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Abstract

The TARGET approach aims at establishing a reflexive gender equality 
policy in research performing and research funding organisations. Moni-
toring has enormous potential to support reflexivity at both the institu-
tional and the individual levels in the gender equality plan (GEP) develop-
ment and implementation context. To exploit this potential, the monitoring 
system has to consist of  meaningful indicators, which adequately represent 
the complex construct of  gender equality and refer to the concrete objec-
tives and policies of  the GEP. To achieve this, we propose an approach 
to indicator development that refers to a theory of  change for the GEP 
and its policies. Indicator development thus becomes a reflexive endeavour 
and monitoring a living tool. This requires constant reflection on data gaps, 
validity of  indicators and the further development of  indicators. Further-
more, we recommend the creation of space for reflexivity to discuss moni-
toring results with the community of  practice.
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Introduction
The TARGET approach to gender equality plan (GEP) development and imple-
mentation is based on the complete policy cycle model developed by May and 
Wildavsky (1978), which emphasises the role of empirical evidence for policy 
development in general. The starting point for the development of gender equal-
ity policies is the gender analysis, which identifies the main gender equality prob-
lems. The results of this analysis are used to define the gender equality priorities 
and goals, which then form the basis for the development and implementation 
of concrete measures. Both the implementation of these measures and the devel-
opment of the context should be closely monitored, while the measures them-
selves should be evaluated by an external body after a given period of time and/or 
during the implementation phase. This approach is in line with the expectations 
formulated by the European Commission (EC) in the context of the GEP require-
ment in Horizon Europe (EC, 2020, 2021).1

The steps in the process outlined above hold enormous potential for reflexivity. For 
instance, the gender analysis is far more than the analysis of gender-segregated 
data such as the assessment of the representation of women and men in differ-
ent areas or hierarchy levels and their access to resources. In addition, it should 
contain a discussion of the underlying gender concept (How is gender defined?), 
the gender equality objectives (What should be achieved?) as well as assumptions 
on reasons for gender inequalities (What are the underlying mechanisms?) within 
the organisation. The latter might be gender stereotypes, which influence criteria 
used in decision-making or the presentation of the organisation to the public (e.g. 
webpage, folders). Indicators for the gender analysis and monitoring can sup-
port this reflexive process if  they go beyond simple sex counting. Careful checks 
should be made to ascertain if  the data or indicators used contain some kind of 
gender bias or if  they strengthen – unintendedly – gender stereotypes. Gender 
indicators should be based on an explicit gender concept, refer to at least one 
gender equality objective and provide a measurement that allows an analysis of 
the development of gender equality in the organisation.

1The EC formulated a GEP requirement in Horizon Europe. Participants, i.e. public 
bodies, research organisations or higher education institutions established in a Mem-
ber State or Associated Country, must have a GEP in place that fulfils mandatory 
process-related requirements. In concrete terms, the EC requires that (1) the GEP is 
a public document, formally signed by top management, (2) dedicated resources are 
provided for gender equality (e.g. funding of a gender equality position), (3) the GEP 
is based on empirical evidence and monitoring, and (4) training and capacity building 
are foreseen within the institution (e.g. regarding gender bias). The Commission also 
formulated five recommended areas to be addressed in the GEP: work-life balance 
and organisational culture, gender balance in leadership and decision-making, gender 
equality in recruitment and career progression, integration of the gender dimension 
into research and teaching content, measures against gender-based violence including 
sexual harassment.
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If  gender equality priorities, targets and measures are formulated on such a 
basis, they will doubtlessly focus not only on increasing female representation but 
also on eliminating gender bias from structures and processes within the organisa-
tion. Monitoring the implementation of such priorities, targets and measures also 
opens up opportunities for reflection by empirically analysing both the progress 
towards gender equality and any persistent gender differences (or even backlash), 
thereby providing food for thought for further discussion. Involving stakehold-
ers in all steps paves the way for an evidence-based gender equality discussion in 
an organisation, thereby raising awareness and encouraging a deep reflection on 
both the individual and institutional levels. The results of both the gender analy-
sis and the monitoring should therefore be used to clearly communicate the need 
for action and the priorities identified.

This chapter discusses the principles of monitoring and gender indicators and 
presents ways of developing a monitoring system for a tailor-made GEP. These 
will be illustrated using concrete examples taken from monitoring systems devel-
oped in the TARGET project.

