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Introduction

In the context of Brexit, the 2018 Gender Summit – the 15th in the series – was held in London, UK. The summit is led by major scientific institutions (such as NordForsk, DFG, Elsevier, the Japanese Science and Technology Agency, Umweltbundesamt, the Royal Scientific Society, Oxford University, UCL, etc.) and founded by Portia. 
Information on Portia

Portia was first established in 1997 by a group of women scientists at Imperial College London. It was incorporated in 2001 as a not-for-profit organisation devoted to advancing gender equality and gender dimension in science. The organisation was named after ‘Portia Labiata’ – the cleverest spider in the world used in AI to model intelligent behaviour. The aim of Portia is ‘to create collaborative partnerships by bringing together different actors and organisations from diverse science fields and sectors as well as many stakeholders in science’ (Portia, 2018). These scientists share common concerns over the quality of science and how it is applied for the benefit of society.  The aim of Portia is to ‘identify where gender and diversity issues influence outcomes’. It also identifies where improvements are needed. They also identify were fresh opportunities for impact are available. They work on the basis of the following steps: identify scientific evidence, reach consensus, identify improvements needed, take action and implement change. (Full publications, texts and contacts can be got at www.portiaweb.org.uk). 

Gender Summit 2018 
This Gender Summit is happening in the context of Brexit, addressing societal challenges; assessing the impact of climate change; examining the opportunities and consequences of digital transformations and looking at strengthening societal responsibilities regarding the relevance of research and innovation. The Summit is also occurring in the context of the 4th industrial Revolution, in the light of ensuring the success of UN Sustainable Development Agenda whilst managing the interactions between ‘scientific, political and policy agendas in a rapidly changing world’ (Gender Summit, 2018).  Ultimately, the goal of the Gender Summit is to ‘use the gender lens’ to identify ‘gaps in knowledge, new applications for existing knowledge, discoveries that create new opportunities for innovation, and show how these achieve cross-cutting benefits’ (Ibid., 2018).
One of the four themes to be explored during the Summit were summarised as follows: Advocacy; Accountability; Allocation and Analysis.  Advocacy means making the case for science free from gender bias; accountability is to demand that funding decisions are made fairly; allocation ensures equitable participation of both genders in research, and analysis challenges gender bias and discover policies to eliminate it. The 4A’s provides a good overarching framework. 

Plenary Session
One of the first plenary session was on the theme of ‘Rethinking risk and resilience: challenging accepted theories’. Mary Olson from NIRS, USA spoke about pertinent issue of: ‘Gendered findings on radiation and the community that uses radiation daily’. The key point that came out of this is that radiation affects men and women differently. Research evidence shows that radiation has a far more detrimental effect (and increases the risk of cancer) on women than on men, and even more so on children than on women or men. Any research undertaken (clinical trials etc.) should take the sex into account when writing up findings as, for example, research has shown that radiation has twice as harmful an effect on women than on men. The problem stems from the fact that radiation regulation has been based on ‘Reference Man’. Historically, early radiation workers were medical or military or para-military males. The problem was that nobody stopped to evaluated whether ‘Reference Man’ represents the general population. It seems radiation regulation based on ‘Reference Man’ results in systematic under-reporting of radiation harm for the global population. Mary Olson urged that this should be brought to the attention of anybody working with radiation (i.e. radiographers, dentists - when undertaking X-rays or surgery, or surgeons. The fact is, radiation is used a lot more now than ever before in clinical practice, and so it is important not to especially expose children to it (more than is essential). This is something that RRING needs to be mindful of when creating frameworks to govern such areas, or when creating guidelines for best practice within RRI. 

Germany 
Katrin Groth and Arn Sauer then presented from the German Federal Environmental Agency (UBA). The UBA was founded in 1974 and is Germany’s Feberal Environmental protection agency. By law, its duties are to conduct environmental and health-based research, and to give scientific research-based policy advice to the German Ministry of the Environment and to the Ministry of Health, as well as to ‘inform the wider public about the state of the environment’. Arn spoke about conducting state-of-the-art applied research in their laboratories. They are also a research-funder, and they outsource research to scientific institutions in Germany, as well as abroad. Currently, the UBA has approximately 1,600 employees 60% women and 40% men. However, the figures are reversed when it comes to management. Ana stated that ‘parity is achieved in top management and among UBA’s scientific staff’, and that she was particularly proud of that. 
UBA are currently working on a project entitled ‘Gender Dimensions of Climate Change and Adaptation’ (2016-19). There are 4 main work packages. 1) a systematic literature review and programme analysis; 2) redefining ‘Gender impact Assessment’ (GIA) as adapted to issues of climate change, adaption and policy-making; 3) Gender data gaps and requirements in climate policy-making and 4) Recommendations for gender-responsive climate policy and programme making and defined GIA. Following the completion of all these work-packages, they will issue a final report. Each work-package will take a year to complete. 

