieving a sustainable cultural and structural shift. Resistance to promoting gender equality 

appeared to be an emotionally charged subject for those who have been dedicating their time 
and effort to this task. One participant said: 

‘I’ve been in B&M Schools for 28 years. My first paper published in the mid-90s was 

on gender issues in business Schools. I feel as though I dedicated all of my career to 
this and moved about a millimetre.’  

Another participant expressed their frustration: ‘How on earth do we expect things to change 
if those making the decisions are gender biased?’ 

It was suggested that futility and/or the unsustainable nature of existing attempts to advance 

gender equality was due to a lack of support and engagement on different levels. While the 

participants from Sweden generally felt their government’s commitment to gender equality 

was good, some participants from other countries expressed how they were baffled about a 

perceived lack of support at a national level. For example one participant commented:   

‘One of my long-standing frustrations is that the UK government does not hold the UK 

universality accountable for their funding through measures of equity. So whilst we’re 

making some movement in FTSE companies very, very slight, the UK government does 

not hold the UK universities to the same… I haven’t seen anything coming out from 

government officers on commitment to righting the wrongs around the equal pay, 
around the lack of women at senior roles.’ 

A general theme was the lack of awareness, support and action at the university level. Those 

participants with experience of developing and implementing a GEP at their univers ities 

stressed that active support at the university level is crucial. Without such support a GEP has 

very little chance of success. One participant shared that in their institution efforts to shift the 

mind-set of managers and leaders had taken a lot of energy and caused frustration but with 

little result. 

Connectedly, the role of university professors was raised in the discussions. One participant 
shared their experience:  
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‘In my experience the success of the plan in implementation really starts at the 

professorial level because if the professors are all men and you can’t find any men 

allies and I couldn’t find men allies and I couldn’t recruit men allies and out of 32 
professors there were two women.’ 

Most small-group discussions during the two-day workshop turned to the role of men in 

promoting GE in academia. Some conversations revolved around examples of men’s 

resistance to and informal sabotage of the GE policies and values, their unwillingness to know 

and/or learn about the associated problems. Others highlighted cases where men were highly 
supportive of GE, worked hard to create change and help women to develop their careers. 

 

3.3 Neoliberal university and the myth of meritocracy 

During the two days of the workshop there was much discussion about the neoliberalisation 

of HE and the logic of meritocracy in academic careers. These were commonly designated by 

the participants as key obstacles to promoting gender equality. It was suggested that merit – 

as a concept and construct - is problematic across all HE institutions; it is gendered around the 

masculine norm of an uninterrupted career path with the constant production of research 

outputs, promotes numerically-based measures, and does not recognise the importance of 

pastoral care, most of which tends to be carried out by women academics. One particular 

point raised by a number of participants was that the current understanding of merit  has a 

particularly negative impact on women academics with young children and caring 

responsibilities. This notion of meritocracy has been described as a barrier to GE. One 

participant said: ‘Unless we change what we value in the university, nothing will change.’    

As stated in the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021), ‘The idea in academic 

practice that decisions on recruitment, evaluation, advancement, promotion, and funding are 

made on value-neutral principles of meritocracy diverts attention from how discriminatory 

patterns are reproduced. The idea of merit as the neutral guiding principle for evaluation in 

academia is so embedded in academic culture that its gender bias is overlooked, (Powell, 

2018) by saying that due to the scientific ethos of meritocracy, the impact of gender bias in 

academic evaluation is largely denied (Powell, 2016).’ 

One workshop participant expressed the following view, which resonates with many other 
comments made during the workshop about the notion of merit in academia:  

‘Government sponsored childcare should go together with redefining what is the work 

that is meritorious in the academic setting. Maybe I’m too rebellious but I think one 

of the big problems is how the academic system is set up in general… We have the 

system that I think many people have in their Schools as well. We’re evaluated on 

research, teaching, citizenship, how good a colleague you are, how much things you’re 

putting out for the community, but really, it’s only research that matters. As long as 

your courses don’t completely crash and you don’t kill a colleague, as long as your 

research is fine then it’s great… The whole way supposedly meritocratic system is set 
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up is against this definition of work. What is the real work? Well, it’s the research that 
is the real work. The rest of it kind of a necessary evil.’   

