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1. Institutional framework

In early 2008, the European Commission - DG Research, under the Seventh
Framework Programme for Research and Technological Development, funded’
the project “Practicing Gender Equality in Science” (PRAGES), proposed by a
consortium of 11 institutions from 6 different countries (Australia, Denmark, ltaly,
United Kingdom, United States and Hungary), coordinated by the Department for
Human Rights and Equal Opportunities - Presidency of the Council of Ministers of
Italy. The initiative is also co-funded by the IGRUE (Inspectorate General for
Financial Relations with the European Union) of the ltalian Ministry of Economy
and Finance.

The project, lasting 18 months, addresses the issue of the under-
representation of women in high-level decision-making positions in science
and technology (S&T); this phenomenon is still strong despite major successes
increasingly achieved by women over the years in the area of science.

This issue is neither marginal nor sectorial. It is not just a question of
establishing the principle of equal opportunity in an area - science - which by its
very nature should hinge solely on the criterion of merit. It rather concerns the
future itself of S&T, which can no longer afford to ignore the serious “systemic”
effects of an inadequate representation of women in leadership positions. These
effects by their very nature are all pervasive, affecting, for example, research,
evaluation, access to science careers, the utilisation of scientific results in the
economy and society, and the acceptance of science and technology in society.

The key point is that, despite all the efforts made, in terms of both
interpretation and policy, the tendency towards the segregation of women in
decision making processes is still very strong, while trends towards
improvements remain weak and fragmented (with great differences depending,
for example, on national or institutional settings).

In this general scenario, the specific aim of the PRAGES project is to provide
as precise a picture as possible for the many projects completed or initiated,
especially in this last decade, aimed at countering this phenomenon. The goal is
not only to produce a descriptive report on what is happening on this front (which
would already be an important result in itself), but above all to provide elements
that can be used for benchmarking, which may help to understand, for example
which programmes have worked best and towards which ends, what obstacles

' The project was funded under the "Capacities" programme, Part 5 "Science in Society",
activity 5.2.1. "Gender and Research", area 5.2.1.1. “Strengthening the role of women in
scientific research’



have been encountered, whether the programme can be transferred to other
settings and how this can be done.

To promote a more widespread use of good practices, PRAGES has created a
provisional version of a database of best practices to support women in their
access to decision-making positions in the domain of research and technology,
which, in its final version, will be made available on the Internet.

The aim of this paper is to present the database, in its current state. The
document is divided into nine sections, the first regarding the institutional
framework. Section 2 gives a quick overview of the theoretical approach adopted
by PRAGES, while section 3 gives a brief summary of the work involved in
producing the database. The presentation then moves on to the contents of the
database. To this end, we will focus on the “sociographical” characteristics of
the programmes listed (section 4), and the criteria used to assess quality
(section 5), analyse impact (section 6) and identify benchmarking elements
(section 7), presenting in each section some of the results achieved. Finally, a
description will be given of the criteria used to assess programme transferability
(section 8) and database structure and use (section 9).

2. Theoretical and methodological framework

PRAGES has based its work on three main theoretical and methodological
elements.

2.1.  The search for best practices

The first element involved focusing on specific experiences supporting the rise
of women to positions of leadership in S&T areas. These experiences have, as
far as possible, been examined in depth, in the manner of specific case studies,
to avoid over-simplification or schematisation, to give concrete answers to the
question at the heart of the project, namely to understand - after many years of
European, national and local policies - which instruments have actually worked.
Hence the decision to create a database that provides information that does not
merely describe individual programmes.



2.2. Benchmarking

The main theoretical and methodological perspective used to achieve this aim
is benchmarking. For this a well-established constellation of concepts were
used to examine sometimes highly diverse practices and projects, so as to
produce information of immediate use for policy making.

Three types of information are structurally necessary to determine whether
a project, a measure or initiative constitutes a “good practice”, namely:

Information on the elements of excellence to be found in the programme
(benchmarks);

Information on the factors that enabled the programme to acquire the
quality of excellence (enablers);

Information on the programme’s potential transferability to other
settings (social, institutional, national).

Within this framework, procedures were defined, as will be detailed below, to
build the database, involving an analysis of the quality of the programmes
identified, an analysis of the impact they have had, and benchmarking in the
strict sense, namely assigning a “value” to the programmes or their specific
aspects to make comparison possible.

