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Abstract

The successful implementation of Gender Equality Plans (GEPs)1 in research

organisations remains a difficult challenge. Problems typically stem from a lack of

practitioners’ respective “know how” but are also related to scattered efforts at inter- and

intra-organisational levels. The Horizon 2020 project ACT2 aims at overcoming these

struggles in implementing GEPs by promoting institutional change through the

advancement of Communities of Practice (CoPs). For this purpose, ACT in a first step

carried out a Community Survey to map actors – practitioners and experts – who are

engaged in the advancement of gender equality (GE) objectives at Research Performing

(RPOs) and Research Funding Organisations (RFOs) across Europe. The aim of this

paper is to give an overview of key results on GE implementation activities based on

survey responses, as well as the experienced struggles and needs for improvement.

Furthermore, first results of the conducted Social Network Analysis (SNA) are presented,

showing some of the most central and well-connected regions but also gaps in the existing

network of cooperation regarding GE.

1. In the specific context of research organisations and higher education institutions, the European
Commission considers a Gender Equality Plan as a set of actions aiming at: Conducting impact
assessment / audits of procedures and practices to identify gender bias; Identifying and implementing
innovative strategies to correct any bias; Setting targets and monitoring progress via indicators
(European Commission 2012, 13).

2. ACT is short for “Communities of PrACTice for Accelerating Gender Equality and Institutional Change in
Research and Innovation across Europe”. For more information visit https://www.act-on-gender.eu/
project. 

Proceedings of the STS Conference Graz 2019
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

Sybille REIDL (1), Lisa SCHÖN (1), Ewa KRZAKLEWSKA (2), Marta WARAT (2)
DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-19

346

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Jagiellonian Univeristy Repository

https://core.ac.uk/display/288846854?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://www.act-on-gender.eu/project
https://www.act-on-gender.eu/project


1 Introduction

Advancing gender equality is one of the institutional goals of many research organisations

in Europe and beyond. The European Union tackles this issue and the corresponding

waste of talent of female scientists by supporting activities directed at institutional change,

for instance through funding projects such as ACT. The aim of ACT is to support Research

Performing (RPOs) and Research Funding Organisations (RFOs) in their gender equality

actions. This aim will be achieved through creating and supporting Communities of

Practice (CoPs) – collaborating groups of practitioners, academics and experts – that work

towards advancing gender equality at the organisational level and enhancing the

integration of a gender dimension in research and teaching.

This paper reflects on some of the main findings of the ACT Community Survey,

conducted as a first step in order to address the current status of gender equality in

Research Performing and Research Funding Organisations. The following elaborations

first provide information on existing policies and activities to promote gender equality at the

organisational level as well as the efforts to integrate a gender dimension in research and

teaching. This is followed by an analysis of the barriers hindering the implementation

processes, and an identification of the internal and external support needed to overcome

these barriers. The last section will focus on cooperation patterns and provide some

results of the conducted Social Network Analysis (SNA). 

2 Methodology and Sample Characteristics

The ACT Community Survey was carried out online between the 27th of November 2018

and the 15th of February 2019. During that time, the survey was repeatedly distributed

through various channels but built mostly on the snowball-method, i.e. respondents were

asked to forward it to their GE collaboration partners and so on. This way, some regions

were reached more than others, depending on the efforts of respondents and the ACT

consortium partners. This bias towards countries of the consortium members needs to be

taken into account when interpreting the results.

Overall, a sample of 265 survey responses was analysed. Among the responding

institutions, 91% are located in the EU28 whereas altogether, surveys were returned from

36 different countries. The majority of survey respondents are female (88%). The survey

mainly reached Higher Education Institutions (57%), but also many public research
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centres and other types of organisations (such as NGOs, RFOs, private research

institutions, and scientific/institutional networks) in almost all EU28 countries. Half of the

respondents are researchers; one third have a leading position and nearly one third hold a

position like Equal Opportunities Officer – the three groups of course overlap. Most of the

respondents are directly involved in gender equality issues: they either integrate a gender

dimension in research and/or teaching as an individual effort (45%) or hold a position that

is directly related to gender equality implementation in the organisation/department (44%).

The highest share of respondents conducts or funds research and/or educational activities

in the field of Social Sciences (53%) and/or Natural Sciences (51%). However, most

respondents’ institutions are active in multiple fields, not just one. As most of the

respondents are affiliated with universities, every fifth respondent claims that his/her

institution conducts or funds research and/or educational activities in all of the listed

scientific areas.1 The interest in ACT turned out to be very high: more than half of the

respondents want to become members of a Community of Practice. 