Another project of interest UBA are involved with is: ‘Gender Aspects of Mobility, Consumption, Nutrition and Housing as Areas of Needs and the Foundations of Urban Environmental Protection’. This project’s main research questions include: 1) Which gendered structures, gender specific behavioural patterns and their transformation project explicitly environmental effects in urban settings with regards to the areas of needs mobility, consumption (esp. nutrition and clothing), housing and digitalisation? 2) which interactions can be detected and how can they be integrated in sustainable city and infrastructure development, traffic planning, in ecological building, energy consumption, climate projection and adaptation or food production/consumption? For more information on these projects, you can contact the speakers on: katrin.groth@uba.de or arn.sauer@uba.de For more information, you can follow the attached link: www.uba.de/en 

UK and SDGs

The next speaker Jonathan Dawes from the Institute of Mathematical Innovation, University of Bath, UK. His presentation was on ‘understanding the role of SDG5 within a network of SDG interactions’ for best use of resources. His presentation was about ICSU-ISSC Report 2015 and their methodology took a network approach. His presentation presented the ‘dynamics of a simple model’ and explored the concept of: ‘equal ‘direct effort’ – evolving the model forwards in time and ‘optimisation’ over allocations of ‘direct effort’. 
It has long been proven that the education of women and girls has had a positive multiplier effect across all development areas and that ‘gender perspectives should be integrated fully into all goals of the post-2015 development agenda’ (MDGs Report, 2015, pp. 29-30). Dawes believed that the SDGs are an improvement over the MDGs because the SDGs address systematic issues such as ‘inequality, unsustainable consumption patterns; lack of institutional capacity and environmental degradation’ (Dawes, 2018).   However, Dawes did argue that there is no overall goal binding all 17 goals together, nor is there any sense of which society or the government will drive changes either. The various trade-offs and complementarities between the goals are not specified. 

In Dawes opinion, only 29% of the targets are well structured, 54% should be more specific and 17% need specific work so that they are meaningful. So, Dawes then posed the question: What are the inter-linkages between Goals? Dawes presentation explored this question using mathematical modelling to illustrate the intersectionality of goals and their inter-dependence. His final analysis was that when SGD17 (means of implementation) was excluded from the analysis (as it links all other goals), it was the SDG1 on poverty that was the most central node. In other words, in the view of scientists, progress on poverty eradication is central to all other goals. In the ICSU-ISSC Report, Dawes highlighted how there is commentary that shows direct linkages between goals. For example, women’s involvement (goal 5) in economic growth (goal 8) is central to other goals. Dawes presentation entailed a mathematical modelling of each goal’s impact on each other.  The key overall point was that the SDGs do not operate in isolation, and that there is inevitable overlap between the different SDGs. Therefore, when RRING is undertaking its research, it must be mindful of these intersecting themes and other SGDs which can either impact its work, or impact it. For more information Jonathan Dawes can be contacted on: j.h.p.dawes@bath.ac.uk or www.people.bath.ac.uk/jhpd20/   
Italy

Giuliana Rubbia, from the Istituto Nazionale di Geofisica e Vulcanologia, Italy spoke on ‘the gender dimension in environmental sciences’. The results of her presentation is that ‘multiple gender dimensions exist’ such as: gender of research staff; gender differences in the environmental impact assessment; gender analysis in the interpretation of scientific results; gender dimension in the epistemological level and the presence of women in environmental organisation. Giuliana spoke about women researchers in the LTER Network in Italy (www.ilternet.edu). In this, there is a high presence of women, high quality research and communication skills, and new relationships amongst research, environment and society arising as a result. Within LTER-Italy there are 24 sites for ecological research handled by HEIs and RPOs of Italy.  
Giuliana described the role and value of women associations (Associazione Donne e Scienza, Italy; www.donnescienza.it and Twitter: ScienzaDonne) in terms of networking; member of European Platform of Women Scientists (EPWS); Dissemination, conferences and debates; projects (EC) and WGs (working groups gender and environment). She also said they would be having their next conference in PISA 20-21 of Sept 2018. ♯weetooinscience

At the epistemological level, there are gender dimensions. (Again this is something that is of interest to RRING). She explored the concept of ‘post-normal science’ which adopts a novel approach including the uncertainties of natural systems whereby, ‘facts are uncertain, values in dispute, stakes high and decisions urgent’. She suggested widening participation of the subjects authorised in defining research questions, work methodologies and the collection of relevant data’. Along experts should be other scientists from other fields, as well as citizens and other stakeholders. She then showed a slide depicting ‘applied science; professional consultancy and ‘post-normal’ science. Finally, Giuliana concluded that gender analysis expands the boundaries and enriches the environmental and health research; and that gender analysis may contribute enormously to the environmental debate and may well advance new approaches to knowledge. She believed that women scientist associations can implement networks amongst scientists’ cross-cutting disciplines and research organisations, and can facilitate the process of sharing experiences. 