2.3. The link between programmes and relevant social processes

The third theoretical and methodological element on which the project is
founded is the link between these programmes and the social processes most
relevant to the advancement of women to positions of leadership in science and
technology. A programme that did not involve these processes, at least in
intention, would not, in itself, be of interest for the purposes pursued by PRAGES.

After careful analysis of literature, three relevant processes were identified.

The first process is women’s participation in S&T leadership roles in different
areas of science and technology governance. Leadership issues have to relate to
the profound transformations that are impacting the production of research and
the relationship between science and society. Taken together, these changes are
producing an increase in the importance of social aspects (relational, political,
economic, organisational, cultural, etc.) in all areas of research activity (scientific
practice, scientific communication, science evaluation, innovation, etc). Indeed,
the continuing trend towards vertical segregation is a general indication of
research difficulty in relating to social changes. Similarly and symmetrically,



therefore, promoting the presence of qualified women in key roles should be
interpreted as way of combating the isolation scientific research is exposed to
with respect to its social background.

The second relevant process is S&T genderisation. It is now widely
recognised that (from an epistemological and methodological point of view, as
well as in terms of content) science is far from being balanced as regards the
gender perspective, clearly or exclusively favouring men to women. For some
time a strong genderisation process has been in place in science to overcome
this imbalance, affecting both science itself (content, procedures, languages,
etc), and the way it and scientists are represented (in decidedly biased and
stereotypical ways).

The third process is the creation of an enabling environment for the
advancement of women in S&T. In this case, the key point is the growing
tendency to eliminate factors (linked to the individual dimension, specific
institutional mechanisms or more general “systemic” elements, active in research
organisations) that prevent, slow down or divert existing forces from increasing
the participation of women in decision-making positions.

The explicit or implicit reference to at least one of these processes therefore
represented a sort of “key” for the programmes to access the PRAGES area of
interest and, therefore, the database.

3. Brief description of activities involved in building the database

The creation of the database was the result of activities involving a number of
stages.

« Firstly, operational networking activities were carried out, involving both
consortium members participating in the project and actors outside it. These
activities helped to identify the good practices that were of potential interest to
the project. In this stage, criteria and procedures were also established, in
conjunction with project partners, to classify and assess the programmes.

e The 1,112 actors identified through networking as potential promoters of good
practices were sent a semi-structured questionnaire to find out about the
programmes undertaken. 125 questionnaires were returned in all, equal to
11% of the total.



¢ Information in the 125 questionnaires was added to the results of the analysis
of relative documentation, so as to create a single integrated source (initials
IS) for each programme.

o Of the 125 itemised programmes, 109 were considered as meeting the
project’s access criteria and were included in the database, which was being
fine-tuned in the meantime.

* At this point it was possible to analyse and assess the programmes, using a
benchmarking approach.

Using the information and knowledge contained in the database, a set of
guidelines will be drawn up for the promotion of women in decision-making
positions in research and technological development. After a first draft, the
guidelines will undergo a process of validation and review by a group of experts,
prior to the final draft. Finally the guidelines will be presented during an
international conference, which will conclude PRAGES activities.

4. Sociographical features
4.1.  Number of programmes included in the database

The database contains information on 109 programmes for the promotion of
women in decision-making positions in science and technology sectors.

This set of programmes should not, of course, be seen as a statistical sample,
and the information provided in this document has a purely descriptive value
regarding the contents of the database and cannot be extended beyond the
cases taken into consideration. However, these data may be indicative of certain
general tendencies and characteristics in projects aimed at gender equality in
S&T.

4.2. Geographical distribution

As for geographic distribution (see Table 1 and Fig. 1), just over half the
programmes (57 out of 109) are in Europe, a quarter (29 programmes) in North
America (including 18 in the U.S. and 11 in Canada) and just under a quarter (23
programmes) in Australia. As regards Europe, 17 EU member states are
represented in the database (especially the United Kingdom, Spain, Germany
and ltaly). Switzerland also features in the database. Finally, there are three



European programmes that cannot be ascribed to a specific country. Among the
countries involved in these European programmes, the presence of two countries
(Ireland an Bulgaria) not already represented in the database is to be noticed.

Table 1 - Distribution of programmes by country (absolute values)
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Fig 1 - Distribution of programmes by geographical area (%)
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4.3. Sector and institutional setting

The majority of programmes (96) in the database were implemented in
science and technology sectors and a minority (13) in other sectors, which,
however, contain elements that can be used to benchmark initiatives directed at
the world of scientific and technological research. In 44 cases out of 109, the
promoter of the programme is a university (public or private), in 40 cases an
association, in 13 cases a public body and in 7 a public or private research
institute and in 4 by a private company. Finally, one programme was promoted by
a private law training institute established by public entities.