One specific characteristic of the survey data is that multiple responses from the same

organisation were possible. Altogether, the survey respondents represent 192 distinct

organisations. The answer level of the respondent (whole organisation or individual

department/institute) had to be selected in the beginning of the survey and was accounted

for in the analysis. Hence, one respondent may have answered for the whole organisation

(henceforth denoted as “mother-organisation”) while another may have answered for a

single department. 

3 Gender Equality Activities and Needs

Among the respondents of the ACT Community Survey, Gender Equality Plans (GEP) are

a frequently applied tool: two thirds plan to have or already have a GEP implemented. In

other organisations, a GEP is seen as needed. Interestingly, a higher share of research

institutes has a GEP in place compared to Higher Education Institutions – but universities

catch up and show a stronger initiative for GEP development (see Fig. 63). 

1. Natural Sciences, Engineering and Technology, Medical and Health Sciences, Agricultural and
Veterinary Sciences, Social Sciences, and Humanities and the Arts.
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Fig. 63: Existence of Gender Equality Plans or equivalent by type of organisation (n = 203).* – Source: ACT

Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Excluding other forms of organisations that participated in the study

The commitment to a GEP is more often reported at the organisational level: 49% of

survey participants who represent their entire institution and 28% who represent the

departmental level have a GEP in place at the level of organisation. At the same time, only

1% representing the entire institution and 7% representing a single department are aware

of such measures at the department level. This illustrates the tendency to implement

gender equality measures rather for the whole organisation. Furthermore, it potentially

shows a lack of knowledge about gender equality measures implemented at the

department level among respondents representing the entire organisation.

The regional differences in the existence of GEPs in research institutions (RPOs and

RFOs) are particularly strong: only 10% of respondents from Eastern and South-Eastern

European countries report having a GEP in their organisation. In all other regions of

Europe, the share lies between 60-74%. Hence, the potential for GEP development in

Eastern/South-Eastern Europe is particularly high, according to survey results.
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Fig. 64: GEP Status by European region (n = 265).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)

* Single selection, excluding those who replied “I do not know” and non-European countries due to low

response

Gender Equality Plans, as described by respondents from organisations that develop or

implement a GEP, cover diverse measures and respond to various aspects of gender

inequality. The most frequently implemented measures correspond to activities for

identifying gender inequalities and introducing institutional solutions to the problem. Such

activities include collecting sex-/gender-disaggregated data, awareness raising measures

and setting up a gender equality office or equivalent. These measures are likely to be

chosen frequently because they are helpful and needed at the beginning of a structural

change process. Yet they are rather “soft measures” that may not lead to sustainable

structural change. It is notable, however, that these measures are considered by the

respondents to be very effective. Also equal pay measures, even though they are not so

commonly implemented, are viewed as effective tools. This suggests that equal pay

measures should be considered for inclusion in GEPs. 

Slightly less popular, but of a more binding character to the institution, are measures

aimed at fostering institutional commitment towards tackling inequalities: such measures

include a commitment to gender mainstreaming, measures addressing non-discrimination

and gender diversity, as well as those combatting sexual harassment. Other measures

that have been mentioned frequently by survey respondents address the reconciliation of
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work and private life, the recruitment and promotion of women and the enhancement of

equal representation in decision-making (see Fig. 65). All of these measures were

evaluated as rather effective.

Fig. 65: Popularity of measures included in Gender Equality Plans or equivalent (n = 77).* – Source: ACT

Community Mapping Survey (2019), * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that

selected at least one item
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While many of the respondents include a gender dimension in their research and/or

teaching as an individual effort, this is rather not implemented at the institutional level. The

most popular activity in this respect is the collection of sex-/gender-disaggregated data

within research projects followed by the inclusion of sex/gender issues in teaching

curricula as well as in research programmes and policies. However, it is not a common

practice to offer a training for research staff on how to integrate a gender dimension in

their research and/or teaching practices. Overall, respondents rarely indicate that

institutionalised activities oriented towards providing advice on the inclusion of a gender

dimension also in evaluation procedures are present in the organisation (see Fig. 66).

However, respondents also expect that including a gender dimension in research and/or

teaching has a smaller effect on achieving gender equality in the organisation then

implementing gender equality measures at the organisational level. 

Fig. 66: Popularity of activities directed at including a gender dimension in research and teaching

(n = 165).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on

number of respondents that selected at least one item
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Altogether, most respondents see progress in relation to gender equality at their

organisations. The share is even higher in organisations that have a GEP in place.

