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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper examines the inequalities in women’s position in senior management in higher 
education in Portugal and Turkey and also examines the potential role Rectors/VCs may have 
in institutional policies developed to eliminate these inequalities. While Portugal and Turkey 
have different HE systems, it found that women now comprised the majority of undergraduates 
in both countries, but inequalities persist with women underrepresented in senior academia 
especially as full professors and senior academic managers.  
A qualitative study was developed with 22 interviews made in Portugal and 24 in Turkey with 
senior academic managers. The results are based on the content analysis of these interviews in 
both countries. The paper then explores the reasons for gender inequalities in top positions in 
academia and the link between the low proportions of women in the professoriate and their 
representations as senior managers in Portugal and Turkey. It focuses on the role of Rectors 
and Vice Chancellors in HE and the impact of female Rectors/VCs on both senior management 
teams and the organisational culture.  
It concludes that different obstacles for women ascending to top positions persist in both 
countries and that female Rectors/VCs both influence and are influenced by the institutional 
contexts in which they perform these roles. 
 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Despite the ideal of universities, where the equality and merit are endorsed as the main 

values, gender inequality still persists as a ubiquitous and omnipresent problem within it 

(Pritchard, 2007) as revealed by studies developed in different contexts (Bagilhole, 

2000; Rees, 2001; Sagaria and Agans, 2006; Krais, 2002; Leathwood and Read, 2009). 

Even if the persistence of gender inequality in universities has been gradually assumed 

as an important research topic within Higher Education studies, the literature in the field 

of gender and higher education is, as Morley noticed (2005), mainly concentrated on the 

west and, more precisely, on the Anglo-Saxon world. The exclusion of other national 

realities is an important gap that needs to be overtaken in order to develop more 
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knowledge on the way gender and gender relations are also politically and socially 

constructed.     

Following this logic, it is our conviction that the potential barriers to gender equality in 

South European countries have not been scientifically mapped, with an absence of 

comparative studies. As so, the main objective of this paper is to contribute to fill a gap 

on this research field by studying two South European countries: Portugal and Turkey. 

The results of this study proceed from a multi-country research project (Australia, 

Finland, Ireland, New Zealand, Portugal, South Africa, Sweden, Turkey, and the United 

Kingdom) aiming at  analysing cross cultural perspectives on gender and management 

in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs).  

The rationale of the comparison between Portugal and Turkey is based on the fact that 

even without similar academic structures, both countries have higher levels of women 

participation in senior leadership positions when compared with other developed 

countries (Özlem et al, 2008). Both countries have been assisting to the expansion of 

HE translated in the increasing number of students and of public and private 

institutions. At the same time, increasing participation of women – along with the 

presence of horizontal and vertical segregation – has also been reported in the two 

countries in spite of none has developed affirmative actions policies at the 

organisational level. More recently, both countries have also been submitted to the same 

market, or market-like pressures, connected with globalisation, internationalisation, 

financial constrains and pressures to produce research outcomes valuable for the 

knowledge economy.         

This paper starts with a contextual analysis presenting the social and economic 

general profile of the two countries and the analysis of the HE systems in each one. The 

analysis of HE system includes issues related with their structure and management and a 

brief description of the career pattern within them. Then, a brief explanation of the 

empirical work is exposed. Finally, the results are discussed and the main conclusions 

are presented.     

  
Overview of the Two Countries 
 
The two countries vary in population and in GDP rate.  Turkey had 73,888 and Portugal 

10,608 thousands of persons in 2007 with a GDP rate of 657,091 in Turkey and 220,241 

in Portugal (millions of US dollars) (WB, 2009). 
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The historical route for equality development in society is also different. In Portugal it 

was with the 1974 democratic revolution that political efforts started to be developed 

towards the promotion of gender equality in society. The situation improved especially 

in what concerns the legal rights with women obtaining the same social and political 

status as men. Women have received the right to vote without any condition in 1976. In 

Turkey attempts to promote gender equality started earlier. In 1923 Mustafa Kemal 

Atatürk started a series of reforms aimed at giving women equal status with men. His 

reforms enabled Turkish women to participate in the first municipality elections in 1930 

and gain the right of representation in the parliament in the 1934 elections. 

As a result of this political effort to promote equality but also due to other factors (as the 

social, cultural and economic development, and, in the Portuguese case, its integration 

in the EU in 1986) the situation of women in society changed, being their growing 

participation in the labour force an important precedent of the new gender dynamics 

crossing the two societies. In Portugal women’s participation has increased steadily 

since the mid-1980s, rising from 32.5 per cent in 1985 to almost 40 per cent ten years 

later (Cardoso, 2004). In 2006 the employment rate was 62% for women (superior to 

the medium of the EU25 – 57,3% ) and 73,9% for men, nevertheless the unemployment 

rate is always higher for women than for men. In 2006, 6,5% of men and 9% of women 

were unemployed (MTSS, 2009). However, even with a greater participation in the 

labour market women’s presence in top positions is still low. For instance, the 

proportion of women on boards of the top 50 enterprises in Portugal was just 6% and 

Turkey 4% (Eurostat, 2008). 

In Turkey the representation of women in management in public companies is low. In 

Turkey women comprise just 3.9% of general managers, 6.6% of assistant general 

managers, 14.1% of head of departments, 16% of managers and 27.3% of assistant 

managers in public sector (Tusiad-Kagider, 2008).  

 In our days the different situation of women in society in the two countries can be 

analysed based on data from the World Economic Forum. The global gender gap index 

(Table 1) shows some differences between the two countries, with relatively large 

gender gap in Turkey. Large variations between the two countries are found in labour 

force participation by gender, as well as, it is observed in the political representation of 

women’s in parliament. Fertility rates are also distinct with Portugal closer to the EU 

average. Among other factors national work life balance policies can be an important 

variable to understand this difference. In Portugal, female workers are entitled to 120 
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days paid maternity leave or up to five months on partial pay, that can be shared with a 

partner. In Turkey the length of paid maternity leave is 16 weeks with recent changes in 

labour laws introducing paternity leave for workers. However the ratio of wage equality 

for similar work is similar between the two countries. The percentage of women in 

parliament in Turkey had increased to 9% in 2008. 

 
Table 1 
Gender Profiles of Portugal and Turkey 
 

 Portugal Turkey 
Labour Force Participation Ratio 0.86 0.36 
Wage Equality for the same work 0.65 0.61 
Women in parliament 0.39 0.10 
Fertility rates 1.50 2.20 
Global Gender Gap Index 39 123 

 Source: World Economic Forum Global Gender Gap Report 2008        
http://www.weforum.org/pdf/gendergap/report2008.pdf  

 
After this brief description of women’s participation in the two societies, it is important 

now to reflect upon women’s presence in the HE system of each country under analysis.   

 
Women Participation in Higher Education 
 
In Portuguese HE system 1974 is an unavoidable data. It was with the democratic 

revolution, at this time, that a binary system was created and new public universities 

and polytechnics emerged in the Portuguese HE, opening the pathways to a mass 

system. From the mid-1980s, Portuguese HE experienced a rapid expansion with the 

growing number of numerus clausus in public institutions and with the proliferation of 

private institutions (Amaral and Teixeira, 2000). At the present time there are 118 

higher education institutions: 47 universities (14 public; 31 private and cooperative 

universities; 1 non integrated university institution; the Catholic university); 65 

polytechnics (15 public; 46 private and 4 non-integrated schools of polytechnic 

institutions) and 6 military and police higher education institutions (4 military and 

police university institutions and 2 military and police polytechnic institutions) 

(MSTHE, 2009).  

Turkey, like Portugal, has experienced rapid growth in higher education, with the 

number of universities increasing from 29 to 77 between 1990 and 2006 (YOK, 2006). 

Approximately three quarters of these are public universities with the remainder mostly 
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private foundation universities. In Turkey there are currently 132 universities (94 public 

universities and 38 foundation universities).  

In both countries the massification of the system has been accompanied be its 

feminisation. In Portugal, the substantive increase of students’ enrolments includes high 

rates of women participation. In fact, the extraordinary increase in the number of 

students is mainly due to women. Out of the 269,989 students enrolled in 1993, 53.4%, 

were women and in 2003/2004 this percentage raised to 56.2% (OCES, 2004) and, even 

if in 2007/2008 it decreases to 54%, they are still the majority of enrolled students in 

HE (GPEARI, 2009). In Turkish universities women comprised, in 2006, 45% of 

students in undergraduate and graduate programmes. This phenomenon is also a trend 

identified in Europe as well as in other developed countries (Bagilhole, 2000; Rees, 

2001; Sagaria and Agans, 2006; Krais, 2002; Leathwood and Read, 2009). 

HE in both countries has also been changing under the influence of the introduction of 

market and managerialism devices at the system and institutional levels: system steering 

from distance; evaluation and quality assurance; competition pressures to increase 

teaching and research productivity and to link it to the entrepreneurial world. 

The presence of market and managerialism has been noticed in Portuguese higher 

education since the 1990s (Amaral, Magalhães and Santiago, 2003). In a first phase its 

presence was mitigated and mainly translated at a rhetorical level (Santiago and 

Carvalho, 2004; Santiago, Carvalho, Amaral and Meek, 2006). However, in the last 

years legal changes in the system (Law 62/2007) express clearly its election as the main 

frame of reference driven HE policies and imposing narrow and coercive practices that 

induce the substitution of HEIs from academic communities to managerial 

organisations.   