Combining these elements (sector and nature of the promoter) three
institutional settings were defined:

= Programmes implemented in science and technology sectors by public and
private universities and research institutes (S&T-URI);

= Programmes implemented in science and technology sectors by other
actors, such as associations, networks, private companies, public bodies
(S&T-Oth);

= Programmes implemented in other sectors (OTH-S).

Programmes in science and technology sectors are almost equally divided
(49 versus 47) among those implemented by universities and research institutes
(S&T-URI) and those implemented by other actors (S&T-Oth), while those in
other sectors are, as anticipated, 13 (Oth-S).

Fig 2 - Distribution of programmes by institutional setting (%)
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Source: PRAGES 2009



As regards geographical distribution, science and technology programmes
implemented by universities and research institutes (S&T-URI) predominate in
North America; science and technology programmes implemented by others
actors (S&T-Oth) are on the other hand predominant in Europe. Programmes in
other sectors feature quite strongly in Australia (Fig. 3)

Fig 3 - Distribution of programmes by institutional setting and geographical area
(%)
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4.4. Start-up year

As regards start-up year (see Fig. 4), just under half the programmes
reviewed (50 out of 109) started in 2005 or later. Of these, 13 started in 2008 or
2009. Of the remaining programmes, 34 started between 2000 and 2004 and 25
before 2000. The fact that, overall, 3 out of 4 programmes were activated after
2000 suggests that the mobilisation for the promotion of women in positions of
leadership in the fields of science and technology has found full expression only
relatively recently and is growing.



Fig 4 - Distribution of programmes by start-up year (figures)
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4.5. Permanent or temporary nature of the programmes

There is a certain tendency to give stability over time to programmes
supporting women's leadership in research. In fact, almost 6 in 10 programmes
are permanent, that is, they are not short-term projects but initiatives that do not
have a set deadline. It is by no means rare, moreover, for projects that started as
temporary (perhaps because funded by a national or European body) to then be
“institutionalised”, that is, they were taken over, also as regards costs, by the
institution that had initially promoted it (usually a university, a university
department or research institution).

4.6. Intervention area

During the survey, other “sociographical” information was also collected, such
as regarding the field of application, i.e. whether the programme was only
addressed to the organisation that promoted it or it was (also or exclusively)
directed at other organisations. The majority of programmes (64 out of 109)
involved institutions other than the promoter, while the remaining (45)
regarded the same organisation.

4.7.  Type of intervention

An item of particular interest is the type of intervention involved in the
projects included in the database of good practices. The following table lists 24



types of interventions identified during the analysis of the 109 itemised
programmes.

Table 2 - Distribution of intervention types in the programmes included in the
database (in figures and %)

Type of intervention figures %

Care services (for children, the elderly and other) 12 11.2
Definition of targets regarding gender balance in 12 11.2
decision-making positions

Definition of targets regarding gender balance in 9 8.4
research groups

Dissemination of information material 64 59.8
Empowerment schemes 37 34.6
Gender-sensitive practices for assessment 22 20.6
Gender-sensitive practices for the attribution of tasks 15 14.0
Institution of quotas 5 4.7
Introduction of awards reserved for women 22 20.6
Introduction of chairs and positions reserved to women 9 8.4
Introduction of single sex degree and specialisation 4 3.7
courses

Mainstreaming actions 33 30.8
Mentoring 61 57.0
Monitoring appointments, promotions or attribution of 22 20.6
tasks

Networking 81 75.7
Revision of internal policies regarding promotions 19 17.8
Revision of internal policies regarding staff appointments 18 16.8
Revision of teaching curricula and texts 9 8.4
Schemes for women-returners 14 13.1
Support in period of absence for family needs 18 16.8
Support to career development 68 63.6
Support to mobility, including spouse-relocation schemes 10 9.3
Targeting funding practices to improve women’s access 14 13.1
to research funding

Training courses 49 45.8

Source: PRAGES 2009

Some other types of intervention were also indicated by promoters, most
importantly the collection of gendered data on the numbers of men and women in
different professional positions.