Furthermore, a positive change is more often reported by respondents that represent the

whole organisation, by those in management positions, Human Resource Managers or

those in positions linked to policy implementation such as Diversity or Equal Opportunity

Officers. Nevertheless, organisations are also facing barriers when trying to implement

gender equality measures: the most often reported ones refer to a lack of personnel, time

(65%) or financial (55%) resources. The implementation of gender equality measures is

also frequently hindered by the lack of commitment and support from employees/staff

members (49%) and management (43%). Finally, a lack of expertise within the

organisation/institution (43%) can be an important hindering factor. The survey does show,

however, that only few respondents have to deal with active resistance from organisation

management or employees/staff members. Hence, it turns out that securing the necessary

resources and engaging those who are affected by the solutions are the main challenges,

whereas fear of potential opposition may be exaggerated. 

Closely connected to the previously mentioned barriers, Fig. 67 shows the internal factors

needed in order to improve gender equality in responding organisations. Besides securing

the resources, an important strategy should be to broaden the knowledge on gender

equality and enhance the support from upper management. Moreover, clear

responsibilities within the organisations are necessary. Notable is also that 45% of

respondents see the need to participate in gender equality networks/projects or

Communities of Practice. 
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Fig. 67: Different types of internal factors needed to improve gender equality (n = 204).* – Source: ACT

Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that

selected at least one item

These internal changes within the institution should be accompanied by external support.

The latter refers primarily to international and national grants, as indicated by two thirds of

respondents. More than half of the respondents lack external support in the form of

trainings, counselling and lectures. Furthermore, 49% of respondents think that an

external evaluation of existing GEPs or gender equality measures is needed (see Fig. 68).
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Fig. 68: Different types of external support needed to improve gender equality (n = 196).* – Source: ACT

Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that

selected at least one item

4 Gender Equality Networks

Cooperation can be an important resource for promoting gender equality in one's own

organisation. Therefore, the ACT survey also aimed at identifying existing cooperation

networks for gender equality. In order to do so, the online-survey asked respondents about

their main cooperation partners regarding gender equality (max. 5) and their participation

in projects for structural change funded by the EU in FP7 and H2020. 

In order to analyse cooperation patterns of gender equality practitioners, 222 survey

responses could be included in the Social Network Analysis.1 These respondents

represent 175 organisations and named a total of 247 cooperation partners. Some of

1. The SNA was carried out entirely in the software environment of R Studio. R packages used for the SNA
include the packages network, sna (Butts 2008; 2015; 2016) and igraph (Csardi and Nepusz 2006).
For visualisation mainly ggplot2 (Wickham 2016) and igraph were used.
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these named partners overlap, and some respondents named each other as partner,

leading to clustering within the entire network. Additionally, 60 survey respondents were

part of at least one EU-funded structural change project.1 For each selected project, every

consortium member was added as a cooperation partner.

Considering the entire network of all responding organisations and identified connections

to other organisations shows the amount of influence of those involved in EU-funded

structural change projects. Not only are the projects somehow all connected, but the

involved organisations generally seem more actively engaged in GE cooperation activities.

In Fig. 69, only small groups of partners can be identified outside of the big cluster that

includes all project partners (depicted in green). 

Fig. 69: The entire network of partners at the organisation level (n = 435). Source: ACT Community Mapping

Survey (2019)

1. The following projects could be selected in the online-survey (in alphabetical order): Baltic Gender,
CHANGE, EGERA, EQUAL-IST, FESTA, GARCIA, GEECCO, GENDERTIME, GENERA, GENIS LAB,
GENOVATE, INTEGER, LIBRA, PLOTINA, R&I PEERS, SAGE, STAGES, SUPERA, TARGET, and
TRIGGER.
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Note that the previous figure looked at the network of partners at the organisational level,

i.e. all responses from the same organisation were merged together. In order to take a

closer look at selected attributes of the survey respondents, we next focus on the

individual (respondent) level. To get a clearer image, we separate the networks into (1) a

network of survey respondents and partners named in the survey; and (2) a network of

survey respondents and their partners from EU-funded structural change projects. 

Fig. 70 shows both networks separately and depicts survey respondents as red nodes1

and added partners as grey nodes. In order to see which respondents stem from the same

organisation in the network visualisations, the “mother-organisation” (depicted as circle) is

added as a partner to all responding departments (depicted as triangles). Note that the

named partner network (left) is based entirely on survey data, whereas the project partner

network (right) is based on respondent selection but with full information on the project

consortium members.

Fig. 70: Named partners (left) and project partners (right) at the individual level. Source: ACT Community

Mapping Survey (2019)

1. For those unfamiliar with SNA terms, one „node“ corresponds to one unit of analysis. In our case, one
survey respondent or added partner (i.e. one dot in the figure). A more thorough introduction of general
SNA terms and measures can be found in Scott (2000), for SNA in R refer to Luke (2015).
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Looking at the named partners, a network of 466 nodes (357 distinct organisations) could

be analysed. This network covers almost the whole EU28 as well as other European and

non-European countries. The highest number of organisations included are located in

Spain, the UK, Germany, Austria and Poland. Some South-Eastern and Nordic European

countries have scarcely been reached – maybe because there are only a few

organisations concerned with the implementation of gender equality, or they have no

network connections to the actors depicted. European countries outside the EU28 who are

disconnected to the analysed network are Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania

and Macedonia.