Purpose and Principles of Monitoring
The main purpose of monitoring is to provide empirical evidence for the assess-
ment of policy implementation and the reflection on current developments 
regarding gender equality (International Labour Organization, 2020; Wroblewski, 
Kelle, & Reith, 2017). Usually, the monitoring builds on the empirical analysis of 
the status quo (gender analysis or audit) and its data sources and indicators. It 
is, however, more than a regular update of the gender analysis. The monitoring 
itself  will represent a further development due to the implementation of concrete 
policies and possible changes in the context. Therefore, gender monitoring should 
be interpreted as a living tool and as such be subjected to constant reflection 
regarding the reliability and validity of its indicators. A measure is reliable to the 
extent that it produces the same results repeatedly. While no data collection is 
totally reliable, the aim is always to reduce measurement error as far as possible. 
A measure is valid to the extent that it measures what it is intended to measure. 
The latter is of specific relevance in the gender context, an aspect that will be 
illustrated in the following.

Markiewicz and Patrick (2016, p. 12) define monitoring as:

the planned, continuous and systematic collection and analysis 
of program information able to provide management and key 
stakeholders with an indication of the extent of progress in imple-
mentation, and in relation to program performance against stated 
objectives and expectations.

According to Rossi, Freeman and Lipsey (1999, p.  192), monitoring gener-
ally involves ‘program performance in the domain of service utilization, program 
organization and/or outcomes’. In concrete terms, a continuous monitoring of 
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policy implementation generally pursues four goals, which together support the 
efficient use of resources:

⦁⦁ Monitoring should provide an overview of current developments in the con-
text of the policy of interest (e.g. number and gender composition of employ-
ees or students, number and gender composition of decision-making bodies). 
Changes in relevant context indicators might influence policy implementation 
and should therefore be analysed on a regular basis.

⦁⦁ The core function of the monitoring is to provide information about policy 
implementation (e.g. number of policies implemented, number of participants 
in training programmes and share of women, number of beneficiaries of subsi-
dies and share of women, budget spent on specific measures).

⦁⦁ The monitoring aims at identifying deviations between planned and actual 
policy implementation, which may indicate ineffective policy implementation 
or unrealistic policy assumptions. If  such problems are detected at an early 
stage, they can be counteracted by adapting the policy or its implementation.

⦁⦁ In an ideal scenario, the indicators used in a monitoring system also provide the 
basis for policy steering. For example, when performance agreements between 
a university and the government or within a university (e.g. between the rector-
ate and the faculties) contain gender equality objectives, which are related to 
indicators, these indicators should be formulated in a way that corresponds to 
specific gender equality objectives.

In general, the monitoring mainly addresses two groups, who should act on its 
results. The first is management, which takes monitoring data into account when 
deciding on the continuation, termination or adaptation of policies. The second 
are the people implementing the policies, who should use the monitoring results 
to reflect on and optimise implementation as required.

To serve its purpose, a monitoring should be tailored to the concrete context 
of an organisation and its gender equality policies. The aim is not to provide lots 
of data (data cemetery) but data that are analysed on a regular basis. Accord-
ingly, efficient monitoring should be based on the following principles (see also 
Wroblewski et al., 2017):

⦁⦁ Monitoring systems are based on data that are available on a regular basis and 
easily accessible. In most cases, monitoring indicators consist of quantitative 
indicators that are derived from the main objectives in a policy field. However, 
objectives cannot always be formulated in a quantifiable manner. In such cases, 
qualitative indicators should be included.

⦁⦁ A monitoring system should include indicators that describe the context of 
the policy or measure, its implementation as well as the expected output or 
outcome.

⦁⦁ Indicators focusing on the implementation of policies should be derived from 
a logic model or programme theory that has been explicitly formulated for the 
concrete policy.
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⦁⦁ Monitoring indicators should be developed with the participation of the main 
stakeholders. The aim is to establish an agreed set of indicators that all relevant 
stakeholders accept as meaningful and relevant. This agreed set of indicators 
should likewise be based on a data source that all stakeholders define as reliable.

⦁⦁ The agreed set of  indicators should be analysed at regular intervals (e.g. yearly 
or monthly). The timing should be linked to the planned intervals for pres-
entation and discussion of monitoring results (e.g. in the form of annual or 
monthly reports). Regular presentation of monitoring results will both con-
tribute to a gender equality discourse within the organisation and provide the 
basis for organisational learning.