Four types of intervention (networking, support to career development,
dissemination and mentoring) are present in over 50% of programmes. Two of
these - networking and dissemination of information - are often used as a
basis for developing more specific and structured interventions. In part, this is



also true for mentoring, which is a very flexible type of intervention, in terms of
use, characteristics and objectives, and can easily be associated with other
actions. Support to career development is, of course, very widespread in the
programmes itemised in the database, since it is the most directly related to
promoting the representation of women in positions of leadership.

Three other types of interventions are also very widespread, and are to be
found in between 30 and 50% of programmes. These interventions — training
courses, empowerment schemes and mainstreaming actions — are highly
important to increase the number of women in decision-making (the first two
types, by acting directly in support of individual women, and the third, by acting
primarily on the setting in which they operate) and can be implemented
potentially in a wide and varied range of ways, also depending on the specific
content of the programme.

The remaining types of interventions - used in fewer than 30% of
programmes — are highly specific, have a high degree of relevance, but are
less flexible as regards use.

Of this third and last group - those with a medium-low or low level of
dissemination - the most common (present in between 15 to 30% of
programmes) are award schemes, mechanisms to monitor progress and
attribution of responsibilities, and the adoption of gender-sensitive practices to
evaluate staff performance.

The introduction of quotas and the establishment of targets for numbers of
women in senior positions are, together with single sex courses, the least
widespread, perhaps because of the big impact they have (as regards the first
two) on existing balances, creating strong resistance.

4.8. Targets of intervention

Overall, as shown in the following table, the 109 programmes addressed
through their actions 139 specific targets. The two figures do not tally in that, as it
is easily understood, some programmes are aimed at two or more targets.

Targets can be grouped into two main categories, the first being that of
women in university settings (78 out of 141 targets are included in this
category, which also considers women in research institutes) and the second
comprising women involved with S&T, but in nhon-academic career tracks (32
targets out of 141). Other kinds of targets (31 out of 141) are collected under a
third category.



Within the first of these categories (women in university settings), four more
specific targets have been identified. The first comprises women pursuing an
academic career path (26 programmes are concerned with this target). In 21 of
such cases, women targeted are those accessing the academic career and
therefore placed in entry-level positions (young researchers, post-doc
researchers, etc.), while, in the remaining 5 cases, the target includes either
women in more advanced positions (medium to high positions, such associate or
full professors) or both entry-level and more advanced positions.

The second specific target in this category (women in university settings)
includes a very narrow group of programmes (only four) addressing women
working in a university setting, but pursuing an administrative career. The third
specific target in the same category is that of the women students, addressed
as direct beneficiaries by 20 programmes. In the majority of cases (13
programmes) no other specifications are provided, while some programmes are
specifically directed to graduate students (2 cases) or undergraduate students
(5). Finally, in this first category have also been included those programmes (28)
concerned with women in university settings that do not provide any further
specifications about their own beneficiaries.

Table 3 — The targets of the programmes by type of target

Type of target figures %

1. Women in universities 78 55.3
1.1. women in academic careers 26 18.4
1.2. women in university administrative careers 4 2.8
1.3. university students 20 14,2
1.4. women in universities (no specification) 28 19.8
2. Women in non academic S&T careers 32 22.7
3. Other targets 31 22.0
3.1. women in non S&T careers 14 9.9
3.2. secondary school students 2 1.4
3.3. S&T-related publics and stakeholders 15 10.6
Total 141 100

Source: PRAGES 2009

Besides this first category and that of women in non academic S&T careers
(whom, as already mentioned, represent the target for 32 programmes, mostly
dealing with women working in technology-oriented private companies), a third
category (“other targets”) has been added, comprising three different groups:
women in non S&T careers (14 programmes, among which most are directed to
business women and managers), relevant to the cross-sectorial benchmarking
perspective; secondary school women students (2 programmes); different publics
and stakeholders directly or indirectly concerned with S&T (15 programmes).



5. Quality analysis
5.1.  Quality dimensions considered

Quality assessment involved four dimensions: relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and sustainability. For each of these dimensions analytical quality
indices were produced.

* Relevance. As regards relevance, two parameters were taken into account:
the promoter’s knowledge of the national, local or institutional setting in which
the intervention would operate and the capacity of the programme to adapt to
this setting, also during implementation.

o Effectiveness. As regards effectiveness, two parameters were taken into
account: the achievement of the goals set by the programme and the effective
implementation of planned activities.