Women have increased their presence not only as students but also in the academic 

staff. However, before we can reflect upon the presence of women in the professorate 

differences between the career structures in the two countries must be highlighted.  

In Portugal, in accordance with the existence of a binary system, there are also two 

different careers: one for the university and other for the polytechnic sector. The 

academic career is highly hierarchical, with five categories, both in the universities – 

trainee assistant, assistant, auxiliary professor, associated professor and full professor 

(“catedrático”); and in the polytechnics – assistant (1st triennial), assistant (2nd triennial), 

adjunct professor, coordinator professor, coordinator professor with “agregação”i. There 

are two career paths – with the existence of the legal figure of invited professor – with 
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only one carrying security of tenure. The system is collegial and based on a 

Humboldtian perspective, meaning that public HEIs are dependent on the state but have 

institutional autonomy and that academic roles comprise, at all levels, the development 

of teaching, research and administrative/managerial roles.  

Promotion is dependent on credentialism (in the university sector and on a tenure track, 

promotion is automatic by obtaining a master or a PhD) but also on academic merit 

(assessed mainly by the number of publications). To be a full professor it is necessary to 

have a post-doctoral degree (agregação) and to wait for vacancies determined by the 

state (in each step up to the next rank) and to apply in a national concurs where the 

Curriculum Vitae is evaluated. The rector is elected, from the full professors, by all 

academic staff with a PhD and by students’ and administrative staff representants. In 

this sense, being a full professor is a prerequisite for the typical academic career path 

into senior management. In public HEIs the payment categories are equal for each level. 

Based on this, and contrarily to what happens in other countries (Sagaria and Agans, 

2006; Bagilhole, 2000; Saunderson, 2002), there are no differences in academic criteria 

for promotion or even in the salaries of women and of men in the same career position 

in the public HEIs.  

In Turkey both academic and administrative staff in state universities has civil servant 

status and, except for research assistants and assistant professors, have tenure. The 

numbers of academic and administrative staff posts allocated to each state university are 

determined by YOK (Turkish Council of Higher Education). Staff appointments at all 

levels are made exclusively by the universities themselves. The Higher Education Law 

No: 2547 only sets forth the minimum requirements for academic promotions and 

procedures to be followed in making appointments. For example, the average number of 

articles published in prominent academic journals recognized by an evaluation 

committee appointed by the Turkish Council of Higher Education (YOK, 2007). In 

Turkey YOK regulations on professional appointments are similar for both women and 

men academics, for that reason there is no formal gender discrimination at academic 

promotion (Ozkanli and Korkmaz, 2000b, 2000c). Candidates are asked to provide a 

portfolio including their curriculum vitas, details of their scientific publications, their 

educational and training activities, supervision of research degrees and their overall 

contribution to their current institution. 

In Portugal, in 2007 the total number of academics in public higher education 

institutions was 24,831. From these, 14,220 were men and 10,621 were women meaning 
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that the majority of academics in public HEIs in Portugal were men (57,3%). The 

presence of women is higher in the polytechnic sector when compared with the 

university (39% in universities and 48% in polytechnics) (GPEARI, 2009). This is due 

to the fact that polytechnics have lower status being concentrated in low cost and more 

vocational and professional oriented degrees and doing very little or no research. This 

data is in line with the tendency, detected also in other contexts, for women having 

more difficulties to access the most prestigious and oldest higher education institutions 

(Machado-Taylor et.al., 2007; Rees, 2001; Stromquist et al, 2007; Bagilhole and White, 

2005; Morley, 2005).     

In higher education in Turkey, there has been also a relatively high participation of 

women. According to the 2006-2007 data of the Center for Student Selection and 

Placement (OSYM) in Turkey, approximately 40% of all professionals working in the 

higher education are women. Nowadays, in Turkey 41.24% of all academics, 28% of all 

professors, 10% of all Rectors and 23% of all Vice Rectors are women (T.C. Prime 

Ministry of Turkey, 2009; YOK,2009). 

 Even if these data show that the presence of women in HE is greater in these countries 

than in other European countries (Rees, 2001), it has to be read in light of the high 

participation of women in the labour market (referred above) and of their high 

participation as students. In fact, in Portugal, when we look to other educational levels, 

the presence of women as teachers seems less relevant in higher education. According 

with the World Economic Forum Global Gender Gap Report (2008) the percentage of 

female teachers in primary education is of 81; in secondary 66 and in the tertiary 43.         

Like in almost all HE systems all over the world (Machado-Taylor et.al., 2007; 

Leathwood and Read, 2009; Morley, 2005) the analysis of the women situation in HE in 

Portugal and Turkey also reveal the persistence of both horizontal and vertical 

segregation. Women are mainly concentrated on soft areas as humanities and arts and 

least present in hard sciences or engineering. 

In Portugal, women were, in 2005, 62.9% in education; 54.1% in arts and humanities 

and only 23% in engineering (Carvalho and Santiago, 2008). In Turkey women are best 

represented in language based studies at almost every grade and least represented in 

engineering and technology. For example, in medical sciences and literature women are 

over 40% of academics, but in engineering and architecture they are only 30% 

(Sağlamer, 2005). In Portugal, the percentage of women in early and middle careers is 

between 39% (trainee assistant) and 45% (assistant). But at the top this percentage 
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decreases to 32% (associate professor) and 22% (full professor) (Carvalho and Santiago, 

2008). In Turkey the representation of women in professoriate is significantly higher 

than Portugal (28 % for full professors and 32% for associate professors) (YOK, 2009). 

Despite the fact that women have increased their participation as students and also in the 

academic staff, the top management positions are mostly taken by men. However the 

percentage of women in top position in both countries is higher than in the majority of 

the other European countries (Rees, 2001; Özlem et al, 2008; Machado-Taylor et al, 

2007).  

Taking this general context as background this paper intends to contribute to the 

development of knowledge on women in higher education management by taking the 

case of two South European countries that have considerable rates of women 

participation in higher education staff.   

 

Methodology 
 
This paper is part of a cross cultural project being undertaken by the Women in Higher 

Education Management Network of women in senior higher education management 

(WHEM) in Australia, Finland, Ireland, New Zealand, Portugal, South Africa, Sweden, 

Turkey, and the United Kingdom. The aim of this research project is to analyse 

gendered organisational cultures and their impact on the representation of women in 

university senior management. In a more precise way, one can describe the research 

objectives as: to gain an understanding of women’s representation in and experience of 

senior management in the nine countries in this study.  

The first phase of this research analysed women’s representation in senior management 

in HEIs in the participating countries (see Table 3). The research found that 

representation was consistently low across most countries, especially at 

Rector/VC/President level. Sweden was exceptional in having higher percentages of 

women at all levels in senior Management (Özhlem et al, 2008). 

 

Table 2 
Percentage of women in senior management in universities 
 

Country Rector/VC/ 
President 

Vice 
Rector/DVC/ 
Vice President 

PVC/ 
Pro-Rector 

Dean Executive 
Director 

Australia 21 26 31 25 32 
Finland 25     
Ireland* 0  29 25  12 9 
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New Zealand 0 17 17 17 35 

Portugal 7 27 16 23  

South Africa 17 20 22 21 27 
Sweden 37 35 53 31  

Turkey 10 23 4 13  

UK 8 6 21 20  
 
* focussing on the 7 Irish Universities funded by the state only 
 

When comparing data from Portugal and Turkey it is relevant to notice that even if 

these countries have a considerable presence of women in higher education staff, they 

are also amongst the group of those who have lower women participation in 

management positions. Comparative analysis between the two countries make possible 

to verify that the percentage of women in HEIs management is lower in Turkey than in 

Portugal in all categories expect for Rector/VC/President. In order to turn these 

differences more comprehensive a qualitative study was also developed. 

Open-ended interviews were conducted with a sample of rectors and vice-rectors in 

public universities (in Portugal private universities and all the polytechnics were 

excluded). The interview schedule, that was the same for the two countries, was divided 

into three parts. The first cluster of questions were about getting into and on in senior 

management. The second cluster focussed on “doing” senior management and explored 

perceptions of how colleagues regarded them, how they worked with men and women 

in their management team, and if women had a different management style. The final 

cluster focussed on the broader management culture. In Portugal, 22 interviews were 

made (9 men and 13 women) and 24 in Turkey (16 men and 8 women) with rectors and 

vice-rectors (Table 3). Eight of the 24 Turkish senior managers were women. Turkish 

interviewees comprised 6 Rectors, 9 Vice-Rectors and 9 former Vice-Rectors. Eleven of 

the Turkish senior managers were from regional universities and thirteen of the Turkish 

senior managers were from metropolitan universities. Twenty-two Turkish senior 

managers were from public universities, only two rectors (one female and one male) 

were from foundation universities. All interviews in Portugal were tape recorded with 

notes being made by the interviewers during the meeting. The interviews in Turkey 

were mostly face to face and ranged from one hour to two hours in length. There was 

only one phone interview. All interviews, except the phone interview, were tape 

recorded and summaries were made of each interview. 
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Table 3 
Number of women and men rectors and vice-rectors interviewed 

 
 PORTUGAL TURKEY 

 Rector Vice-Rector Rector Vice-Rector 
Men 8 5 4 12 
Women 1 8 2 6 

TOTAL 9 13 6 18 
 

 
The interviews ranged from 30 minutes to over two hours and provided a wealth of in-

depth data which were submitted to content analysis based on which major findings 

were extracted and will be presented next. 