It was suggested on a number of occasions that to promote GE in academia, the very definition 
of work needs to be revisited and expanded. Another participant said: 

‘I think that what we have to start with is to rethinking, redefine work, what is work? 

Care work is work. It takes time, it takes effort, it requires skills, but it poorly 

remunerated, not even remunerated in most cases. There are no pension plans, there 

are no health plans etc., so basically, it’s important for us. If we coming to this from a 

feminist perspective to redefine work. GEP cannot look at only a specific aspect of 
work.’  

The participants noted that the current vision of meritorious work is reduced to receiving 

research funding, publishing in prestigious academic journals and demonstrating a high 

number of citations. It was suggested that merit needs to be deconstructed and 

reconceptualised within each institution and its country context in order to value women’s 
contributions to the institution. One participant commented: 

‘Business Schools are very structured around incentivisation and merit. It is different 

to other organisations out there. Publishing and the outputs is the currency if you will. 

And if it’s not part of the currency you can have plans everywhere, they can be the 

best written and you can have local champions, but without it being part of merit, I’m 

doubtful that we’re going to see systematic change that goes beyond the local 
champions – someone putting the energy, experience and effort in.’  

This view is supported by the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al, 2021) , which 

also found that ‘… the criteria for judging merit are not gender-neutral and are established by 

existing power groups, resulting in evaluations that influence negatively opportunities of 
women (Powell et al., 2017)’.  

One research participant shared their experience:   

‘I had faculty say to me, we had a discussion on ok your literature list is all white men, 

there is no women, no people of colour, no non-Western perspective that you can 

bring into the classroom and I had faculty members literally say – if I spend two hours 

trying to find a different book that’s two hours I don’t spend on my research. I mean 
I understand this argument because it’s only the research that matters.’  

Another participant reflected on the implications of existing assessment procedures:  

‘Publications are rising year by year, we have more and more publications, no one can 

even read all the publications, there are too many and this is of course due to how we 

assess the researchers.’   

During the workshop, it was recommended that expanding the definition of merit and 

introducing different metrics for assessing academic production and contribution could be a 

useful way forward. For example, going beyond journal rankings and focusing on areas such 
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as teaching and service work. The participants highlighted a need to (re)define academic work 
and the metrics by which this work is measured. 

 

3.4 Approaches to gender equality planning 

The workshop participants suggested that before identifying viable solutions and committing 

ourselves to action, it is necessary first to diagnose the larger problem and understand how 

this problem manifests itself within / intersects with specific features of the national and 

organisational contexts. It was continuously stressed that the importance of cultural, political, 

legal and institutional contexts within which B&M Schools operate could not be 
underestimated. As one participant put it:   

‘There are a lot of solutions, but as long as you don’t know what the problem is, it 

doesn’t matter.’ 

The participants highlighted a need for an informed approach to address the problem of 

persisting gender inequality in academia. Questions that participants raised included: Why do 

women leave academia? Why do they not progress in their careers beyond a certain level? 

Why do gender discriminatory practices in universities and funding organisations persist 

despite several decades of effort to eradicate the roots of these practices through legislation, 
policy and awareness rising?  

In connection to the point about the importance of an informed approach, several workshop 

participants brought up and reflected upon various findings of existing research on gender 

issues in academia and other organisational contexts. It was postulated that in recent years 

some major advancements have been made in understanding various barriers and enablers 

to GE. Nevertheless, there is still much to learn about the problem. More work is yet to be 

done to build the bridges between various strands of existing research and develop a broader 
vision. One participant stated:  

‘When there is good will, there is not often knowledge of what works but this is 
changing because there is more research about the topic.’  

Furthermore, it was noted by a number of participants that approaches to gender equality 

planning that do not recognise the double burden of women who have jobs and still shoulder 

the majority of the housework and care work at home, and approaches  which lack 

acknowledgment of the deep-rooted practices of gendered distribution of work, might be 

ineffective.  

The workshop participants also stressed that effective approaches to GE planning must 
recognise the limitations of existing measures. One participant commented: 

‘We were born, and we all have been raised by the same gender culture, you know 

patriarchy, masculinity, paternalism, unconscious bias and all these… If we want to 

live in a new gender world with equality, with justice and with democracy we need to 
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find the tools and the methodologies, and the practices and the policies and if we 
don’t have the tools, we have to create these tools.’  