Even if  monitoring provides a basis for the assessment of policy implementa-
tion, it still has to be distinguished from evaluation. Monitoring is the systematic 
documentation of key aspects of policy implementation that indicate whether the 
policy is functioning as intended or adhering to some appropriate standards. In 
contrast, evaluation is

the systematic assessment of the operation and/or the outcomes 
of a program or policy, compared to a set of explicit or implicit 
standards, as a means of contributing to the improvement of the 
program or policy. (Weiss, 1998, p. 4)

Since an evaluation usually takes place after a certain period of policy or pro-
gramme implementation, it conveys an ex-post perspective. If  the evaluation is 
performed in parallel to implementation, it is referred to as an ongoing evaluation 
that is characterised by blurred boundaries between monitoring and evaluation. 
However, while monitoring is carried out internally, evaluation aims at provid-
ing an external view on implementation. An evaluation can be commissioned by 
those implementing the policy or programme or by a superior authority (e.g. a 
state authority in the case of state-funded policies).

Monitoring and evaluation are complementary approaches. The complemen-
tarity can take different forms (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p.  17): The rela-
tionship is sequential when monitoring generates questions to be answered in 
an evaluation or evaluation identifies areas that require future monitoring. It is 
informational when monitoring and evaluation draw on the same data sources 
but ask different questions and frame different analyses. It is organisational when 
monitoring and evaluation draw on the same data sources, often channelled 
through the same administrative unit. It is methodological when monitoring and 
evaluation share similar processes and tools for obtaining data. It is hierarchical 
when performance data are used by various hierarchies, sometimes for monitor-
ing and sometimes for evaluation. Finally, it is integrative when both approaches 
are designed at one time, unified and draw on a shared monitoring and evaluation 
framework. Regardless of the concrete relationship, monitoring and evaluation 
functions are integral to the effective operation of policies and programmes and 
increase the overall value they create.
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Gender Indicators
The monitoring of a GEP ideally contains indicators that allow the assessment 
of its implementation as well as its outcomes. Hence, the monitoring is composed 
of gender indicators. Gender indicators do not represent gender equality per se.  
As gender equality is a complex construct, a gender indicator can only be an 
approximation. As Beck (1999, p. 7) puts it:

An indicator is an item of data that summarises a large amount of 
information in a single figure, in such a way as to give an indication 
of change over time, and in comparison to a norm.

Hence, indicators differ from statistics: the latter merely present facts while the 
former involve comparison to a norm and interpretation. A gender indicator is 
thus an indicator that captures gender-related change over time.

The deviation between the indicator and the construct to be measured has 
to be reflected on and considered in the interpretation. In this context, the con-
ceptualisation of gender and its equivalent in empirical evidence is of specific 
relevance. While gender is seen from a theoretical point of view as socially con-
structed (Butler, 1990; West & Fenstermaker, 1995; West & Zimmermann, 1987), 
it is usually coded dichotomously in administrative data (female/male). Accord-
ingly, the variable sex or gender available in empirical data does not provide 
information about gender (Döring, 2013; Hedman, Perucci, & Sundström, 1996; 
United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) & World Bank 
Institute, 2010). In addition, sex and gender interact with each other, for example, 
when the male body was the main reference in human medicine and clinical trials 
were conducted primarily by men, or when gender research in the 1960s focused 
mainly on women and was mainly conducted by female researchers (Stefanick &  
Schiebinger, 2020). Gender refers to norms, behaviours and roles associated with 
being a woman, man, girl or boy, as well as their relationships with one another. 
As a social construct, gender can change over time. Furthermore, both sex and 
gender produce inequalities that intersect with other social and economic ine-
qualities. Hence, when discussing gender-based discrimination, gender intersects 
with other factors of discrimination such as age, socioeconomic status, disability, 
ethnicity, gender identity and sexual orientation (van der Haar & Verloo, 2013; 
Verloo, 2006; Walby, Armstrong, & Strid, 2012). To approach this complex con-
struct in empirical analysis, the variable sex is differentiated by other relevant 
variables – if  these are available. The availability of information on other relevant 
characteristics like disability, care responsibilities or gender identity is the excep-
tion rather than the norm. The assumption that specific characteristics like care 
responsibilities mainly apply to women may lead to an unintended emphasising 
of gender stereotypes and supports the identification of discrepancies as gender-
based even though they are based on other characteristics (Degele, 2008; Stadler &  
Wroblewski, 2021). This problematic aspect gains additional relevance because 
available data might be gender biased, especially in the case of administrative data. 
The production of administrative data tends to overrepresent realities, which are 
male dominated. This becomes a problem if such data are used for analysing gender 
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imbalances, for example, when labour market statistics are used to analyse gendered 
patterns of employment because official statistics only consider paid employment 
(Criado-Perez, 2019; D’Ignazio & Klein, 2020; Hedman et al., 1996).