 

Findings 

Focusing on the Portuguese and Turkish rectors and vice chancellors the content 

analysis of their discourses on gender differences in academic senior management were 

structured around two main issues: the reasons for gender inequalities in top positions 

and the impact of female Rectors/VCs on both senior management teams and the 

organisational culture.  

 

Institutional role of rectors and vice-rectors 
 

By interviewing women and men in higher education governance and management top 

positions in the two countries, we were able to detect and analyse in their discourses a 

set of beliefs, assumptions and perceptions about their institutional roles. When asked 

about the role as rectors, the major tendencies on the Portuguese discourses were to 

identify skills related with the accomplishment of a specific project designed for their 

university, the coordination of activities and the management of resources. Vice-rectors 

identified mainly the capacity to coadjutant the rector or to coordinate specific activities 

like, for instance, building up and supervise global projects on universities 

teaching/learning activities and students supports.  

In this context, influencing the strategic direction of the university, to set the direction 

for the institution and making a significant contribution to its development were 

frequently cited by Portuguese interviewees as one of the advantages of their tasks. In 

addition to these ‘institutional’ advantages others, more linked with personal rewards, 

were also referred as the increase in learning opportunities and the improvement of 

individual networking.  
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In Turkey, however, emphasise was more on individual rewards. The most cited 

advantages were: prestige, financial rewards, being respected and being first among 

equals. It seems that rectors and VC self-perceptions are still in line with the tradition of 

assuming rectors as ‘primus inter pares’.  

It seems also relevant to reflect upon the perception senior managers have over the 

characteristics needed to develop these roles. Senior managers’ discourses identify as 

indispensable to develop their roles, characteristics that can be classified as gender 

neutral.  

The broad consensus from interviewees in both countries was that a rector or vice rector 

had to have a strong academic research record and provide strong leadership both 

internally and externally. These data reveal that in spite of recent changes in HEIs, 

academics seem to sustain their attitudes based on a traditional Humboldtian notion of 

the academy and of their work (Santiago, Carvalho, Amaral and Meek, 2006). 

In Portugal as vice rectors are appointed by rectors, most women referred the 

importance of having worked previously in managerial duties with the rector. In sum, to 

have developed previously managerial roles, to be respectable in research domain by 

their peers and to be ‘inside’ the right networks are all factors mentioned as important to 

get into the top by women and men. Like a male rector expressed: 

“During my academic life-time I have performed many managerial roles. I was president of 
diverse national institutions with regulation responsibilities in research. Previously, I was a 
vice-rector and to be a rector is the natural consequence of this. Nevertheless, I usually say 
that it is fundamental to work hard to ascend into top positions but, it is also true that it is 
essential to have the support of the right person when is needed and I also had that.” (Int. 
n.15) 

 

These analyses reveal the importance of distinct factors to ascend to senior positions 

that have been identified in the literature as disadvantageous for women. To have a 

valuable research career is not a neutral concept. It is recognised by different authors 

that what is valuable in knowledge production is also identifiable with hegemonic 

masculinity (O’ Connor, 2007; Bagilhole and Goode, 2001). The relevance of 

engagement in research and managerial activities is also a discussed issue in gender in 

higher education studies even if without consensual results. Some classical studies 

emphasise gender differences in professional roles and academic work with women 

giving priority to teaching and men to management and research (Poole and Langan-

Fox, 1997; Poole, Bornholt and Summers, 1997; Sax, Hagerdon, Arredondo and Dicrisi, 

2002; Nakhaie, 2002). More recent ones, however, (Carvalho and Santiago, 2008) 
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confirm that there are no significant differences in time women and men allocate to 

these activities. Nevertheless to be a prestigious researcher and to have full 

professorship is, in our interviewees’ opinion, indispensable to ascend to senior 

positions. In this context, a great number of women in academia are kept away from it. 

Beside these two factors, to take part in networking emerged also as equally relevant. 

Taking the words of a Portuguese vice-rector: 

“To be in senior positions you need two different things: the merit, or personal 
value, and being recognised by your colleagues. You can have merit but if you are 
not able to make it visible (…) you are never seen by the others. However, I think 
this is the same for women and men.” (Int. n.22). 
 
The problem for women to enter into ‘old boys network’ has been recognised as an 

obstacle for women in management in general (Oakley, 2000). It seems that higher 

education is not different and, in this context, women also have more difficulties in 

entering the circles of academic power (Kyvick and Teigen, 1996; Webster, 2001; 

Vázquez-Cupeiro and Elston, 2006; Perna, 2005; Conley, 2005). 

After identifying these obstacles the analysis proceed with senior managers’ perceptions 

over it.      

 
Reasons for gender inequalities in top positions 
 
Under the same logic as the majority did not identify gender differences on the 

necessary personal traits to develop academic senior management roles, the dominant 

discourse is also one of a lack of barriers for women to ascend to the top. The dominant 

discourses emphasise the gender-neutral nature of procedures for recruitment and 

promotion and the importance of HEIs being ruled by the meritocratic culture. Most 

senior managers in Turkey and in Portugal stated that they had no difficulty in moving 

into leadership roles and had been encouraged to apply by their Rector/Vice-Chancellor. 

When explicitly asked to identify potential barriers keeping women away from top 

positions in HEIs, the majority put the emphasise on external factors related with the 

dominant stereotypes on society and the need women have to develop a multi-focus on 

career and family responsibilities. The obstacles most frequently cited for women to 

ascend to the top in HE careers are identified, in both countries, outside academia, such 

as marriage, domestic responsibilities, role conflict, and the country culture.  

I think discrimination does not exist in universities. I think the problems are 
related with women dual roles: the familiar and the professional. The familiar 
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roles withdraw opportunities for women to advance in career when compared 
with their male colleagues. (Int. nº.21). 

 

The work-family relation has been strongly developed in the literature as a reason that 

keep women in low grades in organisations (Kossek et al., 1999; Acker and Armenti, 

2004; Jacobs and Winslow, 2004; Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985). Empirical studies 

previously made in Turkey and in Portugal emphasise the importance of it in academia.  

Özkanli and Korkmaz (2000a) argue that the reason for low participation in academic 

management in Turkey is mostly the increased family responsibilities of academic 

women. In their studies, some academic women pointed out gender discrimination, 

while others said that they were not willing to take administrative responsibility because 

they accepted, internalized and reproduced the traditional social roles of women and 

therefore prioritized housewife and mother roles. Moreover, other researchers confirm 

these findings, sustaining that women avoid responsibilities that involve business trips 

and increased work load due to fear of unfulfilling their traditional roles (Acar, 1986; 

Köker, 1988; Ersöz 1998).  

Santos and Cardoso (2008) found in an empirical study developed within Portuguese 

universities that both men and women faced difficulties in reconciling work and family. 

Nevertheless, these were primarily felt by women, particularly mothers of dependent 

children due to distinct factors as the preservation of traditional gender roles in the 

family, an ineffective legislation, and a work-family culture classified as family-

unfriendly. 

However if it is true that a work-family conflict exists, felted particularly by women, 

one can not ignore that there are other studies emphasizing that family variables 

contribute little or nothing to the prediction of women research productivity (Toren, 

1993; Perna, 2005; Sax et al., 2002) based on which promotion is made on both 

countries. The political and social construction of a discourse highlighting the 

differences in family roles can also be interpreted as a way to deny, or turn more 

invisible, the importance of organisational variables (Asmar, 1999; Ruth, 2005; Lafferty 

and Fleming, 2000).  Authors as Toren (1993); Perna, (2005); Conley, (2005) or 

Webster, (2001) identified such professional variables as academic rank, salary, access 

to economic resources, orientation to research, research assistants’ availability and 

desire for recognition as more important and influential over women research 

productivity. Harley (2003) emphasise, in the new higher education market and 
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managerialism context, the institutional insecurity, which concentrates women on the 

HE organizational ‘periphery’ and in the less secure lower grades. 

In fact, some of these organisational variables have also been highlighted in the 

interviews, even if in minority discourses, with a special emphasise given to informal 

processes. 

Knowing what I known today and thinking back, I must say that in deed there was 
some gender discrimination translated in some envy and discomfort from male 
colleagues. Obviously these are not reflected positions, and sometimes even not 
perceived by themselves, but there is no doubt that it exists. I think that in situations 
with competition between us, it is not the same if you are a woman or a man. And it 
is worst as you go further in career; our male colleagues turn more unwilling, 
jealousy and discomforted (Int. nº8).      

 

These discourses seem to confirm Morley analysis that there are a “myriad ways in 

which women are undermined and excluded from access to resources, influence, career 

opportunities and academic authority” (1999, p.4). 

 
The impact of women on senior management teams and organisational culture 

 
A key research focus in this paper was how Rectors/VCs influenced or shaped 

organisational culture and their impact on women in senior academic management. In 

line with previous results, most interviewees considered also that gender had no impact 

on senior management. Expressions like: “for me it is completely different being a man 

or a woman in top positions” were very frequent in Portuguese senior managers 

discourses.  

In both countries when respondents talked about gender differences in the management 

style they argued that differences related to personality rather than gender, however it 

was possible to find different opinions. In Portugal it was possible to identify, in some 

discourses, the persistence and reproduction of the traditional stereotypes identifying 

women with a more transformational style of leadership and men with a more 

transactional one (Manfredi and Doherty, 2006; Barker and Monks, 2003). Women 

were identified as stronger on collaboration, consultation and people skills: 

“Some time ago a colleague of mine told me: ‘your office is like a confessional’. 
And I said: ‘no. what happens is that we, women, have a different 
understanding, we are more sensitive’ ” (Int. nº10).    