In the named partner network, multiple clusters could be identified by looking at connected

organisations and social cohesion, i.e. considering the number of connections within

subgroups in the network (Luke, 2015, p. 106). Considering the left plot in Fig. 70, it is

interesting to see that a rather large share of organisations form one big cluster going

through the centre of the plot. This big cluster is held together by five Higher Education

Institutions and shows connections of organisations all over Europe. Universities in

general play an important role in the survey because they are the biggest group of

respondents and they indicated a comparatively high number of cooperation partners. This

suggests that this type of organisation is particularly well connected and active in

cooperation regarding gender equality. Other (smaller) clusters that were identified are

typically more regionally focused than the big central cluster. However, also the small

clusters show connections between different organisation types, particularly RPOs and

RFOs. 

Fig. 71 shows the network of named partners in and around Europe on a geographical

map.1 The size of the points indicates the total number of organisations in the respective

city, the thickness of the connecting lines corresponds to the number of connections.

Overall, many of the named partners are located in the same country (58%) or even in the

same city as the respondents.2

1. Additional R packages used for the geographical mapping include OpenStreetMap (Fellows, 2016),
tmaptools (Tennekes, 2018) and maps (Minka and Deckmyn, 2018).

2. Note that connections between partners located in the same city are not shown on the map because the
points overlap.
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Fig. 71: Named partner network in and around Europe (n = 438). – Source: ACT Community Mapping

Survey (2019)

The project partner network, however, is very international. In this network, only 6% of

partners are located in the same country as the survey respondent. Furthermore, the

country distribution slightly shifts: now also Bosnia and Herzegovina, Estonia,

Liechtenstein, Morocco and Ukraine are represented. The network of project partners

even stretches out to Morocco, Turkey and Israel (see Fig. 72).

It is interesting to see that the organisations involved in EU-funded structural change

projects actually form a big community of organisations, i.e. the consortia are not isolated

from each other. This community is held together by some key actors, which participate in

multiple projects and – as shown by the cluster analysis – form a group of very well

connected actors. Most of the organisations in this cluster are public Higher Education

Institutions or publicly funded research institutions, spread out over the EU28 as well as

Switzerland and Iceland.
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Fig. 72: Project partner network in and around Europe (n = 368). – Source: ACT Community Mapping

Survey (2019)

Naturally, these images portray only one part of the existing network connections between

European research organisations. The geographical distribution highly depends on the

reach of the online-survey and is biased towards a higher representation of countries in

which the ACT consortium partners are located. Nonetheless, the analysis shows some of

the highly active regions and also identifies gaps that ACT can address. Most importantly,

ACT aims at picking up those respondents, which currently do not cooperate regarding

gender equality activities but would like to join a Community of Practice. 

In this context, it is important to consider not only the number of partners that were actually

named in the survey, but how many GE cooperation partners the respondents had in total

over the last three years. This takes into account that not all respondents who did in fact

cooperate also named some of their partners in the survey, and that only up to five

partners could be listed. Fig. 73 therefore shows the network of named partners weighted

by the total number of GE cooperation partners in the last three years, as indicated by the

survey respondents. All the red nodes are now those, with no GE cooperation partners in

the last three years (64 respondents). 
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Half of them are interested in joining one of the ACT CoPs, most of them from Poland,

followed by the UK, Spain and Portugal. Yellow and blue nodes are those, with more than

20 GE cooperation partners, i.e. those very active in GE cooperation activities.

Fig. 73: Named partner network by total GE cooperation partners in the last 3 years (n = 466). – Source:

ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)

5 Concluding Remarks

ACT's Community Survey aimed at identifying people who promote gender equality in their

research organisation and at gathering knowledge about existing gender equality practices

in RPOs and RFOs, their networks of cooperation partners and their support needs. This

knowledge will now be used in order to plan effective and successful activities directed at

the ACT Communities of Practice (CoPs). 

Additionally, the survey aimed at identifying respondents or organisations interested in

future collaborations, including the participation in the ACT Communities of Practice.