Gender indicators are not merely statistics on men and women. They high-
light the contributions of men and women to society and (in our context) to sci-
ence and research as well as their different needs and challenges. To depict this 
complex picture adequately, a set of indicators that covers all relevant aspects 
is required. The interpretation of one isolated indicator may be misleading. In 
the context of gender equality policies, the monitoring has to contain indicators, 
which address all three main gender equality objectives. In other words, it must 
contain indicators about women’s representation in all fields and at all hierarchi-
cal levels, indicators that represent structural barriers for women (such as wom-
en’s participation in decision-making) and indicators that display the integration 
of the gender dimension into research content and teaching.

Data availability differs for these three dimensions, which in turn affects the 
validity of indicators. It is easier, for example, to depict women’s representation 
than it is to show the gender dimension in research content and teaching (see 
EC, 2018, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c, 2019d). In most cases, the availability of data 
on objective, gender-balanced representation in all fields and at all hierarchical 
levels is quite good. Education establishment knows the gender composition of 
students and staff  in different disciplines as well as in decision-making bodies. 
Information on the share of women at different hierarchical levels is likewise usu-
ally available. Data availability is not so common when it comes to structural 
barriers for women’s careers. Information on the representation of women at dif-
ferent stages in appointment procedures, for instance, is not available by default. 
The availability of data on the integration of the gender dimension into research 
and teaching content is generally limited.

Different data sources – such as administrative data that is electronically avail-
able (e.g. student or staff  records) or project/publication repositories (to identify 
projects and publications with gender content) – are likewise relevant for moni-
toring. However, it is not always possible to extract gender-relevant information 
from electronic data management systems (e.g. in the context of recruitment). 
Hence, the development of indicators for gender analysis or gender monitor-
ing often requires an adaptation of existing data sources, the establishment of 
new data collection mechanisms and specific data collection (e.g. a survey). Indi-
cators can be either quantitative (e.g. number, percentage, ratio) or qualitative 
(e.g. assessment in qualitative terms). Regardless of their type, indicators should 
always be SMART2 (Doran, 1981). Ideally a combination of qualitative and 
quantitative approaches will be used to compensate for the shortcomings of both 
approaches (e.g. Flick, 2018; Mertens, 2017).

2SMART indicators are specific (i.e. should be precise and focused, not a combina-
tion of  multiple things), measurable (i.e. there should be a practical and undisputed 
means of  measuring), achievable (i.e. should not refer to something that is beyond 
the means of  achievement), realistic (i.e. should not be vague and hardly make sense) 
and time bound (i.e. should not consider the situation over an indefinite period).
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The previous comments point to three key aspects of indicator development: 
First, it is important to use a consistent gender construct. Second, indicators should 
be derived from gender equality objectives and targets. Third, data collection is not 
an end in itself but should contribute to the purpose of monitoring. In the follow-
ing, we will illustrate these aspects in reference to institutional context indicators and 
indicators addressing policy implementation for the three gender equality objectives.

Institutional Context Indicators

Institutional context indicators allow a description of the status quo of gender 
equality in the institution and provide the main information about the institution 
needed to interpret developments and changes properly. For a proper interpretation 
of these indicators, further information on the context is required (e.g. number of 
staff and students, number of management positions and decision-making bodies 
or number of new appointments). Changes in the share of female professors, for 
instance, should be interpreted with caution when the institution only has a few 
professorial positions. In such a case, one newly appointed woman or one retiring 
woman can have a big influence on the share of female professors. Furthermore, the 
interpretation of a lack of change requires information on the number of appoint-
ment procedures in the respective period. In the case of research funding organ-
isations (RFOs), institutional context indicators refer to their core task, namely 
funding. These can include the number of calls or funded projects, the budgets 
available for funding or the number and composition of review panels.