 

However, there were also some references (although less frequent) to the fact that they 

were firm, obstinate and aggressive.  
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“I think women and men are different in management. Women are more 
persistent and determined. They always accomplish their tasks” (Int.nº22) 

 

On the contrary, men were identified as more political and less firm on their 

ideas with a lack of single-mindedness and not working out the details of how things 

should be done. In Turkey, one female respondent argued that women were more task 

oriented, while men communicated poorly and were more interested in asserting power. 

At the same time, in Portugal, they also didn’t acknowledge any difference on 

the way male and female colleagues perceived them as in Turkey even if a few female 

respondents argued that female colleagues judged them more harshly.   

Different opinions concerning rectors and vice-rectors power inside institutions 

were also revealed. While Turkish interviewees considered that Rectors were very 

powerful, almost ‘omnipotent’, often comparing their status to that of kings with only 

the Board of Trustees in foundation universities mitigating this power, in Portugal 

discourses emphasise that rectors have a limited power (although consider as adequate) 

highlighting, instead the symbolic power dependent on communication and persuasion 

skills. The rectors’ power is more frequently compared with politicians than with 

managers’ power.  

“The rectors’ power is based on what can be classified as the ‘magistracy of 
influences’. I mean is more or like the power of the President of the Republic” 
(Int. nº.15).      

 

When explicitly asked about the way a person in top positions could help to improve 

women presence in senior HEIs management rectors and vice-rectors, in Portugal, were 

reluctant and absolutely against the introduction of effective formal gender equality 

programmes or even to any initiative in this domain. The reasons for rejecting 

affirmative actions have to do with a set of social beliefs: the pipeline theory; the gender 

neutral processes of promotion in academic career and the meritocratic ideology. 

The first set of beliefs is related with dominant views emerging in the actors 

discourses that it is just a question of time for women to get into senior management in 

HEIs. And, as it was not necessary to develop these initiatives for women being in 

majority in universities it wouldn’t also be for ascending in the career; 

“We do not need quotas system or something like that. Women are capable of 
getting there on their own” (Int.nº.11). “(…) is just to be patient and to wait 5, 10 
or 15 more years ahead and we will assist to a inverse situation” (Int. nº.12). 
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The second set of beliefs translate the conviction that discrimination does not exist in 

academia and, thus, affirmative actions could mean, in the opinion of some of the 

interviewed that some women would take advantage of it; 

Finally, the third set of beliefs encloses ascending to senior positions in a kind of ‘social 

Darwinism’ logic. To get into senior management is interpreted as the finish line in 

academic competition and introduction other mechanisms could mean that selection 

would not be made based on meritocratic principles;       

 “Ascending to the top is like the evolution of species – only the best can get 
there, and this could interfere with this principle” (Int. nº.14) 
 

Generally Portuguese rectors and vice rectors considered that they could influence 

the gender profile of senior management only by taking symbolic measures. Among 

them the most cited was to appoint women to their teams. However it is important to 

highlight that one rector referred more pragmatic reasons to have women in his team: it 

was a way to conquer more votes from academic women in his institution. 

With the exception of one woman, who was in favour of affirmative actions policies 

in their institution, all the other referred only to symbolic initiatives like serving as role 

models or talk about the importance of gender issues in public discourses. The woman 

vice rector who manifest a positive attitude to affirmative actions putted a special 

emphasise on women’ presence on committees for promotion, because she believed that 

having only men could damage for women. In fact, recruitment and selection 

procedures were already identified in previous studies as important obstacles to women 

progression in academic career (Benshop and Brouns, 2003; Carvalho and Santiago, 

2006; Husu, 2000; Rees, 2005). 

These empirical results are in line with the tradition of south countries “where 

traditional attitudes and reluctance to introduce effective formal gender equality 

programmes have often prevailed” (Vázquez-Cupeiro and Elston, 2006) in contrast with 

those from the north of Europe. 

     

 
Conclusion 
 

Despite the improvements in the last years women participation in higher 

education in Portugal and Turkey can not be defined as equal. Women increased their 

participation in academic staff but are underrepresented in same areas (as technology 

and engineering) and in top management positions. The analysis of these two countries 
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is particularly relevant since in these HE systems women have almost reached the parity 

in teaching but, at the same time, they belong to the group of countries where women 

are more under-represented in higher education management. 

Since there is no formal discrimination in career progress one can expect that 

discrimination against women is taking relatively sophisticated, “veiled” forms 

(Bagilhole and Goode, 2001; Husu, 2001).  

The dominant perception of universities is one that considers these institutions as 

gender neutrals and based on meritocratic principles. Universities are conceived as 

neutral organisations where men and women can succeed on their merits. The majority 

stated that the obstacles for women to ascend in the academic career are only related 

with external factors. The dominance of neutral assumptions on gender along with the 

presence of a meritocratic ideology turns the ‘veiled’ forms of discrimination even more 

invisible.  

This may demonstrate that “many people working in universities are in a state of 

denial about how women are treated in most universities in the world” (Currie, Thiele 

and Harris, 2002, p. 4) and also that actor with managerial responsibilities still look at 

universities as ivory tower (Benschop and Brouns, 2003). 
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1. Introduction 

In the first part of this paper we examine the relationship between Science and 

Technology (S&T) development and gender discrimination patterns in the EU, using statistical 

data.2 The aim is to explore EU heterogeneity both in S&T development and gender 

discrimination3 in order to obtain a greater understanding of the differences between European 

countries in these fields.  

In the second part, we focus on analysing the gender gaps in education (ISCED 6) and 

access to research and academic professions, as well as the gender discrimination in academic 

careers in EU. 

Historically, differences are found both in countries’ S&T development and in their 

technological trajectories (Dosi, 1982, 1983; Perez, 1988). The development level of European 

countries and their technological dependence relations sustain the presupposition of a stratified 

European S&T space4 (Oliveira and Carvalho, 2002). Our hypothesis is that European regions 

with the most developed S&T systems should be distinct from others by having a more 

equalitarian gender situation. 

This may occur in spite of the changes that are taking place to mitigate differences, such 

as the attempt to build a European higher education system in the Bologna Declaration. Other 
                                                 
1 Professors at the Lisbon University Institute and researchers in CIES/ISCTE. 
2 For a discussion on the problems of cross-national comparisons see, among others, M. Maurice et al. (1986) and 
M.L. Kohn (1989).  
3 In this text, we use the BIT definition for gender discrimination as “any distinction, exclusion or preference made on 
the basis … of sex…, which has the effect of nullifying or impairing equality of opportunity of treatment in employment 
or occupation…” (BIT, 2007: 9).  
4 The European Science and Technology (S&T) space is firstly a knowledge-embedded and occupational space that 
is constructed in interaction with the actors who constitute it, including its institutions, culture, rules and policies. Thus 
the S&T space is not synonymous with the S&T system, because it is a “social construct” that emerges out of the 
subtlest interactions between collective actors (men and women) and their professional activities, interactions which 
are then structured and diffused within organisations and institutions (Oliveira, 2008). 
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structural change factors are being implemented in the European S&T space, inspired by the 

well-known triple-helix formula (Etzkowitz and Leysdorf, 1997), largely due to budgeting 

pressures and the financial crises of the welfare state. With companies co-financing research, 

academia has opened up to the business world, which will contribute in time to change in both 

the academic and business cultures in each country. As this is a relatively recent process in 

Europe, and the conditions of implementation vary from country to country, the inheritance of 

the culture of the Humboldt University model (Oliveira, 2000) and career procedures postulated 

by Merton’s (1973) regulation of science may continue to be present and to a certain extent may 

explain the possible gender differences in S&T nowadays. This is particularly relevant if we 

consider that even universities in the oldest European democracies are extremely closed 

institutions, metaphorically comparable to an ivory tower, thus contributing to the maintenance 

of a certain conservatism (Caplan, 1994; Rhode, 2006). Given that gender discrimination is 

found across Europe in the most varied areas (Cockburn, 1983; Charles, 1993; Maruani, 2005; 

McGrayne, 2001), and that there are multiple explanations for this phenomenon, our starting 

point is that the nature of the political regimes governing post-war Europe and their more or less 

conservative approach to science has affected the development of their Science and 

Technology (S&T) systems. As these effects are long-lasting, they have produced a culture that 

tends to neutralise the effects of social policies against gender discrimination (CCE, 2007; 

Ruest-Archambault, 2008). In addition, the timing of countries’ integration into the EU 

construction process contributes also to the European heterogeneity.  

Our first analysis explored the hypothesis of EU S&T space stratification, identifying the 

configuration of each of these strata and the countries associated with each of them. The 

second analysis evaluated to what extent these strata are distinct from each other in relation to 

gender discrimination indicators, including academic careers. In addition, European S&T 

patterns of gender discrimination were identified and described. Finally, the articulation between 

the S&T strata and these gender discrimination patterns were mapped. 

 

2. Method 

2.1. Data 

For cross-country comparison at the EU level, we examined statistical information 

derived from data in Eurostat science and technology (S&T) statistics and in the She figures 

2006 report: Women and science statistics and indicators. The data relate to the active 

population, aged between 15 and 64 for 2003 and 2004.  