RRING Relevant 
The next section, Plenary 3, was relevant to RRING. It was entitled ‘Statistics, Indicators and Evidence for Effective Policy Design and Implementation’. All the presentations were relevant to RRING. 

The first speaker was Ana Arana Antelo, from the EU Commission, Research and Innovation, Head of Unit for Science and Society who spoke about ‘the statistical and policy role of EU She Figures, and of MORE ad MORRI Surveys. The latter is of interest to RRING, as it deals with Responsible Research and Innovation. It has undertaken a lot of relevant research in this area, and RRING should be connecting with them, and referencing their work as it overlaps with our own work and area of interest. 
Monitoring the Evolution and Benefits of Responsible Research and Innovation (MoRRI) had the following impact. It showed the evolution of RRI in the EU28 – i.e. the relationship between society and science. MoRRI used 28 indicators of which 10 focused on gender equality. MoRRI used several bespoke surveys including questions on gender, equality plans, gender content in research, female focus of RPOs, and gender-balanced recruitment committees in RPOs. MoRRI essentially showed that there are clear links between dimensions of RRI – for example, between gender equality and governance structures. 

In the MoRRI project, 4 country clusters were identified from the empirical evidence. Ana showed an example country from each cluster (i.e. Austria, Poland, Spain and UK). For gender equality, the prevailing pattern is low GE status = high GE action and vice versa, but not always (see Spain for example).  For more information, see: http://morri.netlify.com/ . MoRRI work is set to be continued and built upon past achievements (see SwafS-21-2018). The MORE3 Study was published on Wednesday 14th February, 2018. All can be found online, including final report, indicators report, surveys on researchers both inside and outside of Europe, etc. 
UNESCO
Ernesto Polcuch, Chief of Section for Science Policy and Partnership in the National Sciences Sector of UNESCO spoke about ‘the ‘Policy Impact of the SAGA (Stem and Gender Advancement) project: Lessons from Pilot roll-outs’ (Gender Summit 15 – Europe (GS15). He began by highlighting that the UN is celebrating 70 years since the Universal Declaration of Human Rights of which article 2 and 27 i & ii are relevant to science. Ernesto mentioned a number of Gender Equality in Science projects that UNESCO are involved in. They are as follows:
· L’Oreal-UNESCO for Women in Science Programme which focuses on influencing cultural change and supports women scientists through role models

· Organisation for Women in Science for the Developing World (OWSD) –which supports the careers of women scientists and strengthen their networks
· UNESCO Cracking the Code Report & TeachHer Programme (promoting gender equality in STEM education at primary and secondary levels). 

· UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UIS) gathering STI gender-related indicators. 

· STEM and Gender Advancement (SAGA) Project which contributes to changing underlying institutional basis of gender inequalities. 

For instance that SAGA STI Gender Objectives List included tackling: gender norms and stereotypes; primary and secondary education; higher education; career progression; research content and practices; policy-making and entrepreneurship and innovation. This report can be found online. 

This presentation was very relevant to the gender dimensions of RRING, which must permeate every aspect of RRING.  As Ernesto works with Juliana - I met with Ernesto on behalf of ICORSA and RRING, and on the suggestion of Juliana. Again, RRING’s work overlaps with Ernesto’s area of interest, and SAGA is a relevant project that RRING can learn from. Ernesto can be reached on e.fernandez-polcuch@unesco.org. 
Sweden, France-LAC and Jordan
Next up was Frederick Bondestam, Head of Operations, Research Coordinator, Swedish Secretariat for Gender Research, Sweden. His presentation was on ‘Doing gender mainstreaming the feminist way’. He questioned what are the main gender inequalities that we need to solve within Higher Education. The number of female professors is still quite lot in comparison to their male counterparts. Another main concern for him was the situation around researchers in Sweden. Half of the researchers are on insecure contracts. (Sweden has stats/data on this). One way to tackle this is to examine the funding mechanisms and ‘gender intersectional realities’ including class, ethnicity and age. Another area that needs to be examined is the ‘peer-review-process’. 