Institutional context indicators describing the status quo of gender equality 
are usually also used to measure outcomes. They should represent all three gender 
equality dimensions addressed in the GEP. Table 2.1 provides concrete examples 
for such indicators for research performing organisations (RPOs) and RFOs.

Table 2.1.  Examples for Institutional Context Indicators for RPOs and RFOs.

RPOs RFOs

Gender balance in  
all disciplines and  
at all hierarchical 
levels

Share of women in disciplines 
(students, staff) and  
hierarchical positions

Share of women among 
applicants 
Share of female principal 
investigators

Decision-making Share of women in decision-
making bodies

Share of women among 
evaluators
Share of women in RFO 
decision-making bodies

Gender dimension  
in research and 
teaching content

Share of research projects that 
address the gender dimension 
Share of teaching courses that 
consider the gender dimension

Share of research 
projects that address  
the gender dimension

Source: own research.
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Indicators for Policy Implementation

Examples for indicators that focus on the implementation of policies can include the 
number of participants in programmes, the budget spent on programme implemen-
tation or the number of complaints addressed to an equality officer. A meaning-
ful indicator for the monitoring of policy implementation should be derived from 
the concrete objective of the GEP or the concrete policy. In the course of policy 
development, a logic model (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2004) or theory of change 
(Funnell & Rogers, 2011) should be formulated, which explains the underlying 
assumptions on why the policy is expected to reach its target groups and objectives.

Following this approach, the starting point for indicator development are the 
objectives, activities and targets formulated in the GEP. The objective is what is 
to be ultimately achieved, the final form or situation we would like to see. But it 
also has to be clearly distinguished from a vision. A vision can be idealistic; a goal 
must be more realistic. An organisation will ideally have a fixed vision that does 
not change over time. However, it can have different objectives and targets that 
are periodically adjusted to the vision.

In most cases, and given their different purposes, it makes sense to differentiate 
between monitoring and evaluation targets. The targets formulated in the GEP 
relate to a strategic level or in evaluation terms to the impact. Monitoring targets 
generally refer to the implementation level, that is, the desired outputs of policies 
or measures (e.g. 100 employees should receive gender competence training in a 
specific year). They also need to be formulated for time spans that are covered by 
the monitoring (data collection dates/frequencies, e.g. annual, biannual). Evalu-
ation targets, in contrast, refer to the impact or level of outcome. Indicators for 
this level cannot be measured in short frequencies (e.g. monthly or even biannu-
ally), and it is therefore of no practical use to set such short evaluation intervals. 
Targets at each level should be set at the same frequency/period as was planned 
for their measurement. Accordingly, targets at outcome level (for evaluative pur-
poses) should ideally be set at three- or five-year intervals.

The dimensions which monitoring indicators should represent also apply to the 
outcome or evaluation level. However, achieving the desired outputs does not neces-
sarily result in achievement of the expected outcomes. Although this should logically 
be the case, assumptions that the measures should work can prove to be wrong, or 
unexpected circumstances can arise, which might affect outputs or outcomes.

The assumptions as to why interventions should lead to their expected out-
come are usually formulated in a theory of change or programme theory.

A program theory is an explicit theory or model of how an inter-
vention, such as a project, a program, a strategy, an initiative or a 
policy, contributes to a chain of intermediate results and finally to 
the intended or observed outcomes. (Funnell & Rogers, 2011, p. xix)

The formulation of a theory of change allows lessons to be learned from fail-
ure and success and by referring to monitoring results. Reflections on policy or 
programme implementation based on monitoring can lead to an adaption of 
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objectives or the implementation framework. The theory of change defines the 
central processes or drivers by which change is expected to come about for the 
organisation or the target group. The assumptions on which the theory of change 
is based could be derived from a formal research-based theory or an unstated, 
tacit understanding about how things work. A simplified representation of a the-
ory of change is the logic model.

The program logic model is defined as a picture of how your 
organization does its work – the theory and assumptions under-
lying the program. A program logic model links outcomes (both 
short- and long-term) with program activities/processes and the 
theoretical assumptions/principles of the program. (W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 2004, p. III)

The logic model is merely a simplified representation of mechanisms that lead 
to the expected outcome and impact because it does not consider feedback loops 

Table 2.2.  Examples for Visions, Objectives and Targets.