2.2. Measurement 
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Three main indictors were used to analyse the segmentation of the S&T European 

space (EU 27) from a cross-national perspective:  

− the proportion of researchers per thousand labour force (2003);5 

− the proportion of scientists and engineers in the total labour force (2004); 

− the proportion of R&D expenditure in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) per capita 

researcher (2003).6 

The following indicators were used to analyse gender discrimination: 

− the proportion of PhD (ISCED 6) graduates by sex (2003); 

− the proportion of researchers by sex (2003); 

− the proportion of academic staff total by sex (2004); 

− the proportion of women in grade A7 positions among all women in academic staff 

(2004); 

− the proportion of men in grade A positions among all men in academic staff (2004); 

− the difference in research funding success rates between women and men (2004); 

− the proportion of women and men on scientific boards (2004); 

− the Glass Ceiling Index (2004).8 

For four indicators (the proportion of PhD (ISCED 6) graduates, the proportion of 

researchers, the proportion of the academic staff total, and the proportion on scientific boards), 

we constructed a new measure – the gap – by computing the difference between the 

male/female proportions. Using gaps we are able to include simultaneously both female and 

male rates and solve the problem of multicollinearity. 

2.3. Analytical approach 

The first stage of our examination of the indicators systematised above involved a 

vertical analysis within each set of indicators: S&T segmentation and gender discrimination. 

This then led to the mapping of countries. 

The other vector of analysis was centred on identifying pattern types among the 

countries for S&T segmentation and then for gender discrimination. Assuming the 
                                                 
5 The labour force includes both employed and unemployed people. 
6 Purchasing Power Standard (PPS) is the artificial common currency into which national currencies are converted 
(Eurostat, 2004).  
7 Grade A is “the single highest grade/post at which research is normally conducted” (EC, 2006: 100). 
8 The Glass Ceiling Index (GCI) is a ratio between the proportion of women in grade A+B+C and the proportion of 
women in grade A. The GCI is an indicator that measures “the relative chance for women compared to men of 
reaching a top position” (EC, 2006: 52). Grade B includes “researchers working in positions not as a senior as top 
position[s] (A) but more senior than newly qualified PhD holders”, and Grade C includes “the first grade/post into 
which a newly qualified PhD (ISCED 6) graduate would normally be recruited” (EC, 2006: 100).  
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multidimensionality of these pattern types, we explored the relationships within each set of 

indicators using a multivariate method of data analysis: Principal Components Analysis for 

Categorical Data (CATPCA). This is a non-linear analysis of principal components that allows 

quantitative variables (S&T segmentation indicators and gender discrimination indicators) to be 

combined with qualitative variables, in this case, the country (Van de Geer, 1993a; Van de 

Geer, 1993b; Gifi 1996; Meulman et al., 2004). By applying CATPCA, profile types were 

identified that distinguish groups of countries from each other, revealing the existence of 

different situations among EU countries. 

A clustering analysis was also performed using a hierarchical algorithm (Hair et al., 

2006) in order to validate the configuration of the European S&T space exhibited by CATPCA. 

Finally, a Correspondence Analysis (CA) (Greenacre and Blasius, 2006; Greenacre, 2008) was 

implemented to graphically show the contours between S&T segments and gender 

discrimination patterns. 

 

3. Results 

3.1. S&T European space segmentation 

Historically, differences are found both in the countries’ S&T systems and in their 

technological trajectories (Dosi, 1982; Perez, 1988). The development level of European 

countries and their technological dependence relations sustain the hypothesis of a stratified 

European S&T space (Oliveira and Carvalho, 2002; Oliveira, 2008). Using the above-mentioned 

indicators as development indicators in this field (the proportion of researchers per thousand 

labour force, the proportion of scientists and engineers in the total labour force, and the 

proportion of R&D expenditure in Purchasing Power Standards (PPS) per capita researcher), 

the data show (Figures 1, 2 and 3) an extremely unequal distribution of human resources and 

materials in S&T across the different countries. 

Using the EU average as a reference, European countries can be divided into at least 

two groups: countries below the overall mean and countries above this mean. This shows that 

the S&T European space is a dualised space of rich (Central and Northern European countries) 

and less developed S&T countries (Eastern and Southern European countries, namely Portugal 

and Greece). Spain, Italy and Estonia are special cases. Spain is closer to the Northern 

European countries with a high level of researchers, scientists and engineers, but low S&T 

research expenditure per capita. Italy, on the other hand, has low levels of human resources 

working in S&T but high S&T expenditure. Estonia is above the overall mean for research per 

thousand labour force, but presents very low rates in the two other indicators. 
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Figure 1. Proportion of researchers per thousand labour force by country (2003) 
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     Figure 2. Proportion of scientists and engineers in the total labour force by country (2004) 
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Figure 3. Proportion of R&D expenditure in purchasing power standards (PPS) per capita researcher by 
country (2003) 
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In order to identify stratification segments in the European S&T space, a Principal 

Components Analysis for Categorical Data (CATPCA) was carried out, exploring the 

relationships between the three indicators and matching the countries through their position. 

This analysis confirms the dualisation of the S&T space (Figure 4). Countries with lower 

rates, i.e. Eastern and Southern European countries (Dimension 1 < 0), contrast with those 

which have higher rates in every indicator, i.e. Central and Northern European countries 

(Dimension 1 > 0).  
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Figure 4. The segmentation of the European S&T space 
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However, another feature of Central and Northern European countries is that they have 

a greater spread than the other group of countries due to the fact that this group is divided into 

two different segments:  

− one is characterised by having both a larger number of scientists and engineers in the 

total labour force and also researchers per thousand labour force. This segment is a 

development pattern based on the extent of the high level of qualifications in the labour 

force, which is typical of northern countries, Ireland and Belgium;9 

                                                 
9 The United Kingdom and Malta are not included in this multivariate analysis because data is missing for them in at 
least one indicator. 
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− the other stands out for its higher rates of R&D expenditure in PPS per capita 

researcher, which is typical of Central European countries (Luxembourg, France, Austria 

and Germany). The Netherlands and Italy also belong to this group.  

Despite this segmentation of the European S&T space, the three strata cannot be 

definitively ranked (Figure 5) because the two segments with the best performance in S&T 

development (Northern and Central European countries) exchange their top positions in S&T 

indicators. 

 

Figure 5. Hierarchy of European countries according to S&T development indicators 
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The results of a Hierarchical Cluster Analysis fit well with the threefold nature of 

European S&T space segmentation. In accordance with this classification, we have redrawn the 

segments linking the countries to their cluster (Figure 6).  

Figure 6. Segmentation of the European S&T space: clustering the countries 
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Table 1 shows that the average of S&T development measures by segment reproduces 

the profiles found by multivariate analysis. Segment A has the lowest mean in every indicator. 

Segment B presents the highest mean for R&D expenditure in PPS per capita researcher and 

Segment C has the highest mean for indicators concerning the high level of S&T qualifications 

of the labour force. It is precisely because of the above-mentioned inversion of the mean in 

segments B and C that a hierarchy between them is out of the question.  

Table 1. Measures of S&T segments 

S&T segment  
% of researchers per 
thousand labour force  

Mean 

% of scientists and engineers 
in the total labour force  

Mean 

R&D expenditure in PPS 
per capita researcher  

Mean 

Segment A 6.07 3.73 36.54 

Segment B 8.27 5.02 144.68 
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Segment C 13.25 7.16 100.86 

Overall mean 8.12 4.77 76.98 

A hierarchy exists when the S&T space is approached as a dual space, and therefore 

the performance of segments B and C is better, but when these two are compared it is found 

that despite being included in the group of countries with more developed S&T systems, they 

have different profiles and their most important S&T indicators are inverted. 

3.2. Trends in gender discrimination by S&T segment 

According to the profiles of the three segments in the S&T European space, and if our 

main hypothesis holds true, most gender discrimination would be found in segment A 

(eastern/southern countries) and there would also be some differences in segments B and C, as 

their S&T development models are based on different principles: higher rates in R&D 

expenditure and scientific professions. The question that must be answered is whether and how 

these different development models are associated with gender discrimination in Science and 

Technology. 

Two analytical dimensions were defined (Table 2) based on gender discrimination 

indicators. The first refers to the preconditions needed to improve equal gender opportunities in 

S&T, and the second refers to the academic conditions for men’s/women’s career pathways.  

 

 Table 2. S&T systems and organisational academic culture in gender discrimination 

 

Dimensions Indicators Variables 

Education Gap %M-%W PhD (ISCED 6) 
Preconditions for improving equal 
gender opportunities in S&T  Equal access to research and 

academic professions 
Gap %M-%W researchers 
Gap %M-%W academic staff 

Academic conditions to promote 
women’s career pathways 
 

Access to control and power 
positions 

Percentage of women in grade A 
Percentage of men in grade A 
Gap %M-%W on scientific boards 
Research funding success rate 
Glass Ceiling Index 
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These dimensions were defined in accordance with the above observations on the 

closed and conservative academic culture, which is an ideal environment in which to analyse 

gender equality in S&T. Will there be relevant differences in men’s/women’s career pathways 

among S&T segments or, despite S&T segmentation, does academia continue to have basically 

the same cultural gender pattern all over Europe? Despite the differences between countries 

regarding the level of university autonomy from the State and also recruitment rules and career 

management, as Musselin (2005) concludes in a comparison of France, Germany and the 

United States, this question makes sense in that gender discrimination appears to be 

transversal across organisational models and other national specificities in different fields. 