The importance of an holistic, multilevel, systemic approach was also brought to the fore of 
the discussion. One participant shared their view: 

‘We have noticed that all the policies that we have created in Greece up to now they 

have two characteristics – they all come from above, there are campaigns, tools, 

programmes, plans, projects that talk about gender equality, justice, democracy, 

human rights, pay gaps. And another characteristic is that we use policies, we have 

created policies that are partial – gender-based violence, economic issues, changes of 

legislation. We have to realise that what we call gender culture with all these 

characteristics - patriarchy, gender inequalities, rigid stereotypes, male privilege, they 

are somehow, a gendered culture that is inside us. It has created words and words 

have created self-images, so it is not so simple to change mass consciousness or the 

participation of women or the full potential of our abilities as human beings not as 

women or men. We have to create policies and now we are trying in Greece to create 

policies and plans from bottom-up… with chances and ways for inner transformation, 

inner movement and reconstructing and changing our self-gender-images. We have 

to create policies that give us the whole picture.’   

Throughout the workshop discussions, in both the parallel and plenary sessions, the 

participants highlighted the importance of an informed, critical, reflective, holistic and 
systematic approach to GE planning. 

 

3.5 Ensuring the commitment to and the implementation of GEPs 

As the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021) shows, implementation of GEPs 

has been slow, uneven or even non-existent in some organisational contexts. In relation to 

this, the workshop participants suggested that ensuring commitment to the development and 

the implementation of GEPs requires the structural presence of internal and external 
accountability.   

It was emphasised during the workshop that encouraging transparency and accountability 

within organisations should start at the level of the university leadership and professoriate 

since their role in ensuring any ground-breaking change is crucial. This also relates to 

TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021) findings regarding the need to 
engage/involve top management in a GEP. 

As noted by a workshop participant, internal accountability is necessary to close the large gap 

that exists between ‘good intentions’ and the actual implementation of the GEPs, where the 

latter requires constant attention, time, effort and positional power ‘to stop things and change 
things’: 

‘If you’re the director of the business school, you want the gender equality plan to 

work and change things you have to be all over it, you have to dedicate your time to 
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it, and you have to have to power to stop things and change things… I’ve just watched 

an event being advertised at my business school on the future of business Schools 

with all men invited to speak. So, if there is no somebody on all over it and looking at 

the policy and the expectations of the policy the power bounces straight back to 
embedded patriarchy at the professorial level.’ 

As demonstrated by the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021), reporting to 

external bodies ensures a level of accountability. The workshop participants strongly 

supported this view and shared their professional experiences. One participant said:  

‘Wherever I can, I call on the accreditation bodies of business Schools to actually firmly 

take on the gender equality criteria into their criteria. So a business school isn’t 

working towards a quality across the gamete, then why should it be triple accredited 

and in the top 1% of the world’s business Schools? Because unless it’s there and 
measured it’s unlikely to change.’  

Several participants explained that if external accreditation processes include a gender 

dimension and accreditation bodies require more GE that has the potential to influence the 

agenda in B&M Schools towards GEPs. Furthermore, it was articulated that accreditation and 

rankings are very influential in B&M Schools so ensuring that all respective organisations are 

on board is a powerful pathway to bring about positive change. In response to a question 

whether we need a carrot or stick to increase GE in B&M Schools, a workshop participant said: 

‘There are global quality stamps on universities and business Schools – we’re a 

member of whatever and we have a branding of that organisation. I think that it’s 

neither carrot nor stick, it’s accreditation. Business Schools are a bit different than 

other types of universities, accreditation is very important, so I think that could be a 
potential avenue.’ 

Another participant envisioned that commitment to GE would strengthen ‘i f we could have 

some form of equality ranking in business Schools… where you rank that in this university 

women and men write together, in this university mental health is equal between genders so 
on and so forth.’ 