+ Efficiency. As regards efficiency, four parameters were taken into account:
the extension of activities during implementation (increase or decrease in
planned activities, increase or decrease in beneficiaries, expansion of the
programme over time, etc), availability of resources with respect to initial
estimates, reporting capacity and management capacity.

o Sustainability. Finally, as regards sustainability, in this case, too, four
parameters were taken into account. The two main parameters were: the
adoption of the programme, including financial aspects, by the sponsoring
institution, and the degree of involvement of men in project. The other two
secondary parameters were: the diversification of funding sources and the
identification of additional funds during the project.

Finally, a quality synthetic index was assigned on the basis of results
achieved by the programmes in each area.

5.2. Some results

In general, programme quality was medium to high (Fig. 5). Almost half of
the programmes display excellent quality (48 in 109), and as many reach a high
quality (46 in 109). No programme falls below the medium quality level (“poor” or
“limited”).



Fig. 5 — Quality (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent) (figures)
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As regards institutional setting (Fig. 6), quality levels are significantly higher
in science and technology programmes implemented by public or private
universities and research institutes (S&T-URI) than in those conducted by others
actors in S&T fields (S&T-Oth) or in other sectors (Oth-S). In the first, more than
5in 10 programmes are excellent and less than 1 in 10 of medium quality, while
in the second these same ratios come slightly above 3 in 10 and more than 2 in
10, respectively. Among the programmes in other sectors, slightly less than 4 in
10 programmes are of excellent quality.

In this regard, it may be important to recall that associations and networks
have on average fewer resources and facilities than universities and other
research institutions.



Fig 6 - Quality by institutional setting (%)
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As for geographic area (Fig. 7), the highest levels of quality were found
North American programmes (more than 5 programmes in 10 achieved levels
of excellence) and in Europe (where excellence is reached by more than 4
programmes in 10).

In Australia, perhaps because there are a greater number of associations and
networks among the promoters, the level of quality appears relatively low: only 3

in 10 programmes reach a level of excellence, while about 2 programmes in 10
are medium (twice as many as in North American programmes).
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Fig 7 - Quality by geographical area (%)
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Overall, a comparison of the data on the four different quality dimensions (Fig.
8) shows that a weak point of the programmes is efficiency while effectiveness
and sustainability represent strong points.

Fig. 8 — Distribution of programmes by quality level and quality dimension (P=poor;
L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent) (figures)
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Source: PRAGES 2009

As may be noted, there are relatively few programmes that have high levels of
quality (good or excellent) for the dimension of efficiency, while many more attain
these levels in the dimensions of effectiveness and sustainability. Let us now look
in more detail at the data for each area.

a. Efficiency

As we have just said, programmes seem to find it especially difficult to achieve
an adequate level of efficiency (see Fig. 9). In this area, fewer than 8 in 109
programmes reached a level of excellence and only 28 a good level. Again in this
area, 13 programmes fail to reach a medium quality level.



Fig. 9 — Efficiency (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=zexcellent) (figures)
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Considering the programmes in terms of institutional setting (see Fig. 10),
data show that science and technology-related programmes conducted in
universities and research institutes are more efficient (more than 4 in 10 is
good or excellent; only 1 in 20 fails to reach a medium level of quality) than those
implemented by other actors (2 in 10 programmes is good or excellent; 1
programme in 5 fails to reach the medium level). Among the programmes carried
out in other sectors, only 1 in 10 has a good or excellent level of efficiency.

Fig. 10 — Efficiency by institutional setting (%)
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The differences between the programmes in terms of geographic area are
even more marked (Fig. 11). Indeed, European programmes are less efficient
than those in Australia and, above all, in North America. Among the first, fewer
than 3 in 10 have a “good” or “excellent” level of efficiency, while in Australia and
in North America, this ratio rises to 4 in 10.



Fig. 11 — Efficiency by geographical area (%)
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b. Effectiveness

Effectiveness, together with sustainability (see below), is one of the greatest
strengths of the programmes listed in the database (Fig. 12). Levels of
excellence in this area are attained by about 1 programme in 2, while only 1 of
the 109 programmes is below the medium level.

Fig. 12 - Effectiveness (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent)
(figures)
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As regards institutional setting (Fig. 13), figures do not show any particular
differences between programmes in science and technology sectors
(programmes implemented in universities and research institutes result more
effective on average), while there is a greater degree of effectiveness in



programmes conducted in other sectors (more

excellence).