Altogether, 150 respondents from research institutions all over Europe were identified who

Proceedings of the STS Conference Graz 2019
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

Sybille REIDL (1), Lisa SCHÖN (1), Ewa KRZAKLEWSKA (2), Marta WARAT (2)
DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-19

361


	Struktur
	Preface�
	Contents�
	Blockchain and the Promise(s) of Decentralisation: A Sociological Investigation of the Sociotechnical Imaginaries of Blockchain�
	Moritz BECKER�
	Weizenbaum-Institute for the Networked Society, Berlin, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-02�



	Temporalities and Care: Gendered Tensions in Scientific Practices�
	Ester CONESA�
	Interdisciplinary Internet Institute, Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, Spain �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-03�



	Co-producing Gender Equality Knowledge in a European Project Setting�
	Jennifer DAHMEN-ADKINS (1), Sandra KARNER (2), Anita THALER (2) �
	(1) RWTH Aachen University, Germany, (2); Interdisciplinary Research Centre for Technology, Work and Culture, Graz, Austria  �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-04�



	The Circular Character of Building Tradition: Which Challenges for the HUL Approach�
	Sasa DOBRIČIĆ, Jukka JOKILEHTO, Marco ACRI�
	University of Nova Gorica, Slovenia �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-05�



	Should Artificial Intelligence be Used to Empower People with Profound Intellectual Disabilities?�
	M. ENGELHARDT (1), Michal KOSIEDOWSKI (2), T. KRÄMER (1), J. TYRAKOWSKA (3)�
	(1) Heidelberg University of Education, Germany; (2) Poznan Supercomputing and Networking Center, Poland; (3) Na Tak Association, Poland �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-06�



	The Accuracy Paradox of Algorithmic Classification �
	Fabian FISCHER�
	Institute for Visual Computing & Human-Centered Technology, Multidisciplinary Design & User Research, Vienna University of Technology, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-07�



	Circular Economy Strategies in the Historic Built Environment: Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse �
	A. GRAVAGNUOLO (1), R. DE ANGELIS (2), S. IODICE (1)�
	(1) Institute for Research on Innovation and Services for Development, National Research Council (IRISS CNR), Italy; (2) Exeter Centre for Circular Economy, University of Exeter Business School, UK �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-08�



	Effects of Metrics in Research Evaluation on Knowledge Production in Astronomy | A Case Study on Evaluation Gap and Constitutive Effects�
	Julia HEURITSCH�
	German Centre of Higher Education Research and Science Studies (DZHW), Humboldt Universität zu Berlin, Research Group “Reflexive Metrics”, Department of Social Sciences, Berlin, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-09�



	Price for a Life: An Essay on Becoming of Data-driven Market Governmentality�
	Ilpo HELÉN�
	Department of Social Sciences, University of Eastern Finland, Finland  �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-10�



	The Coded Pancreas: Motivations for Implementing and Using a Do-It-Yourself Medical Technology in Type 1 Diabetes Self-Care�
	Bianca JANSKY (1), Silvia WOLL (2)�
	(1) Institute of Ethics, History and Theory of Medicine, Ludwig-Maximilians-University, München, Germany(2) Institute of Technology Assessment and Systems Analysis, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Karlsruhe, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-11�



	Data Doubles and Control Society: Critical Contentions�
	Ute KALENDER, Aljoscha WESKOTT�
	Department of Theatre, Film and Media Studies, University of Vienna, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-12�



	Real-Time Governance of Transportation Systems. A Simulation Study of Private Transport�
	Julius KONRAD, Kay CEPERA�
	TU Dortmund, Technology Studies Group, Dortmund, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-13�



	Designing a Multi-stakeholder Analysis of Trade-offs in the Water-Energy-Food Nexus�
	Ksenia KOROLEVA (1), MIRANDA Darien (1), Caroline VAN BERS (2),Jasminko NOWAK (3)�
	(1) European Institute for Participatory Media, Berlin, Germany; (2) Institute of Environmental Systems Research, Osnabrück University, Germany; (3) European Institute for Participatory Media, Berlin and IACS – Institute for Applied Computer Science, University of Applied Sciences Stralsund, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-14�



	The Double Understanding of Norms and the Prospectives of Current Socio-technical Developments �
	Gesa LINDEMANN�
	Carl von Ossietzky Universität Oldenburg, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-15�



	Reinforcing Intersectional Inequality via the AMS Algorithm in Austria�
	Paola LOPEZ�
	Faculty of Mathematics, University of Vienna, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-16�



	Students’ Vision and Representation of Gender-Inclusiveness in Science�
	R. ANTOLINI (2), S. AREZZINI (2), S. AVVEDUTO (1), G. DIONISIO (2), Ilaria DI TULLIO (1), S. LEONE (2), D. LUZI (1), M. R. MASULLO (2), S. PELLIZONI (2), L. PISCANE (1)�
	(1) Institute for Research on Population and Social Policies, National Research Council, Rome, Italy; (2) National Institute for Nuclear Physics, Italy �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-17�



	Smart Spaces | Towards a Smart-Spatial-Nexus in Urbanism The Example of Smart City Quarter Waagner Biro in Graz and Hunziker Areal Zurich�
	Radostina RADULOVA-STAHMER�
	Institute of Urbanism, TU Graz, Austria & Institute of Urban and Landscape Design, Department of Urban Neighbourhood Planning, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-18�



	Mapping Activities, Networks and Needs of GE-Practitioners�
	Sybille REIDL (1), Lisa SCHÖN (1), Ewa KRZAKLEWSKA (2), Marta WARAT (2)�
	(1) JOANNEUM RESEARCH, Graz, Austria; (2) Jagiellonian University Krakow, Poland �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-19�



	Embracing Circularity in Adaptive Reuse – the Grassroots Perspective�
	M. ROSZCSYNSKA-KURASINSKA, Anna DOMARADZKA, B. ŚLOSARSKI, A. ŻBIKOWSKA�
	The Robert Zajonc Institute for Social Studies, University of Warsaw, Poland �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-20�



	Computational Science Studies | A Tool-Based Methodology for Studying Code�
	Lisa SCHÜTTLER, Dawid KASPROWICZ, G. GRAMELSBERGER�
	Theory of Science and Technology, RWTH Aachen University, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-21�



	Blessings of Open Data and Technology: E-Learning Examples on Land Use Monitoring and E-Mobility�
	Sujit Kumar SIKDER (1), Hendrik HEROLD (1), G. MEINEL (1), A. LORENZEN-ZABEL (2), R. BiLL (2)�
	(1) Leibniz Institute of Ecological Urban and Regional Development (IOER), Dresden, Germany(2) University of Rostock, Chair of Geodesy and Geoinformatics (GG), Rostock, Germany �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-22�



	Circular Economy Concepts for Cultural Heritage Adaptive Reuse Implemented Through Smart Specialisations Strategies�
	Jermina STANOJEV, Christer GUSTAFSSON�
	Uppsala University, Sweden �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-23�



	E-Mobility Through RRI to Achieve Social Sustainability: A Case Study of Women Commuters of Delhi, India�
	Swati KUMARI, Rajbeer SINGH�
	Centre for Studies in Science Policy, Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi, India �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-24�



	What Could Possibly Go Wrong? About Evaluating Technology Education Projects �
	Anita THALER�
	Interdisciplinary Research Centre for Technology, Work and Culture, Graz, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-25�



	Back to the Future? Why TA May Become More Relevant – Again�
	Helge TORGERSEN, Alexander BOGNER�
	Institute of Technology Assessment, Austrian Academy of Sciences Vienna, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-26�



	Evolution of Biotechnology in India: (Re-) Emergent Form of Governance�
	Abhinav TYAGI�
	Department of Humanities and Social Sciences, Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, India �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-27�



	Teaching the Social Construction of Technology: Time to Revise or Time to Forget?�
	Bernhard WIESER�
	Graz University of Technology, Austria �
	DOI: 10.3217/978-3-85125-668-0-28�





	Tabelle
	Table 1: Dimensions of promises within the blockchain community discourse�
	Table 2: Topics of FAT/ML 2018 papers�
	Table 3: Case studies of circular economy implementation in cultural and lanscape heritage contexts�
	Table 4: Comparison of circular impacts in the three analysed case studies, applying the three-levels methodological framework�
	Table 5: Meso level analysis according to social sustainability criteria�
	Table 6: Participating pupils of the Kids4Wearables project �
	Table 7: Perspectives of TA in different phases (Bogner/Torgersen 2019, adapted) �

	Abbildungen
	Fig. 1: Transfer agents with different impacts depending on their degree of authority and involvement (Thaler 2016, p. 19)�
	Fig. 2: Methodological approach of CHANGE �
	Fig. 3: Traditional solutions of reusing materials, residuals, as in the Venetian Terrazzo floor�
	Fig. 4: The work of reinventing meanings and uses for the residuals, as made by Carlo Scarpa in the Querini Stampalia museum.�
	Fig. 5: Picture taken in old Gorizia to a traditional local Austro-Hungarian villa’s facade�
	Fig. 6: picture taken in Gorizia to a similar building where no attention is paid in preserving both authenticity and integrity of the façade.�
	Fig. 7: Venice is a perfect example of genius Loci, displaying numerous solutions of adaptation to local needs and solutions in many of its tangible and intangible components. Pic. From http://events.veneziaunica.it/it/content/ca-farsetti �
	Fig. 8: Venice though is often referred as a place where the sense of place has been lost for the lack of connection between present use and historic development, determining doubts about its authenticity as a city. Pic. From https://veneziaautentica.com/impact-tourism-venice/ �
	Fig. 9: The Model of International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health. �
	Fig. 10: The operating cycle of the INSENSION system implementing a self-determination prosthesis for people with PIMD�
	Fig. 11: The general concept of the INSENSION system. �
	Fig. 12: The logical architecture of the INSENSION system. �
	Fig. 13: Examples of facial expressions and gestures recognized in people with PIMD by the INSENSION system components. �
	Fig. 14: The urban metabolism of Brussels (source: Duvignead and Denayeyer-De Smeet, 1977)�
	Fig. 15: Sustainable technologies at De Ceuvel (source: https://www.metabolic.nl/news/opening-the-cleantech-playground/)�
	Fig. 16: Some houseboats at De Ceuvel (source: https://deceuvel.nl/en/)�
	Fig. 17: ReDock village design in Spain (source: www.redock.org)�
	Fig. 18: The evaluation gap as depicted by Dahler-Larsen (2014). In his paper it is called "Trivial Measure Fixation", where "the indicator is an imperfect measurement of the concept [in this paper: research quality] that is intended to measure. Despite the “validity problem” the indicator guides the action of the researchers. Due to the validity gap unintended consequences occur on the action level; the requirements of the indicator are trying to be satisfied instead of the scientists’ concept of research quality.�
	Fig. 19: Constitutive effects as depicted by Dahler-Larsen (2014). In his paper he calls it "Advanced Measure Fixation", where indicators stand in “a constitutive relation to the reality they seek to describe”. As compared to Fig. 18 there is no gap as the indicator-guided action re-shapes the concept of quality the researcher holds.�
	Fig. 20: This figure illustrates the evaluation gap and constitutive effects in Astronomy. The cycle starts with the astronomer’s intrinsic values and shows what constitutive effects (red arrows) each element has. Because the system does not have constitutive effects on the astronomer’s intrinsic values, it also does not influence their intrinsic motivation. The evaluation gap between what an astronomer values and what is actually measured has constitutive effects on the astronomer’s identity in form of psychological effects, for example feelings of unworthiness, as outlined in the next section.�
	Fig. 21: �
	Fig. 22: (Sitra 2016).�
	Fig. 23: (Sitra 2016).�
	Fig. 24: Freestyle Libre sensor and reading device displaying tissue glucose of the past eight hours. Source: SW �
	Fig. 25: An APS linking the data of the CGM and the insulin delivery of the insulin pump. Source: Diabetes.co.uk�
	Fig. 26: Gradual improvements of TIR, depicted by a user: 1) “ICT” (therapy with insulin pens), 2) “Pumpe ohne loop” (therapy with insulin pump without DIY APS), 3) “Pumpe MIT loop” (therapy with insulin pump and DIY APS (AndroidAPS), 4) “Pumpe MIT loop und FIASP” (therapy with insulin pump, DIY APS and a fast-acting insulin). Green area: blood glucose in range; yellow area: blood glucose too high; red area: blood glucose too low. Source: zehn.BE�
	Fig. 27: Multi-level governance of traffic (cf. Weyer et al. 2015) �
	Fig. 28: Interview categories �
	Fig. 29: Results for emission and network efficiency  �
	Fig. 30: Modal Share of the Car �
	Fig. 31: Maximum Emission for the Smart Navigation and Coordinated Mode Scenarios �
	Fig. 32: User-centred design process. �
	Fig. 33: The start screen of the multi-perspective visual analysis tool �
	Fig. 34: Two primary ways in which the multi-perspective visual analysis tool can be used�
	Fig. 35: Start screen of the “Create your perspective” mode �
	Fig. 36: Step 1 in creating the perspective: selecting the indicators �
	Fig. 37: Step 2 in creating the perspective: exploring the pathways�
	Fig. 38: View pathways one at a time and indicate a favourite pathway�
	Fig. 39: “View impact of pathways on indicators in absolute values” Mode�
	Fig. 40: Step 3 in creating the perspective: saving a perspective �
	Fig. 41: Compare perspectives” Mode �
	Fig. 42: “View Favourite Pathways” Functionality�
	Fig. 43: Mock-up that illustrates including the impact of pathways on SDG indicators�
	Fig. 44: . Published f1-coefficients for the base population, screenshot from the method paper (Holl, et al., 2018, p. 11)�
	Fig. 45: Students performers/actors of their message – Source: Screenshot from the video “Fisica allo    specchio”, IVD Liceo Statale "G. Galilei" di Dolo (Venice). �
	Fig. 46: Videos cited gender statistics – Source: Screenshot from the video “Refrigerator Ladies”, VB Liceo Statale Duca degli Abruzzi, Treviso�
	Fig. 47: The most represented and cited woman scientists – Source: Word cloud from the most represented and cited woman scientists in the videos. Produced with WordArt software �
	Fig. 48: Development of terms related to Smart City�
	Fig. 49: Relevance of Smart City characteristics�
	Fig. 50: Spatial Production of Smart City Approach �
	Fig. 51: Smart Spatial Design, Approach ICTs Design Embodied in Space (Smart Spatial-Nexus)�
	Fig. 52: Example of GIS Isochone Map of Parking Garages in Seestadt Aspern Vienna�
	Fig. 53: Analysis matrix for the selection of case study districts �
	Fig. 54: Urban context and location of the Waagner Biro Smart City District in Graz �
	Fig. 55: Urban context and location of Hunziker Areal in Zurich 2.1 Encouragement and encounter �
	Fig. 56: Encouragement and encounter – mix of functions �
	Fig. 57: Interface and infrastructure – collective parking �
	Fig. 58: System and synergy - open space system�
	Fig. 59: Appropriation and atmosphere – pedestrian areas and multi-coding 2.4 Appropriation and atmosphere �
	Fig. 60: Mobility and modality – street connections �
	Fig. 61: Distances and dimension – path network�
	Fig. 62: Evaluation of case studies �
	Fig. 63: Existence of Gender Equality Plans or equivalent by type of organisation (n = 203).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Excluding other forms of organisations that participated in the study�
	Fig. 64: GEP Status by European region (n = 265).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)* Single selection, excluding those who replied “I do not know” and non-European countries due to low response�
	Fig. 65: Popularity of measures included in Gender Equality Plans or equivalent (n = 77).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019), * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that selected at least one item�
	Fig. 66: Popularity of activities directed at including a gender dimension in research and teaching (n = 165).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that selected at least one item�
	Fig. 67: Different types of internal factors needed to improve gender equality (n = 204).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that selected at least one item�
	Fig. 68: Different types of external support needed to improve gender equality (n = 196).* – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019) * Multiple selections possible. N based on number of respondents that selected at least one item�
	Fig. 69: The entire network of partners at the organisation level (n = 435). Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)�
	Fig. 70: Named partners (left) and project partners (right) at the individual level. Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)�
	Fig. 71: Named partner network in and around Europe (n = 438). – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)�
	Fig. 72: Project partner network in and around Europe (n = 368). – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)�
	Fig. 73: Named partner network by total GE cooperation partners in the last 3 years (n = 466). – Source: ACT Community Mapping Survey (2019)�
	Fig. 74: Example of a geological model generated with GemPy (de la Varga and Wellmann 2019).�
	Fig. 75: Main view in the ICE, exemplified on the GemPy file geophysics.py (authors’ illustration).�
	Fig. 76: Key components of the learning platform. – Source: OpenGeoEdu, 2019. �
	Fig. 77: Basic concept of learning module – land use monitoring.  �
	Fig. 78: Short video teasers for introducing a learning module: e-Mobilty (left) and land use monitoring (right).  Source: OpenGeoEdu (2019).  �
	Fig. 79: Statistics on registered course attendees and completed tasks. – Source: OpenGeoEdu (2019).   �
	Fig. 80: OpenGeoEdu in relation to open science approaches. – Source: Author’s Own, assessment by following to the OS approaches mentioned in Fecher and Friesike (2013). �
	Fig. 81: Graphical representation of research methodology �
	Fig. 82: Culture and cultural heritage presence in related number of regions and priorities under economic domains of smart specialisations�
	Fig. 83: Culture and cultural heritage presence in related number of regions and priorities under construction economic sub-domain of smart specialisations�
	Fig. 84: Culture and cultural heritage presence in total number of regions and priorities under economic domains of smart specialisations�
	Fig. 85: Culture and cultural heritage presence in total number of regions and priorities under construction economic sub-domain of smart specialisations�
	Fig. 86: Distribution of gender and migration background of children participating in K4W�

	Lesezeichen
	_CTVL001be5dfe7876734d34a6082cbea7c1e1b1
	_CTVL001b3f163caa90d42e88cd1e78a74f5913b
	accuracy-as-distraction-from-the-problem
	ref-hleg2019ethics
	_Toc491694050
	__UnoMark__237_2669232102
	__UnoMark__277_2669232102
	__UnoMark__238_2669232102
	__UnoMark__278_2669232102
	_Hlk10201296
	_Hlk10201745
	_Hlk10204171
	_Toc1572867
	_Toc1572263
	_Toc1572509
	_CTVL00157db20e79d7548f1a55af3b95768ca57
	_CTVL001b2b7960ee07442fca4a21f5c7fa9d5cd
	_CTVL001f9b45569f5b449399dbf7e40269efcff
	_CTVL0013c90da8177284dcaa7089025e2aa9983
	_CTVL001f306682fce954ae6b1a396f4bf5156f2
	_CTVL00173b5bed8469d4dba8e80dad30ea5fc9a
	_CTVL0013c84b469e752498f8cba75803ae22571