In fact, a vertical analysis per indicator shows gender discrimination throughout EU 

countries, detailing differences in the distribution of indicators (Annex 1).  

In order to find out how far S&T segmentation could explain the range in the rates, a 

cross-relation between the segments (A, B and C) and gender discrimination indicators was 

performed (Figure 710). 

The major differences between segments (Figure 7) are found in the male/female 

researcher gap, in the male/female academic staff gap, and in the gap on scientific boards. But 

despite these differences, and with the exception of PhD degrees, for which the gap has a 

negative mean in segment A,11 the three groups of countries on average have common 

features, as all the gender gaps have positive values, which means women are discriminated 

against in all of them. In fact, more women have a PhD than men in these countries (Annex 1).  

There is no proportional expression of this feature of women’s emancipation (Esping-

Andersen, 2002 and 2008), which some authors call the women’s silent revolution (Ferreira, 

1988), in terms of access to scientific professions. Further research would be necessary to 

determine whether this is due to a discriminative attitude from these institutions or to other 

professional strategies taken by women who do not wish to enter the academic world or who 

even leave it because they are dissatisfied (Preston, 1994; Ledin et al., 2007; West, 2007). 

On the basis of this data, it appears that women have difficulty in accessing academic 

and research professions even in countries where there are more women than men with a PhD. 

Access to these scientific professions seems to be a powerful gender discrimination factor all 

over Europe, with segment B (predominantly Central European countries) presenting the 

highest figures. 

                                                 
10 For this analysis, comparisons are made using the mean of the variables (indicators of gender discrimination) 
within each segment, because the exploratory analysis reveals a symmetrical distribution for each of them, which 
means that the representativeness of this statistical measure is guaranteed. 
11 The gap in this indicator is negative in almost all Eastern European countries, except for the Czech Republic and 
Poland, and Portugal. 
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                   Figure 7. Indicators of gender discrimination by S&T segment 
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As far as academic careers are concerned, the results show the percentage of women in 

grade A is on average lower than the percentage of men in the same position. This gender 

discrimination feature is particularly high in segment B. As Side and Robbins (2007) point out 

with regard to the American case, women faculty members continue to encounter a glass ceiling 

when it comes to achieving the position of full professor.12 For EU countries, the Glass Ceiling 

Index has a narrow range, with Malta as an outlier (Annex 2).  

On average, the gap on scientific boards is also very high in each segment, above all in 

segments A and B. Moreover, segment C (almost all northern countries) is the least 

discriminative in the dimension of academic conditions to promote women’s career pathways. 

We can also conclude that the widest gap in the dimension of preconditions for improving equal 

gender opportunities in S&T is found in segment B, in contrast to segment A. 

This analysis leads to the conclusion that only a part of the total variation of these 

indicators could be explained by intersegment differences. In order to reinforce this conclusion, 
                                                 
12 For the Canadian case, see Side and Robbins (2007).  
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a measurement of association using the eta coefficient and derived effect size13 was applied 

(Table 3). 

As already emphasised, only three indicators (the male/female researcher gap, the 

male/female academic staff gap, and the scientific board gap) exhibited at least medium 

coefficients of association (an approximate eta of over 0.5) with S&T segmentation. All the 

others have lower association coefficients and consequently a weak effect size which ranges 

from 5.5% to 21.3% (Table 3). Hence, with the exception of the research funding rate and the 

Glass Ceiling Index, which have essentially equal means for all three segments (Figure 7), we 

have differences in intragender discrimination indicators that cannot be explained by S&T 

segmentation alone.  

 

Table 3. Associations between S&T segmentation and gender  

            discrimination indicators 

 

S&T segmentation 
Gender discrimination indicators 

η η
2 

Gap M-W PhD (ISCED 6) 0.462 0.213 

Gap M-W researchers 0.796 0.633 

Gap M-W academic staff  0.494 0.244 

% of women in grade A  0.303 0.092 

% of men in grade A 0.247 0.061 

Gap M-W on scientific boards 0.597 0.357 

Research funding success rate  0.236 0.055 

Glass Ceiling Index  0.358 0.128 

 

 

In short, it can be said that there is an overall coherence in the most marked features 

defining EU S&T segmentation, which gives rise to a certain geographic logic for the 

configuration of segments A, B and C. There is, however, a certain heterogeneity within these 

segments/geographic areas in terms of gender discrimination. 

Going a step further in this explorative approach, and in order to analyse the 

heterogeneity within S&T segments, a new analytical strategy was developed consisting of: 1) 

                                                 
13 Eta measures the association between S&T segmentation and gender discrimination indicators, and eta squared – 
the effect size – quantifies the proportion of variance in the dependent variable (gender discrimination indicators) 
explained by differences among groups (each S&T segment). 
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the identification of gender discrimination patterns in the EU; 2) an interaction analysis between 

these gender discrimination patterns and the S&T segments previously identified. 
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3.3. Patterns of S&T gender discrimination in the European Union 

To identify and describe gender discrimination patterns in the EU, a Principal 

Components Analysis for Categorical Data (CATPCA) was applied to the gender discrimination 

indicators, as described above. 

Three main patterns were found concerning gender discrimination (Figure 8).14 The first 

(1) includes some of the countries which have a less developed S&T system, which 

corresponds with segment A (Portugal, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania15), and 

which is differentiated from the others because the countries are less gender discriminative in 

terms of the preconditions for improving gender equality in S&T systems. That is, they present 

the smallest gap for the level of PhDs, undertaking research, and entering academic 

professions. It should be noted that PhD gaps in these countries are all negative, which means 

that women advance further and successfully obtain their PhDs, as mentioned above. These 

countries also have the smallest gaps for researchers and academic staff.  

But while these countries record this configuration in these indicators, with the exception 

of Portugal and Bulgaria, their proportions in the Glass Ceiling Index are high (even though this 

indicator has the narrowest range) and the proportion of women in grade A and of men in grade 

A is low. 

It is important to stress that a high proportion of women is always accompanied by a high 

proportion of men with a huge and positive correlation coefficient (R=0.942). This means that, 

generally speaking, these countries have a lower proportion of people in grade A, which is 

explained by the career constraints that men and women are both subject to as a result of 

national human resource management policies in S&T. However, within these constraints, there 

are differences in every country between men and women that demonstrate women’s 

segregation from grade A. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
14 Luxemburg, Malta and Romania are not included in this multivariate analysis because of missing data.  
15 The letter in brackets on the right of the label is the cluster (segment) identification.  
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Figure 8. Patterns of gender discrimination in the European S&T space 
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The main problem in these countries seems to be women’s career pathways (high 

proportions for the Glass Ceiling Index16) within S&T professions, as Caplan (1994) noted when 

he stated that academia is traditionally elitist, male and patriarchal in its workplace culture, 

structure and values. This is also seen, for example, in the astonishing disparity in the number 

of Nobel Prizes awarded to women (McGrayne, 2001). 

The organisational culture and rules of academia is the dimension in this discriminative 

pattern that has the greatest influence on gender discrimination. 

A second pattern (2) associates countries like Hungary, Poland, Greece and Slovenia 

(also with less developed S&T systems) which join some countries in segment B (the Central 

                                                 
16 There is an association between the Glass Ceiling Index and the proportion of women in grade A and the 
proportion of men in grade A indicators. As expected, it is a negative correlation: the higher figures for the Glass 
Ceiling Index (women are underrepresented in Grade A positions) are close to the lowest values for the proportion of 
women and men in grade A. 
Another strong association occurs between Gap M-W in PhD (ISCED 6) graduates, Gap M-W in researchers and 
Gap M-W in academic staff. In this case, they are positively correlated. 
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European segment) like France and Italy, and also others from the northern model (Finland and 

Ireland) in forming a group of countries which is distinct because they display relatively little 

discriminative behaviour towards women’s career pathways. However, they tend to be more 

discriminative in terms of the preconditions for improving equal gender opportunities in S&T 

because they exhibit a trend towards higher values for PhD, researcher and academic staff 

gaps.  

The results indicate that this group is extremely heterogeneous in relation to S&T 

development, as it includes countries from the three S&T segments.  

A third pattern (3), in which most of the countries are concentrated, is differentiated from 

the others because these countries are simultaneously the most discriminative in relation to the 

preconditions for improving gender equality in S&T (like pattern 2) and women’s career 

pathways. That is, there are lower percentages of women with PhDs in these countries and 

wider gaps within the researcher and academic professions. These are what could be called 

barriers to entering S&T professions. If women are able to overcome these barriers to entry in 

these countries, they will encounter the worst conditions for career development, particularly 

reaching higher positions within organisations. Despite the smaller range of the research 

funding success indicator, some of the higher rates approach this pattern.  

This group (Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Austria, Sweden, the Czech 

Republic, the United Kingdom, Spain and Cyprus) is also extremely heterogeneous in terms of 

S&T development. This is another pattern that covers countries from the three S&T segments.  

 

3.4. Segmentation of the S&T space and gender discrimination patterns in the EU 

Having concluded the segmentation of the European S&T space with the identification 

and description of its three main constitutive segments and also three S&T gender 

discrimination patterns, we move to the question of how far these segments are related to the 

identified gender discrimination patterns. In addition, how do they relate to each other?  