Fig. 13 — Effectiveness by institutional setting (%)
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However, there are no appreciable differences in terms of geographic area (Fig.

14).

Fig. 14 — Effectiveness by geographical area (%)
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c. Sustainability

As mentioned above, programmes show high levels of quality also in the
area of sustainability. In fact, for this dimension, slightly fewer than 1 in 2
programmes achieve a level of excellence and just 1 in 10 a level below medium
(Fig. 15).

Fig. 15 — Sustainability (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent)
(figures)
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In contrast to figures for effectiveness, the institutional setting has a
significant effect on sustainability (Fig. 16). More than 7 programmes in 10,
among those promoted by universities and research institutes, have an excellent
sustainability level, compared to slightly more than 4 out of 10, among those
promoted by other actors, and slightly more than 1 out of 10 in sectors other than
research.



Fig. 16 — Sustainability by institutional setting (%)
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In terms of geographical area (Fig. 17), North American programmes are
more sustainable than those in Europe and Australia. In this dimension almost 7
in 10 programmes in North America reach levels of excellence, just over 1in 2 in
Europe and less than 1 in 4 in Australia. Fewer than 3 programmes in 10 carried
out in North America are below medium, slightly more than 1 in 10 of those

conducted in Europe and more than 2 in 10 of those found in Australia.

Fig. 17 — Sustainability by geographical area (%)
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d. Relevance

While efficiency may be regarded as the weak point and effectiveness and
sustainability the strong points of the programmes surveyed, the area of
relevance achieves an intermediate quality rating (Fig. 18).

Fig. 18 — Relevance (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent) (figures)

50
45
40
35
30
25

P L M G E

Source: PRAGES 2009

In general, levels of excellence are attained in this area by 3 programmes in
10 (i.e. less than the 5 in 10 for effectiveness and sustainability, but definitely
more than the 1 in 15 found in the case of efficiency), while 1 programme in 15
fails to reach a medium value.

Programmes implemented by universities and research institutes in S&T
sectors (S&T-URI) seem to be more relevant than those carried out by others
bodies (S&T-Oth). It emerges (Fig. 19), actually, that almost 5 programmes in 10
attained a level of excellence in the first case, but only 1 programme in 5 attained
the same level in the second. Among the programmes carried out in sectors other
than research (Oth-S), more than 1 in 4 achieved a level of excellence.



Fig. 19 — Relevance by institutional setting (%)
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Finally, programmes found in North America (Fig. 20) have levels of
relevance that are slightly higher than those in Europe and especially in Australia.
In fact, almost 5 programmes out of 10 in North America attain a level of
excellence in this area, compared to a ratio 1 to 4 in Europe and 1 to 3 in
Australia. However, while 1 European programme in 2 has a “good” quality level,

in Australi

athisisonly 1in 4.

Fig. 20 — Relevance by geographical area (%)
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6. Analysis of impact

6.1. Impact dimensions considered

The second phase involved assessing the impact of the programmes
included in the database, which is obviously a key issue in establishing a
benchmark (a high quality programme with low impact can hardly be seen as a
“good practice” unless we can understand and overcome the factors that prevent
it from achieving a significant impact).

Impact assessment involved two main dimensions: “objective impact” and
“subjective impact”.

Objective impact refers to the achievement of measurable results, even if
indirect, in the three “main processes” of interest to PRAGES (see section 2.3.),
namely:

Direct promotion of women’s access to key roles in research and innovation
(leadership);

Genderisation of science and technology;

Creation of an enabling environment for the advancement of women in
S&T.

Based on the results achieved by the programmes, each of the three
processes was given an objective impact analytical index, which represented the
basis to calculate of an objective impact synthetic index.

Subjective impact, on the other hand, regards the degree of consensus
achieved by the programme (consensus from the promoters, beneficiaries, men
involved in different capacities), the number of external groups in favour or
against the programme and the degree of public recognition obtained. A synthetic
index was also assigned for the subjective impact (consensus).

6.2. Some results

Although the programmes are, on average, of a high level of quality, in terms
of impact the overall picture is more problematic, though still positive, as can
be seen from the comparative distribution of the 109 programmes for the two
criteria (Fig. 21).



Fig. 21 — Impact and quality (P=poor; L=limited; M=medium; G=good; E=excellent)
(figures)
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It can be clearly seen that only 7 programmes in 109 have an excellent impact
level (compared to the 48 programmes that reached the same level in terms of
quality), while 46 have a “good” impact level (compared to 46 programmes that
reached the same level in terms of quality). No programme fell below the medium
level in terms of quality (“limited” and “poor” categories), whereas more than 1
programme in 10 (11 in all) came below this level as regards impact.