Finally, gender quotas – a proven enabler to GE (Filandri & Pasqua, 2019) – were discussed at 

length during the two days of the workshop. The workshop participants acknowledged that 

gender quotas for increasing the number of women in top organisational places has been long 

seen as a controversial measure. As stated by a workshop participant: 

‘In Belgium there is a lot of taboo about the quotas because it is framed as favouring 

a less competent female candidate over a competent male academic. There is a big 
cultural issue in Belgium and negative vibe about it.’  

Nevertheless, the issue of gender quotas was raised repeatedly as one of very few measures 

that actually work for increasing gender equality. A suggested compromise between the 

proven effectiveness of gender quotas and anti-quota arguments could be to resort to quotas 
as a temporary measure.  
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3.6 Workable solutions to help women achieve their full potential  

In addition to the challenges of planning and implementing GEPs, the workshop participants 

also discussed various measures/actions/solutions that in their professional experiences have 
proved to be effective and introduced a positive change.  

Formalisation of certain academic procedures and introducing a mechanism for registering 

complaints were named as powerful means for challenging prevalent stereotypes and the 

attitudes that lead to gender unequal outcomes. As one workshop participant put it: 
‘Formalisation is women’s best friend.’ Recalling their own experience, this participant said:   

‘During the years we have tried to formalise lot of things in panel meetings. This is a 

way to make a very strict structure where you’re not allowed to measure things in 

applications that are not supposed to be measured or to discuss things that are not 

supposed to be discussed. In the beginning we heard things like ‘Isn’t she married to 

X’ or ‘did she really write this application by herself?’ or you know stunning things. We 

have also trained the staff so the staff is much more confident and knows exactly 

where the limits are. And, of course, everything doesn’t function perfectly, but we 

started this work in 2012 and the difference today is amazing. We will never end this 

work. The panels are changing all the time. It’s people coming from universities across 

the world, so we have to work with the panels constantly and it is possible to work on 
this.’ 

Many of the workshop participants commented that enhancing visibility of women pursuing 
academic careers at the university level is an essential condition for their progress.  

One participant shared their experience of successful GE planning and implementation 

through a mandate of Athena SWAN:2  

‘We introduced the EDI committee that had responsibility for implementing the 

Athena Swan process for gender equality and the key aims were about making women 

academics at different levels in business school more visible because they are hidden, 

completely hidden. The first one was doing workload analysis to see what they were 

actually doing. We found that they were doing all stereotypical teaching, and student 

nurturing guidance and support roles. Making them visible by creating and giving 

them opportunities for career enhancing things that attracted CV points towards 

promotion criteria, we did this very clearly, so for example university and Schools 

committees, leadership of projects, we created them if they were not there… We 

invested in research mentoring of women in early career and mid-career. This was 

probably one of the key things – promotion mentoring quite early on so that we could 

demystify how other people seem to be able to do it and they couldn’t and supported 

them all the way through to application and reference... I’m not saying that we took 

97% professors to 50% but we certainty took it down to about 80% within three years.’ 

 

                                                 
2 The Athena Swan Charter is a framework which is used across the globe to support and transform 

gender equality within higher education and research. 
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It was suggested during the workshop that mentoring and sponsoring by a senior academic 
makes a major difference in women’s careers. One participant shared their experience: 

‘What we see works in Belgium is the highest-level engagement and more specifically 

if the members of the board of directors become sponsors of  senior women, 

specifically sponsors not coaches, well also coaches but it is more effective if women 

want to grow into senior leadership roles that they have a male sponsor, someone 

who helps her to become visible, to let her shine. We see that it is real ly helpful on a 

practical level.’ 

Another technique highlighted by the workshop participants as effective, was putting a gender 

lens on all recruitment material with a view to eliminating exclusionary masculinist language, 

binary language and hidden assumptions which may discourage women, LGBTQ and BAME 

candidates from applying for academic jobs.  

Striving for gender balance on university committees was viewed as an effective means to 

bring about visible equality of representation. However it was also recognised as a potentially 

problematic solution that could create a tension between achieving an equal presence of 

women on committees, yet over burdening senior women who tend to be fewer in number 
than their male colleagues. A workshop participant explained:    

‘Balance on committees is something that we discussed a lot and struggled with. We 

want to have both men and women on the committees but if we look at the pool of 

men that we have and a pool of women that we have, if we make sure that on every 

committee there is at least X number of women then there is a huge disproportion of 

committee work for the few female faculty vs. male faculty so I’m curious how you 

cracked the code of how to not to overburden the women… having to put lot of 

committee work which doesn’t really help anyone in their careers if we’re kind of 
brutally honest.’  