Visions Objective Evaluation Targets 
at Impact Level

Monitoring Targets

Structural 
barriers for 
women’s careers 
are abolished

To foster equality 
in recruitment 
practices

Increase the share 
of women among 
newly appointed 
professors up to 
the share of women 
among applicants

Increase the share 
of women among 
newly appointed 
professors to X% by 
Y (date)

Women and 
men are equally 
represented 
in decision-
making

To foster gender 
balance in 
decision-making 
committees and 
boards

Increase the share 
of women in 
decision-making 
committees and 
boards

Increase the share 
of women in board 
X to X% by Y (date).
Increase the share 
of gender-balanced 
committees to X% 
by Y (date)

All research 
projects 
consider 
the gender 
dimension in 
content in all 
stages of the 
research process

To promote the 
integration of the 
gender dimension 
into research and 
innovation

Increase the share 
of research projects 
that consider the 
gender dimension in 
their content

Fund X (#) research 
projects that 
consider the gender 
dimension in their 
content per year

Increase the share 
of reviewers with 
gender competence 
or expertise

X% of all reviewers 
received gender 
training in year Y

Source: own research.
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or nonlinear relations. However, referring to a theory of change when developing 
policies and monitoring indicators forces responsible stakeholders to think care-
fully about the concrete objectives and targets of an intervention and be realistic 
about the expected outcome given a specific input. Table 2.3 provides example 
input and output indicators for the three gender equality dimensions.

Referring to a logic model supports the formulation of consistent and coher-
ent policies and reduces the risk of failure due to unrealistic expectations that 
implementation cannot meet. It also provides criteria for the success and failure 
of policies (Engeli & Mazur, 2018). To illustrate this, we will now look in more 
detail at how the logic model can be applied to quotas for decision-making bodies.

Table 2.3.  Examples for Implementation Indicators.

Policy/Programme Aim Input Indicator Output Indicator

Abolishment of 
structural barriers for 
women’s careers

Share of job advertisements 
that are formulated in gender-
sensitive language
Share of selection committee 
members who participated in 
anti-bias training

Share of women among 
newly appointed staff  
in relation to the share 
of female applicants

Gender balance in 
decision-making

Number of gender 
competence training measures 
for members of decision-
making bodies

Share of women in 
newly established 
decision-making bodies

Integration of gender 
dimension into 
research content and 
teaching

Share of researchers who 
participated in awareness-
raising or training measures 
focusing on the gender 
dimension in research content

Share of research 
projects that formulate 
gender-specific research 
questions (self-
assessment)

Share of teachers who 
participated in training 
measures focusing on gender-
sensitive didactics

Share of courses with 
literature focusing on 
relevant gender issues 
in in their syllabus

Source: own research.

Fig. 2.1.  Logic Model (Source: W.K. Kellogg Foundation (2004, p. 1).).
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Example: Logic Model for Quotas for Decision-Making Bodies

Gender equality policies in academia have long been based on the critical mass 
theory formulated by Kanter (1977), in which it was assumed that cultural 
change will take place when women’s representation in an organisation exceeds 
a certain benchmark (the so-called critical mass). Experience has shown, how-
ever, that this does not automatically take place: women’s underrepresentation in 
top positions in particular remains unchanged. Hence, specific instruments have 
been introduced to support women on their path to top-level positions. Quotas 
have proved, for example, to be an efficient instrument in increasing women’s 
representation in decision-making in academia (Lipinsky & Wroblewski, 2021; 
Voorspoels & Bleijenbergh, 2019). Table 2.4 shows a logic model for a quota 
regulation for decision-making bodies to increase women’s representation in 
decision-making.

At first sight, quotas look like an intervention with a clearly defined objective: 
They aim at increasing the representation of the underrepresented sex in a specific 
group like a decision-making body. However, a second look reveals another, often 
implicit objective: Quotas should also lead to less gender-biased or more women 
friendly decisions. This implicit assumption has led to critique of the implementa-
tion of quota regulations and their effects (e.g. Guldvik, 2008; Meier, 2008; Sac-
chet, 2008; Storvik & Teigen, 2010; Törnqvist, 2008; Voorspoels & Bleijenbergh, 
2019). Childs and Krook (2008) suggested differentiating between numeric (share 
of women in decision-making bodies) and substantive (considering women’s con-
cerns in decision-making and abolishing a gender bias in decision-making pro-
cedures) representations of women. Hence, if  a quota regulation pursues both 
objectives and addresses them both with targeted measures, two logics will need 
to be formulated to achieve a meaningful monitoring. Table 2.5 shows a logic 
model for specific anti-bias training for members of decision-making bodies.