It may therefore be concluded that, firstly, it is significantly more difficult to
get an acceptable level of impact than an acceptable level of quality and,
secondly, there is no direct relationship between project quality and impact,
since as regards impact many more variables come into play, which promoters
and those carrying out the programme are unable to predict or fully control.

As regards institutional setting (Fig. 22) there are only slight variations in
the three groups. It can be highlighted, in particular, the lack of excellence
situations among programmes carried out in sectors other than research.



Fig. 22 — Impact by institutional setting (%)
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Differences among the programmes in relation to geographical distribution
are not very significant either (Fig. 23). Almost half of the programmes
implemented in Europe and North America have a good or excellent impact.
Programmes carried out in Australia reach the same levels only in 2 cases out of

5.

Fig. 23 — Impact by geographical area (%)
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As regards the two impact dimensions, the first thing to stress is the
difficulty that programmes have in attaining an objective impact than a
subjective one.

greater



As can be seen in Fig. 24, more than 1 programme in 2 achieves a value of
“excellent” or “good” in terms of subjective impact, while only 1 in 3 reaches these
levels in objective terms. Note, also, the high number of programmes (more than
1 in 3) that fails to reach even a medium objective impact (“poor” and “limited”
levels).

Fig. 24 — Comparison between objective and subjective impacts (figures)
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This uneven pattern can be explained in several ways. For example, more
time is needed to produce objective impacts than subjective ones (this may be an
issue especially for programmes undertaken more recently or short term
programmes); the factors that come into play in determining objective impacts are
not so easily controlled by the promoter compared to those affecting subjective
impacts; the assessment of subjective impact is more heavily conditioned by the
opinion expressed by the promoter (and thus by the same source of information
used in the database) than the assessment of objective impacts.

Having said this, we can now take a quick look at the two impact dimensions.

a. Objective impact

As mentioned above, three parameters were used to determine objective
impact: impact on increasing the number of women in key roles (“leadership
process”); impact on the adoption of a gendered point of view and perspective in
science and technology (“genderisation process”); impact on the creation of an
“enabling environment” for women in S&T.

The comparison (Fig. 25) between the levels achieved by the programmes in
three parameters has only a relative value, mainly because of big differences in
the ways in which the indicators for the three parameters were constructed. In



particular, in the measurement of impact on genderisation a scale was used that
included only three possible values (no impact, average, excellent), while for the
other two parameters a scale of 6 values was used (no impact, poor, limited,
medium, good, excellent).

Despite these difficulties, at least one element can be underlined, namely that
a high proportion of programmes (more than 1 in 3) did not have any impact
on the genderisation of science and technology. In most cases, this is not
because of a failing in the implementation of the programmes, but because of an
explicit initial decision not to commit on this issue, most likely due to a specific
cultural and political position regarding equal opportunities.

Fig. 25 — Objective impact by relevant processes (%)
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As regards institutional setting (Fig. 26), S&T-URI programmes have a
greater capacity to produce objective impacts compared to the other two groups.
Almost 4 in 10 S&T-URI programmes achieved a good or excellent level of
impact, whereas among the second group (S&T-Oth), slightly less than 3
programmes in 10 obtained a similar result. Among the third group, finally (Oth-
S), more than 2 programmes in 10 have excellent or good impacts.



Fig. 26 — Objective impact by institutional setting (%)
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As regards geographical distribution (Fig. 27), programmes in Europe had
a greater impact than those conducted in North America and Australia. The
differences are not so great in the number of programmes with high values
(“good” or “excellent”) but are especially noticeable where impact was poor or
limited. In programmes conducted in Europe, 2 in 10 fall into one of the latter two
categories; in North America this happens for around 3 programmes in 10 and in
Australia for 5 programmes in 10.

Fig. 27 — Objective impact by geographical area (%)
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Taking a more detailed look, the following three figures (figs. 28, 29 and 30)
show that European programmes, compared to the others, seem to have a much
greater capacity to impact S&T genderisation, while they seem to have less
objective impact on the creation of an enabling environment for women (the
domain on which North American and especially Australian programmes tend to
be focused). European programmes have a greater objective impact also on
socialisation, but differences compared to other programmes are less marked
(although by no means negligible).