A need to have access to government and/or university-sponsored childcare emerged as an 

issue for participants. Many saw it as a fundamental measure for advancing women’s careers. 

However, achieving this solution was perceived differently by participants from different 

countries, depending on the social policies pursued by their government regarding childcare 

provision.     
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4 Conclusions 

This section identifies core recurring and interconnected issues stemming from the major 

themes emerging from workshop discussions with participants and taking into account 

TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021).  A core strand underpinning each 

theme from the workshop discussions is the importance of context to the development of GE. 

This reinforces D2.1 findings that highlight how cultural, national, political, legal and 
institutional contexts within which B&M Schools are located can enable or hinder GE.   

A key feature of discussions was the range, multiplicity and complexity of macro, meso and 

micro factors that interconnect to form the cultural context, reaffirming and adding further 

nuance to the multi-layered gender inequality factors identified and evidenced by partner 

countries in the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021).  For example, 

discussions surfaced cultural contextual factors, meso factors and career and personal 

outcomes as identified in the model of inter-related themes developed in D2.1, and also drew 

attention to national legislative, economic and geographical factors. Central to 

understandings of context is the stage of GE maturity at national levels and within particular 

academic institutions. 

Cultural context was a particular recurring aspect in discussions reflective of the SoA, 

highlighting how gender equality (or lack of it) in academic organisations is deeply rooted in 

the organisational culture which in turn reflects the culture and structures of the society 

within which they operate. Participants affirmed the value of national and supranational 

legislation to act as an enabler in overcoming cultural GE barriers, for example in target 

setting, and therefore challenging culturally ingrained concepts of gender inequality 

embedded in the society and in academic organisations.  

Participants identified gendered cultures, and in particular the issue of merit, as a major 

barrier to women’s academic progress citing patriarchal and masculine environments that 

favour male academics, and value ‘survival of the fittest’. They drew attention also to how 

such environments acted as barriers to effective policymaking; while policies may be in place 

and their uptake may enable continued participation of women, career advancement remains 

negatively affected calling for rethinking of what is valued and what is rewarded. An important 

feature is the interlinking of different contextual factors in determining an organisational 

culture that can set up or perpetuate inequalities. For example, participants pointed to unfair 

career advancement practices and reward systems, limited access to childcare and traditional 

roles that can influence perceptions and expectations of men and women.  

Reinforced by cultural factors, discussions reaffirmed how gaps between policy and practice 

are evident at different levels; gaps between legislation and national policy setting; gaps 

between legislation and organisational policy making; gaps between national policy initiatives 

and organisational policy initiatives; gaps between policy and practice at national and local 

levels.  A significant aspect of the workshop  discussions, reinforcing findings from TARGETED 

MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al., 2021) of patchy and fragmented development and 

implementation of GEPs, is a lack of joined up thinking between differing stakeholder 
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organisations including between RPOs and RFOs. Discussions highlighted there is significant 
value of knowledge sharing between RFOs, RPOs and campaigning and policy bodies.   

An important thread in discussions was the practical consequences of how factors inter-relate 

to enable or block GE initiatives, within an institution. An illustrative example here is how 

macro legislative factors are interpreted at an organisational level, used as leverage to put GE 

into concrete action (e.g., RFO organisations that use gender observations to highlight 

instances of bias), or adopted as statements of intent with little evidence of actual impact. 

Participants observed that policies tend to be top-down adding a further layer of dissonance 

from everyday practice and this is compounded by a lack of awareness of GE which retains 
barriers to GE. 

Closely linked to awareness of GE and its importance to inclusive cultures, participants raised 

the importance of engagement and support of GE from across the organisation and specifically 

from senior leadership levels in the development, implementation and monitoring of GEPs. 

The role of leadership discussed by the participants, typically viewed as the professoriate, was 

seen as central and requiring active engagement as allies and sponsors. This reinforces the 

need for GE as central to strategic development priorities. Aligned with these discussions was 

the recognition that inequality is often positioned as women’s work and their role to address 

inequalities at personal, home-based, organisational and national levels.  An important aspect 

of bespoke GEP development is therefore redefining the work as an organisational and 
strategic issue. 