Interpretation and Further Development of  Monitoring and Indicators

The indicators integrated into the monitoring should be interpreted regularly, for 
example, on an annual basis. Ideally, the interpretation intervals will be compat-
ible with the policy cycle, for example, the policy implementation period. When 
interpreting an indicator, it is necessary to define its underlying norm. This nor-
mative element allows the identification of failure or success. The share of women 
in decision-making bodies alone does not provide any information if  the con-
crete value has to be interpreted as positive or negative. It is possible to define 
several benchmarks and, in most cases, multiple perspectives on indicators are 
relevant. First, the value can be interpreted over time, so the focus lies on devel-
opments since the last measurement. Second, the value of a specific group can 
be compared with a relevant comparison group (e.g. the situation of female PhD 
students is compared with that of male PhD students). Third, the interpretation 
of an indicator refers to an external benchmark like the national average or the 
corresponding result for an organisation that has been identified as a role model 
or as having good practice policies.
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An indicator can also have limitations when it comes to the underlying construct 
it is intended to represent. This is the case, for example, when sex-disaggregated data 
is used for gender analysis. Recognising these limitations is necessary for under-
standing the validity of an indicator and should be explained in the analysis. Lack 
of data often proves to be an issue in this context. If  the only data available is 
sex-disaggregated data that cannot be differentiated by other relevant variables, 
these limitations have to be considered in the interpretation. This must be done 
not only for the sake of clarity but also to avoid an interpretation of discrepan-
cies between men and women as gender gaps even if  they might be due to other 
factors (e.g. care responsibilities).

Filling existing data gaps through specific data collection or further develop-
ment of administrative data sources can be formulated as an objective of a GEP. 
Indeed, the analysis of the monitoring may raise new questions, and changes in 
policy design may lead to an adaptation of the monitoring indicators. Hence, the 
monitoring should be interpreted as a ‘living tool’. According to Hedman et al. 
(1996, p. 11) ‘the production of gender statistics is a never ending process. It is 
a continuous process of integrating developments and improvements of gender 
statistics’ into the monitoring system’.

Creation of Space for Reflexivity
The TARGET project assumes that the implementation of a GEP is a long-term 
project that requires constant reflection on the development of gender equality, the 
formulated objectives and targets as well as the proposed measures (Wroblewski 
& Eckstein, 2018). Like the process itself, objectives, targets and measures may be 
adapted to reflect changes in context, progress or a more in-depth understanding of 
the problem at hand. For example, one of the implementing institutions in the TAR-
GET project collected information on female participation in its panel discussions for 
the first time. The members of its community of practice (CoP) were surprised by the 
significant underrepresentation of women, which led in turn to a discussion of under-
lying mechanisms and the formulation of a policy aiming at gender-balanced panels.

The monitoring results provide a starting point for a reflexive process that aims 
at increasing awareness of gender issues and building up gender competence as 
well as early counteraction in the event of suboptimal implementation. These two 
functions of monitoring should be differentiated. To initiate a gender equality 
discourse within the organisation, a format for discussing the monitoring results 
internally must be found. This requires the internal publication of monitoring 
results and a discursive format (e.g. a presentation or workshop) with the CoP. 
The discussion of monitoring results within the CoP should be seen as part of 
an organisational learning process (Hallensleben, Wörlen, & Moldaschl, 2015; 
Moldaschl, 2007) and take place in an atmosphere of openness and trust. For 
the institutions participating in TARGET, the development and implementation 
of the GEP is their first attempt to pursue gender equality goals in a structured, 
consistent and coherent manner. It can therefore be assumed that some of the 
planned measures will not achieve their objectives or that the underlying assump-
tions behind measures will prove unrealistic. Failed attempts also provide useful 
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lessons learned that are of relevance for the evolution of existing measures or 
development of new ones. It should be clear that – even if  objectives are not 
reached immediately – gender equality goals will remain a priority. Failure should 
not result in sanctions but should be turned into constructive lessons learned. 
This is part of the top management commitment.

Hence, the aim is not to challenge single gender equality policies or the GEP as 
such but to identify success and failure as starting points for their further develop-
ment. Ideally, this reflection at institutional level is linked to reflexivity at individual 
level (Martin, 2006; Wroblewski, 2015). The discussion should aim at supporting 
CoP members in reflecting on their individual contribution to gender equality, 
detecting gender bias in their field of responsibility and developing unbiased alter-
native practices. Since not all members of the CoP are gender experts, the discus-
sion within the community can contribute to raising awareness. However, gender 
experts should be involved in the development of alternative practices.