A Correspondence Analysis was carried out to answer these questions. The results 

show (Figure 9) a close relationship between segment A (less developed S&T countries) and 

gender discrimination pattern (1), which shows a polarised situation for less segregation in 

preconditions for improving equal gender opportunities in S&T and greater segregation for 

academic conditions to promote women’s career pathways. For the two other groups, we find a 

mix between countries belonging to different segments. Though starting with a situation of 

generalised S&T development, segments B and C acquire different patterns for gender 

discrimination indicators, which means our main hypothesis has only been partially confirmed. 



 
 

18 

 

Figure 9. Correspondence Analysis Map for S&T segments and patterns of gender  

discrimination in the European Space 

 

 

However the dualisation feature of S&T space still remains across countries, as Eastern 

and Southern European countries are still on the less developed side of the S&T divide space 

(Dimension >1) and Central and Northern European countries are on the opposite side 

(Dimension <1), irrespective of the women’s discrimination pattern with which they are 

associated. 

This graph demonstrates clearly that all S&T segments, including segment A, have links 

with patterns 2 and 3. However, no rich countries are linked to pattern 1. When this is combined 

with the middle-low degree of association (Cramer’s V = 0.382) between the S&T segmentation 

and patterns of gender discrimination, the need to include other qualitative factors (historical, 

organisational and cultural) to explain the specificities of these patterns becomes evident. 

4. Discussion and conclusions 
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The first conclusion is that the European S&T space is dualised into two opposing strata: 

S&T poor (Eastern and Southern European countries) and S&T rich countries (Central and 

Northern ones).  

Further analysis reveals, however, that the group of S&T rich countries is also marked by 

a certain heterogeneity, suggesting there is also a division within these countries. This 

differentiation expresses two different models of S&T development. One favours the 

qualifications of S&T human resources (northern countries, Ireland and Belgium) while the other 

is based on high rates of S&T expenditure (Central European countries – Luxembourg, France, 

Austria and Germany – and also the Netherlands and Italy). 

Given this differentiation, it is preferable to talk of the segmentation of the EU S&T space 

rather than its stratification. 

These three different segments are associated with specific kinds of gender 

discrimination in S&T. Thus, the major differences between segments occur in the proportion of 

male/female researchers, proportion of male/female with PhD and academic staff. 

Nevertheless, there are common features to the three segments, as women are 

discriminated against in all analysed indicators with the exception of PhDs, where there are 

more women than men in certain countries. This is found in the poor segment (A), namely in 

Portugal and Eastern European countries, with the exception of the Czech Republic and 

Poland. This does not mean that this segment is less gender discriminative than a first reading 

of data might suggest. In fact, women’s access to the top levels of education may be explained 

by very different factors ranging from a more democratic and culturally open society, women’s 

will and determination, to labour market needs, i.e. there are not enough highly-qualified men. 

Only further extensive analysis, at least in some EU countries, can clarify this issue. 

The fact that there are more women with PhDs than men in these countries does not 

mean that men and women enter academic careers in equal proportions. However, it could be 

interpreted as a discriminative factor in recruitment for these professions, as pointed out by 

West in the case of California University (West, 2007) or be indicative of women’s rejection of 

such a discriminatory career, as noted by Preston (1994) and Shiffbenker (2008). While these 

are both situations of gender discrimination, their sociological meaning is quite different.  

Although our main hypothesis was not completely confirmed, since the data show that 

there is a relationship between developed S&T regions and gender discrimination patterns, it 

also reveals a much more complex situation as intragender discrimination indicators were 

detected that cannot be explained simply by S&T segmentation in the EU space.  

Three patterns of gender discrimination in the European S&T space were found. The first 

includes Portugal, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania and coincides with segment 
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A, described above. In spite of fewer discriminative conditions in the preconditions for improving 

gender equality in the S&T professions in this segment, it is very discriminative in relation to 

women’s academic careers (a high Glass Ceiling Index and segregation of women from Grade 

A). 

A second pattern (2) is a mix of rich and poor countries from the three S&T segments: 

Hungary, Poland, Greece, Slovenia, France, Italy, Finland and Ireland. This group of countries 

is differentiated from other groups because it has relatively less discriminative behaviour 

towards women’s career pathways and, simultaneously, is more discriminative in relation to the 

preconditions for improving gender equality in S&T. 

A third pattern (3) is formed by a concentration of the majority of countries: Belgium, the 

Netherlands, Germany, Denmark, Austria, Sweden, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom, 

Spain and Cyprus. It is differentiated from the others because it is the most discriminative in 

relation both to the preconditions for improving gender equality in S&T systems and women’s 

career pathways. 

inally, we can conclude that there is in fact a relationship between gender discrimination 

and the differentiated development of S&T regions in Europe, and that to some extent this 

differentiation has a geographic coherence in which countries in the south and east of Europe 

contrast with those of Central and Northern Europe. 

Meanwhile, the three patterns identified for female discrimination in S&T professions are 

more complex when it comes to the typical behaviour of the countries, suggesting the inclusion 

of other explanatory factors in the analytical model that require further comparative research, 

including historical and qualitative data, for a deeper understanding of gender discrimination 

factors in the European S&T space. 
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Annex 1  – Countries within gender discrimination indicators 
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that most of  these women are employed  in a  full‐time basis. When analyzing  female employment, 

Portugal presents one of the lowest part‐time rates (12,1%) (Figure 1 and 2). 
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Figure 1. Female employment rate in Europe, 2007 

 
Source: Eurostat 

 
Figure 2. Female part‐time employment rate in Europe, 2007 

 Source: Eurostat 

 

Concerning education, especially when analyzing the distribution of population that has attained 

the tertiary education, Portugal presents in all age groups a significant proportion of women higher 

educated than men.  This difference between men and women is again larger than in other southern 

European countries and higher than the OECD and EU average (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Percentage of population with tertiary education, by sex and age group, 2006 

 

Source: Eurostat 
 

Examining the distribution of women and men in the labour market,  it can be verified that the 

gender pay gap tends  to be elevated  in high‐qualified occupations and among the population with 

higher education (20,3%) (INE, 2005). On the other hand, when exploring gender pay gap differences 

in  general,  for  all  educational  levels  and  among  the  European  countries,  Portuguese  gap  is 

comparatively  low  (8,3%)  (Eurostat,  2007).  This  can  illustrate  Portuguese  labour  market  gender 

segregation, with women experiencing obstacles when trying to reach top or high‐qualified positions. 

Focusing, for example, on higher education professionals, we can observe that despite the broader 

distribution of qualifications in Portugal, among professors, men are still the ones who have higher 

levels  of  qualifications  and  consequently  they  hold  the  most  qualified  positions  in  the  academic 

career (figure 4 and 5). 

 



  4 

Figure 4. Professors of tertiary education, by academic degree, 2007 

                                                 Source: Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education 

 

Figure 5. Professors of tertiary education, by professional category, 2007  

 

                                                   Source: Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education 
 

This  paper  will  focus  the  discussion  of  gender  inequalities  in  sociology.  Being  a  self‐reflexive 

science, the number of sociological gender studies has increased significantly in recent years. It is our 

aim  to  discuss  this  evolution  in  association  with  the  development  of  this  occupational  field. 
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Sociological  research  reflects  some  gender  structural  differences  in what  concerns  specifically  the 

progression of careers, the development of associative occupational activities, the fields of study and 

the public visibility, as the collected and analyzed data will allows us to argue. 

The  following analysis will  be  structured  in  three  specific dimensions:  gender  as  a  sociological 

subject (evolution and characteristics of these studies in Portugal); gender as a structuring element 

of the distribution of sociological actors in the field (according to fields of study, age, high education 

institutions, membership  practices  and  public  visibility);  and  finally,  the  combination  of  these  two 

previous  spheres,  with  three  professional  biographies  of  women  sociologists  in  the  Sociology  of 

Gender. 

 

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

 

The  proposed  analysis was  supported  by  three  different methodological  approaches  and data 

sources. 

Firstly,  the  concluded  and  ongoing  PhD  Sociology  projects  were  taken  as  illustrative  of  the 

research and advanced training being developed in Portugal. This data was collected through on line 

and official information from the Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education and was 

organized in a statistical database. This official site contained information on the individual level (sex 

and  age  of  the  doctor  of  philosophy  or  doctorate  student)  and  on  the  project  level  (title  –  later 

recoded by main and secondary sub  field  in Sociology;  institution; supervisor –  later coded by sex; 

and dates of beginning and terminus of the PhD) for all PhD projects, concluded and ongoing, since 

1975  to  2005.  The  analysis  was made  solely  concerning  Sociology’s  PhD  projects  and was mainly 

based on descriptive analysis.  

This data allowed us, on one hand, to analyse the relative place of gender as a sociological sub 

field  topic,  its evolution and  institutional  traditions and  filiations and, on  the other,  to analyse  the 

relative quantitative expression of women and men  (PhDs, doctorate  students, and supervisors)  in 

sociology in general and in sociology of gender in particularly.  

Secondly,  it  was  considered  the  analysis  of  the  Congresses  of  the  Portuguese  Association  of 

Sociology.    This  national  event was  here  understood  as  a  privileged  empirical  subject  not  only  to 

analyse the scientific evolution of the sociological  field, but also to  illustrate how public visibility  in 

sociology is distributed among men and women.  

At a first stage, to make the portrait of sociology of gender as an autonomous field on national 

scientific  production,  the  evolution  of  the  themes  related  to  gender  that  were  presented  at  the 
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congresses from 1998 to 2008 was analyzed. This evolution was focused not only on the contents of 

the papers, but also on the number of papers offered in each congress with reference to gender.  