In conclusion, the importance of context prioritises a need for bespoke GEPs that are clearly 

connected to and derive from the specific organisational context, and therefore taking into 

account the stage of organisational GE maturity. In particular GEPs can operate as mechanisms 

that connect gaps between policy and context-specific practice. Of significant value in external 

stakeholder discussions were the multiple examples of implementing GE from broad strategy 

development to particular specific examples of putting GE into practice, reflecting the 

importance of multiple approaches and short-term, mid-term and longer-term planning in 

GEP development, implementation and monitoring. Workshop discussions raised in particular 

the need for measurable targets and metrics that bring with them clear accountability 

including to external bodies and in response to external measures and triggers, reflecting 

findings from national studies reviewed in the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et 

al., 2021). 

 

5 Recommendations  

The findings of the workshop with external participants and the TARGETED MPI deliverable 

D2.1 clearly point to the need for multi-faceted, multi-layered and context specific approaches 

to GEP development, implementation and monitoring. Such an approach requires a multi-

stage cycle with clear phases: (1) analysis (data collection to establish a baseline), (2) planning 

(defined objectives, set targets, determined actions and measures to remedy problems, 

identified resources, allocated responsibilities and agreed timelines), (3) implementation 
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(phase of implementing activities), and (4) monitoring phase (regular assessment of progress 
and relevant processes; introducing necessary adjustments/adaptations as required).  

Taking into account the TARGETED MPI deliverable D2.1 (Apospori et al, 2021) and the 

workshop discussions we propose the following recommendations in the development, 

implementation and monitoring of GEPs.  At this stage, the recommendations are mainly at 
the macro-level with fewer at the meso- and micro-levels. 

- Transparency, resilience and integration should be the key criteria for the 

development of GEPs, where transparency means stakeholder engagement to 

develop, implement and monitor the GEPs; resilience designates the ability to adapt 

and reinterpret the GEPs in response and in cooperation with all GE stakeholders; and 

integration stands for a holistic, yet contextual, view of the needs of the stakeholders 

and organisational systems, including those already in place.  

- There should be a concentrated effort to investigate and overcome the existing gaps 

between policy and practice through development of bespoke GEPs; identification of 

these would emerge from existing practices and policies.  

- There should be a range of different actions for promoting GE at multiple levels within 

organisation and designed to have an immediate, short-term, mid-term and long-term 

effects.  

- Engagement and commitment of the key decision-makers and decision-making bodies 

that set the B&M School’s strategy, and including the broader engagement of other 

decision-makers in the institution where appropriate, should be considered as a key 

factor to the success of the GEPs. 

- Consultation with internal and external stakeholders and experts on gender issues 

and EDI to ensure greater clarity and understanding of a B&M school’s particular 

context and culture. Planning has to take into account the stage of maturity of GE in 

the national and organisational context in which the B&M School is located. 

- Those responsible for the development, implementation and monitoring of GEPs 

should include an upward development strategy – starting small, aiming for quick wins 

and then moving towards developing more nuanced and complex policies and actions. 

- Key decision-makers and relevant committees should lobby external organisations, 

including research funding organisations, accreditation and university ranking bodies 

to include GE in their assessment criteria, to ensure external accountability.  

- To ensure sustainability consideration should be given to long-term planning to share 

learning and knowledge exchange of GE initiatives at an inter- and intra-organisational 

level. 

- Communication strategies should be a key requirement in the development, 

implementation and monitoring of GEPs to encourage inclusivity and to help 

overcome resistance. 

- Throughout the process of the development, implementation and monitoring of GEPs 

care should be given to the equal representation of women and men.  

- To ensure bespoke and customised GE planning at different levels, those in positions 

of strategic decision-making and/ or sitting on relevant committees should work with 
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individuals across the organisation to incorporate a range of perspectives and take 

into consideration differing circumstances.  

- GEPs should include simple measurable targets and show visible results that motivate 

continued efforts to advance GE, e.g., equal representation of men and women on 

every governing body. 