Spaces for reflexivity have to be specifically prepared and supported, for 
example, by providing a workshop moderator who is able to facilitate an open 
and trusting discussion, activate participants and initiate reflexivity. The gender 
equality discourse emerging from reflexive practices should also be used to obtain 
commitment for gender equality goals from all members of the organisation. This 
is another aspect of the top management commitment: requiring gender-competent 
action from all staff  members within their field of responsibility (e.g. teachers in 
the teaching context, administrators in their administrative tasks, researchers in 
the context of research projects).

United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) and World 
Bank Institute (2010, p. 127) recommend the use of gender indicators for com-
munication and awareness-raising activities.

Gender statistics are valuable only if  they are used to assist in 
understanding of gender issues. Communication is needed to 
encourage their use and illustrate their value to different users.

It is important in communication activities to identify the different target 
groups of the message and develop specific communication strategies if  appropri-
ate. One such target group is the CoP (including management) with the main aim 
of discussing monitoring results as part of an internal gender equality discourse. 
In the event that not all information obtained through the monitoring is suitable 
for distribution, a specific report should be developed to be distributed within the 
organisation and beyond. This could take the form of an annual publicly available 
gender report that presents the organisation as gender-sensitive and demonstrates 
its commitment to gender equality as well as any related progress. A gender report 
can also contribute to a national or regional gender equality discourse.

Conclusions
Monitoring aims at providing empirical evidence regarding developments in gender 
equality and GEP implementation that can be used to assess policy implementa-
tion, support policy steering and raise awareness about gender issues. As already 
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discussed, empirical evidence plays a crucial role for effective GEPs because a com-
prehensive gender analysis provides the basis for the development of GEPs and 
policies that address gender imbalances and the underlying mechanisms. If this 
stage is omitted or remains superficial, policies are at risk of becoming actionis-
tic (Wroblewski, 2021) or being based on an inadequately formulated programme 
theory (Engeli & Mazur, 2018). Policy development that is not based on a sound 
analysis of the problem in hand risks ineffective policy implementation, wastes 
resources and will not contribute to change. However, even when policies are based 
on an empirical gender analysis, a lack of monitoring can also lead to ineffective 
implementation. Ideally, monitoring will reveal difficulties in correct policy imple-
mentation at an early stage (e.g. problems in reaching the target group, budgetary 
deviations from the plan). Hence, empirical evidence that is discussed in the CoP 
contributes to effective GEP development and implementation in several ways.

An evidence-based discussion in the CoP on the status quo of gender equality 
contributes to a shared understanding of the gender equality problem as well as 
a broad acceptance of the GEP and its objectives. An evidence-based approach is 
in line with the logic and self-image of an academic institution. Monitoring has 
the potential to maintain this acceptance of gender issues and the GEP. However, 
specific actions must be taken to support the acceptance of the monitoring, for 
example, by explicitly formulating and communicating the role of the monitoring 
to the CoP or by linking the gender monitoring to existing monitoring systems in 
the organisation (e.g. quality management or performance measurement). Empir-
ical evidence contributes to creating awareness of gender inequalities and defines 
topics to be addressed in the context of a GEP. There is a tendency to think 
that only ‘what gets counted counts’ (D’Ignazio & Klein, 2020, p. 97) or that our 
‘world is generated by numbers’ (Heintz, 2012) because the description of social 
phenomena based on statistics defines how we perceive them.

Monitoring increases transparency and thus supports reflection on an inherent 
gender bias in organisational processes that are generally perceived to be gender 
neutral and merit based. While a good database can be the starting point for 
equality policy, it should be just that – a starting point (Ahmed, 2012). Empirical 
evidence allows us to identify gendered practices and points to a need for action. 
If  such a reflection leads to an adaption of gendered practices, it can be seen as 
contributing to a professionalisation of processes.

Last but not least, monitoring provides a validated starting point for a gender 
equality discourse within the organisation and beyond. Those involved in this 
gender equality discourse gain gender competence and express their commitment 
to gender equality. Thus, the reflection based on monitoring results should be 
seen as part of an organisational learning process that strengthens an organisa-
tion’s innovation potential and prepares it to meet future challenges.
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