Afterwards, to understand how gender is a structuring element for the distribution of the agents 

in  the  field,  it was  analyzed  the  different  roles  that women  and men  have  assumed  either  in  the 

congresses’ organization, as in the associative activities of the Portuguese Association of Sociology ‐ 

an institution that comprises most of the sociologists and sociology students in Portugal, and that is 

also the organization that promotes the congresses and other relevant meetings with public visibility. 

Here,  social  indicators  such  as  the  sexual  composition of  the  communications’  authors,  the  sexual 

composition  of  the  associates  and  members  of  the  organizational  boards  of  the  association 

(Direction,  Assembly,  Fiscal  board,  Deontology  board  and  Consultive  board)  and  also  the  sexual 

composition of the Panel Boards that supported each congress1, were considered for the reflection. 

Finally,  aiming  to  illustrate  this  broader  study  at  a  micro  level,  the  existing  data  was 

complemented by three professional biographies of Portuguese women sociologists with recognized 

scientific production  in  the  field of gender.  In  the one hand,  it was analyzed  the curriculum of  the 

authors, with  reference  to  the main products of  the  sociological  research on  the  theme,  including 

publications,  participation  in  gender  research  projects  and  networks,  and  civic  participation 

concerning gender inequalities. This documental examination was supported by with an interview to 

each  sociologist  regarding  his  or  her  academic,  professional  and  scientific  life.  These  interviews 

reveled to be essential to evince the study of gender in Portuguese sociology, by promoting multiple 

reflections on gender inequalities, either by a sociologist point of view, and also considering their real 

lives testimonies as key agents in the field.  

 

GENDER AS RESEARCH SUBJECT IN SOCIOLOGY 

 

As was already mentioned above, gender, as a  sub  research  field  in Sociology  in Portugal, has 

itself  suffered an evolution, which  can be observed  specially  through  comparative  (with other  sub 

fields within sociology) and diachronic analysis.  

These  two  kinds  of  analysis will  be made  through  the  sources  already mentioned:  firstly,  the 

concluded and ongoing PhDs, which represent the topics in which individual specialization in the field 

of  sociology  is developed, and secondly,  the subject  topics of  the oral  communications  in National 

                                                            

1 The Panel Boards of each congress are constituted by  the members of  the Consultive Board of  the association, by  the 
presidents of all  the other organizational boards and by relevant sociologists  in the national context. The function of the 
panel  is to choose the key theme of the congress, as well as  its  location and hosting  institution and the definition of the 
thematic panels to include in the program.  
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Sociology Congresses, which represent the  individual or collective projects with visibility within the 

peers.  

 

a) Backstage of sociology of gender: the PhD thesis 

 

The  research  done  as  an  advanced  training,  that  is,  the  PhD  thesis,  represents  an  illustrative 

arena  to  analyze  this  diachronic  and  competition  dynamics  in  the  scientific  field  of  Sociology. 

Through  the  data  and methodology  presented,  it  is  thus  possible  to  analyze  the  relative  place  of 

gender in what can be called the backstage of sociology, that is, the solo work of the PhD current and 

former researchers.  

Sociology  occupies,  in  this matter,  a  specific  place within  the whole  panorama  of  sciences  in 

Portugal. Analysing  the number of PhDs  (concluded and ongoing), we could  state  that Sociology  is 

still an evolving science, for it has an intermediate placement between, on the one hand, the core of 

exact sciences (like Health sciences, Electronic and informatics’ Engineering, Chemistry, Physics and 

Mathematics)  and,  on  the  other,  most  of  the  rest  of  the  social  sciences  and  humanities  (like 

Demography, Political sciences, Communication sciences, Artistic studies, Architecture and urbanism, 

Geography and also Anthropology). That is to say that Sociology has a privileged position, regarding 

the  production  of  academic  thesis  such  as  the  PhDs,  within  other  social  sciences  but  the  typical 

unprivileged position when comparing with the exact sciences.  

 

Figure 6. Number of Concluded and Ongoing PhD Thesis, by scientific area 

Source: Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education 
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For  a  very  quick  glance  at  the  composition  of  the  universe  of  the  Sociology  PhD  thesis  and 

projects, and before presenting  the data per gender  itself,  the  following data should be taken  into 

account:  

••   There  are  677  PhD  Thesis  attributed  or  recognized  by  the  Portuguese  Higher  Education 

Institutions, from which 339 are still ongoing and 338 are already completed;  

••   50,4% of the doctors and doctorate students are men, and 49,6% are women;  

••   The  most  frequent  subject  topics  in  Portuguese  Sociology  are:  Work,  organizations  and 

Professions (12,5%), State and politics (9,7%), Education (8,8%), Family (6,1%), gender (4,8%), Health 

(4,8%).  

As it will be illustrated in the next point, and in the presentation of the professional biographies 

of women sociologists in Portugal (page 25), gender as a research topic has been related initially with 

women studies and with the gendered disparities in the family and/or the labour market, being only 

recently  related  with  the  study  of  masculinity.  For  that  reason,  gender  and  women  studies  were 

coded in the same category. If we analyze primary and secondary subject topic separately, we realize 

that Gender and women studies is the one, together with Social stratification, that is very frequent as 

a secondary subject topic but not as a primary one. That is to say that Gender as a research topic is 

more of an analytical perspective rather than a subject topic, because of their transversal character.  

Being so, Work, organizations and professions, State and politics, Education, Family, Health, Territory 

and urbanism, Sports sociology, Communication and media are the most frequent primary sub fields 

of sociology developed in the PhD thesis, while as a secondary sub field (most of the cases analytical 

perspective or  instrument)  the most  frequent references are: Work, organizations and Professions; 

Gender/  Women  studies,  State  and  politics,  Education,  Family,  Social  Stratification.  Gender  is 

therefore disseminated to other research fields, as an important analytical perspective transversal to 

all fields of Sociology, specially the ones mentioned above.  

On other perspective, if we observe the distribution of the primary sub fields of the thesis by its 

stage  of  development  (completed  or  ongoing), we  can  grasp  that within  the  emergent  sub  fields, 

gender and women studies isn’t one of them, unlike Immigration and Ethnicity, Youth or Science. The 

relative  proportion  of  all  other  sub  fields  (already  mentioned)  are  approximately  constant  in  the 

sociology  researches developed at  the PhD  level.  These  two  conclusions  allows us  to  confirm  that 

gender,  in  sociology  PhDs  thesis  in  Portugal,  is  more  frequently  an  operational  category  (or 

independent variable) rather than a theoretical concept. 
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Table 1.  Concluded and Ongoing PhD Thesis, by primary sociology field (percentage) 

  Concluded  Ongoing 
Aging   2,4  2,1 
Childhood  1,2  0,3 
Communication and Media   2,1  5,9 
Consumption  0,3  0,6 
Criminality   0,0  0,9 
Culture publics and policies   3,6  6,2 

Demography  0,3  0,0 
Drugs use  1,5  0,6 
Economic Sociology   0,6  0,3 
Education  7,2  10,0 
Emigration  1,5  1,2 
Environment  0,9  2,1 
Epistemological reflection  2,4  0,0 
Family  5,7  5,6 
Gender/women studies  3,0  2,9 
Health   3,3  5,9 
Historical Sociology   2,7  2,1 
Illiteracy  0,0  0,6 
Immigration and Ethnicity   1,8  4,4 
Law and Justice   0,6  1,5 
Popular culture   4,5  2,4 
Religion  2,4  1,5 
Science  0,9  3,2 
Social exclusion and poverty   1,2  1,5 
Social Classes  3,6  0,6 
Sports Sociology  4,2  4,1 
State and politics  10,4  8,6 
Structure and Social Change   3,3  1,5 
Territory and Urbanism  3,6  5,0 
Values  0,3  1,2 
Work,, organizations and professions  13,4  10,9 
Youth  2,1  3,8 
Total  100,0  100,0 

                   Source:  Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education  

 

We can see in the next graph that gender, between the relative increases and decreases of other 

(primary) sub  fields of doctorate research  in sociology, has maintained  its  irrelevant, quantitatively 

speaking, position. The relative  increases were most noticeable  in the cases of Communication and 

Media, Education,  Immigration  and  Ethnicity, Health, Culture, Science  and Youth. On  the  contrary, 

the  most  relevant  decreases  are  Social  Stratification,  Work,  organizations  and  professions, 

Epistemological  reflection,  Culture,  State  and  Politics,  Structure  and  Social  Change, Drug  Use  and 

Religion.  
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Figure 7.  Percentual increase between Concluded and Ongoing PhD Thesis, by primary sociology field 

 
                    Source: Portuguese Observatory of Science and Higher Education  

 

While Sociology of gender is a dominated field within other subfields in Portuguese Sociology, it 

is  also,  in  the  composition  of  its  members,  gendered.    Some  subfields  of  sociology  are  therefore 

gendered in their academic composition, including gender. Being so, gender  is one of the sub fields 

that  are  over‐represented  by  women,  together  with  Emigration,  Family,  Health  and  Work, 

organizations  and  professions.  On  the  contrary,  subfields  traditionally  attributed  to  masculine 

spheres, like Social Stratification, State and Politics, Historical Sociology, Structure and Social Change, 

are  over‐represented  by  men.  Overall,  these  are  the  sub  fields  that,  on  one  means  or  another, 

represent the sexual division of sociological research.  