- GEP performance should be monitored at regular intervals to determine its continued 

effectiveness 

- GEP monitoring should include regular evaluation of needs to ensure continued 

relevance 

- GEP plans should include Internal and external accountability reporting mechanisms 

- Consideration should be given to how people in different academic roles and at 

different career stages are experiencing GE; this would he lp to establish what 

initiatives would be most helpful for them. 

- In the planning of GEPs consideration should be given to how all individuals can 

become involved in the GE agenda including opportunities to share their experiences 

and demonstrate their commitment. 

  



    

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020  30 
research and innovation programme under grant agreement No. 872260  

References 

- Antecol, H., Bedard, K., & Stearns, J. (2018). Equal but Inequitable: Who Benefits from 
Gender-Neutral Tenure Clock Stopping Policies? American Economic Review, 108(9), 
2420–2441. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20160613 

- Apospori, E., Cholezas, I., Katopodis, S., Trompeta, M., Tsanos, C., Leitch, C., Alkhaled, 
S., Remke, R. and Stead, V. (2021). Synthesis of Gender Equality State of Art and State 
of Practice. Internal TARGETED-MPI report. Unpublished. 

- Filandri, M., & Pasqua, S. (2019). ‘Being good isn’t good enough’: gender 
discrimination in Italian academia. Studies in Higher Education, 1–19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1693990 

- Fotaki, M. (2013). No Woman is Like a Man (in Academia): The Masculine Symbolic 
Order and the Unwanted Female Body, Organization Studies, 34: 9, 1251-1275. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613483658 

- Metz, I., Harzing, A. W., & Zyphur, M. J. (2016). Of Journal Editors and Editorial Boards: 
Who Are the Trailblazers in Increasing Editorial Board Gender Equality? British Journal 
of Management, 27(4), 712–726. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12133 

- O’Keefe, T., & Courtois, A. (2020). ‘Who does the “housework of the university” during 
a pandemic? The impact of COVID-19 on precarious women working in universities’, 
Gender and Society Blog, 30 June. Available at: 
https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2020/06/30/who-does-the-housework-of-
the-university-during-a-pandemic-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-precarious-women-
working-in-universities/ (Accessed: 30 March 2021).  

- Powell, S. (2016). Gender Equality Meritocracy. PhD. Thesis. Swedish University of 
Agricultural Sciences, Upsala University, Sweden. 

- Powell, S. (2018). Gender Equality in Academia: Intentions and Consequences. 
International Journal of Diversity in Organisations, Communications, and Nations: 
Annual Review, 18(1), 19-35. https://doi.org/10.18848/1447-9532/CGP/v18i01/19-35 

- Powell, S., Ah-King, M., & Hussénius, A. (2017). Are we to become a gender university? 
Facets of resistance to a gender equality project. Gender, Work & Organization, 25, 
127–143. https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12204 

- Roseberry, L., Remke, R., Klæsson, J., & Holgersson, T. (2016). The Gender Gap in 
European Business Schools: A Leadership Perspective. EFMD, EQUAL report. Available 
at: https://ontheagenda.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/EFMD-Gender-Gap-
Report-2016_ONLINE-kopi.pdf (Accessed: 30 March 2021). 

- Sevilla, A. & Smith, S. (2020). Baby steps: the gender division of childcare during the 
COVID19 pandemic. Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 36(1), S169–
S186. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/graa027 

- Shepherd, S. (2017). Why are there so few female leaders in higher education: A case 
of structure or agency? Management in Education, 31:2, 82-87. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020617696631 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1693990
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840613483658
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12133
https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2020/06/30/who-does-the-housework-of-the-university-during-a-pandemic-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-precarious-women-working-in-universities/
https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2020/06/30/who-does-the-housework-of-the-university-during-a-pandemic-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-precarious-women-working-in-universities/
https://gendersociety.wordpress.com/2020/06/30/who-does-the-housework-of-the-university-during-a-pandemic-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-precarious-women-working-in-universities/
https://doi.org/10.18848/1447-9532/CGP/v18i01/19-35
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12204
https://ontheagenda.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/EFMD-Gender-Gap-Report-2016_ONLINE-kopi.pdf
https://ontheagenda.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/EFMD-Gender-Gap-Report-2016_ONLINE-kopi.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/graa027
https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020617696631