Fig. 28 — Objective impact on women’s leadership by geographical area (%)

100% ——
90% +——

80% - .
70% + Excellent

60% +—— @Good

50% 4—— Medium
Limited

40% 1— @poor

30% — No Impact

20% +—

10% - T

0% T
EUROPE NORD AMERICA  AUSTRALIA TOTAL

_!|||

Source: PRAGES 2009

Fig. 29 — Objective impact on genderisation by geographical area (%)
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Fig. 30 — Objective impact on the creation of an enabling environment by
geographical area (%)
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b. Subjective impact

As was mentioned, subjective impact refers mainly to statements made by the
promoters on the consensus achieved on the implementation of the programme,
the presence or absence of groups other than the promoters that are for or
against the programme and the degree of public recognition that the programme
has obtained.

As previously stated, subjective impacts are higher than objective ones. In
fact, subjective impact of 15% of programmes is excellent, 38% good, 38%
medium, 8% limited and less than 1% poor.

Particularly interesting is the geographical distribution of the programmes
(as can be seen in Fig. 31). In what is a generally a positive picture, greater
subjective impact can be seen in North America programmes compared to those
in Europe and Australia.



Fig. 31 — Subjective impact by geographical area (%)
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7. Benchmarking
7.1.  "Golden” and “silver” benchmarks

Combining the outputs of both quality and impact analyses, a benchmarking
procedure was fine tuned to achieve two different goals.

The first was to single out the best practices, namely those with a high
quality level and a high impact level. A “golden benchmark” was awarded to 42
programmes (38.5% of the total), signifying that they belonged to a group of
programmes that could be described as “of excellence”.

At the same time, a second type of benchmark was awarded, the “silver
benchmark”, to programmes which, regardless of their level of quality, exhibited
a high level of impact on one or more of the processes that were considered
important, in the context of PRAGES, for the support provided to women in
obtaining leadership positions in the fields of science and technology, namely:

Direct promotion of women’s leadership in key roles in the field of research
and innovation;

The genderisation of science and technology;
Creation of a friendly environment for the advancement of women in S&T.



Whereas golden benchmarks are designed to identify excellence in both
quality and impact, silver benchmarks indicate that a programme (both of
excellence or not) has made a concrete impact on one of the three processes.

Overall, 110 silver benchmarks were awarded to a total of 71 programmes
(65.1% of total), 42 of which, of course, within the golden benchmark group and
29 outside this group.

The 42 “programmes of excellence” received a total of 72 silver
benchmarks (an average of 1.7 benchmarks per programme), while those not in
this group received 38 silver benchmarks (an average of 1.3 benchmarks per
programme).

Taking into account both groups, a total of 40 silver benchmarks were
awarded for impact on leadership, 44 for impact on creating an enabling
environment and 26 for impact on the genderisation of science and technology
(percentage distribution is shown in the figure below).

Fig. 32 — Distribution of silver benchmarks by impact type (%)
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7.2. Parameters used for assigning benchmarks

To receive a golden benchmark, programmes had to have the following
characteristics:

An overall quality level that was “excellent”;

An impact level that was “excellent” or “good” in at least one type of
impact (impact on S&T leadership, genderisation of science and
technology or the creation of an enabling environment).



To receive a silver benchmark, programmes had to have the following
characteristics:

An impact level that was “excellent” or “good” in at least one type of
impact;

A quality level that was “medium” or higher (“good” and, of course,
“excellent”).

As can be easily seen, all the programmes that received a golden benchmark
necessarily also received at least one silver benchmark.

The use of two different selection criteria based on the parameters of quality
and impact is justified by the fact that (as already mentioned) no programme
among the 109 in the database had an overall level of quality that was below
“‘medium”, (i.e. “limited” or “poor”). The same, however, cannot be said for the
programmes impact, since, in fact, some programmes had “limited” or “poor”
impact levels.

Therefore, to maintain a balance between the two criteria, as for quality,
programmes falling in the category “excellent” were considered to be of “high
quality”, while, as for impact, programmes falling in the categories “excellent”
and “good” were considered to be of “high impact”.

Four different groups of programmes were thus defined:

high quality (“excellent”) and high impact (“excellent” and “good”)
programmes, which received the golden benchmark;

high quality (“excellent”) and not high impact programmes (level
“medium” or below);

not high quality (“good” or “medium”) and high impact programmes
(“excellent