Meanwhile, Charlotte Guillard from Strasbourg University and UNU-MERIT, spoke about ‘Advancing gender and STEM statistics for the LAC (Latin American and Caribbean) countries’. The final speaker was Roshni Abedin, of UKRI. (I can supply more information on these presentations in due course. It is important to note that all presentations will be available online shortly). 
Plenary on Leadership

The final Plenary session on Day 1 was on the topic of ‘Leadership and ‘Re-Evaluating the Meaning of Leadership for Excellence and Effectiveness in Science’. The first presentation was given by Linda Evans of Manchester University, and she spoke about ‘Effective Research and Professional Leadership’. The next speaker Rana Dajani from Hashemite University spoke on the topic of: ‘Leadership in Open Science: Overcoming Gender and Structural Inequalities’.  I had heard her speak already in Jordan at the ‘Science for Peace’ UNESCO conference. She hails from Jordan and spoke about gender differences (or maybe not) in the Sciences. She spoke about the underrepresentation of women throughout the scientific career, particularly as you go up the food chain. The discrepancies begin to appear from high school onwards. She spoke about the leaky pipeline vis-à-vis work place retention. She said one needs to strike a balance between ‘acknowledging biological sex differences’ but ‘not using these differences as a basis for discrimination’.  
Rana and the Leaky Pipe

Rana discussed the different experiences for scientists depending on whether they were male or female, and married or single. The pathway for men is straightforward: PhD Receipt, on track to getting tenure; securing tenure. For single women, it was similar to married fathers right up to ‘securing tenure’ at which point prospects declined sharply for the single women. But the worst case scenario was for married women. Her odds were 35% lower than married fathers to get a tenured position. The graph began to drop on a downward trajectory from the point where they were entering ‘tenure track position’. And married mothers had 27% lower odds than married fathers with young children to become tenured. 

Rana highlighted how ‘pregnancy discrimination’ is rampant inside America’s Biggest Companies’. Citing a New York Times article, it stated that ‘many pregnant women have been systematically side lined in the workplace. They’re passed over for promotions and pay raises. They’re fired when they complain’. Rana suggests ‘changing the rhetoric’ on how we define success. She suggested we can change our perception on what we value, both at the leadership and grassroots level. She highlighted the importance of mentoring networks for women. In Jordan, she highlighted the work of the ‘three circles of Alemat’ (find on You Tube). 
The next speaker, Stephen Curry was the EDI Director in Imperial College London. He spoke about ‘The Importance of Understanding the Experiences of those we Lead’ in relation to his role within a multi-cultural and diverse University environment. He spoke about the problem of ‘imagination’, mislead individuals, such as Larry Summers, questionable university rankings, and compulsory reading material! 
The final speaker in this session was Roxana Carare of the University of Southampton. She spoke about ‘the Challenges of Leading Projects with Diverse Disciplines and Stakeholder Interests’. She spoke about her medical research in the area of Dementia (which is the leading cause of death for women in the UK). They are also going for the Athena Swan Gold medal at the University of Southhampton.  They are currently looking appraisal; mentoring and well being for staff.  
This concluded Day 1. We networked after during the reception and during meal times – making useful contacts.   
Day 2: 19th June 2018: The Mission Impact and Future of the Gender Summit.
Elizabeth Pollitzer of Portia, spoke about the impact of the Gender Summit. Since the Gender Summit was established in 2011, it has spread from Europe to different regions of the world. This has influenced local gender discourse in science. It also has led to new actions and initiatives. One of the strengths of the Gender Summit has galvanised a strong global community of experts and practitioners in the area of gender. Miyoko O. Watanabe who is the executive director of the Japanese Science and Technology Agency (JST), and who was Chair of the Gender Summit 10 Asia-Pacific. She spoke about the transformation of gender attitudes in STEM in Japan. Next on the agenda was the discussion on Singapore which was just officially confirmed as the location for the next Gender Summit 2019. 
‘{}|his will attract gender experts from the Asia Pacific region. Dorothy Nyambi of the African institute for Mathematical Sciences in Rwanda spoke about how Rwanda is Africa’s leading light in relation to reaching quotas for gender parity within all areas of public life, especially governmental circles. Dorothy spoke about the next Einstein Forum is assisting advance the mission of the Gender Summit, though taking a pan-African approach. Again, for RRING, this would be a good organisation to connect with, given its remit and geographical stretch. Rwanda also is perhaps the most impressive example of how gender parity in different areas has been very successful. Finally, Mayrse Lassonde from Canada, spoke about the importance of plurality, reflecting on the GS11 Summit which was held in Montreal. Maryse Lassonde is the Scientific Director of ‘Fondes de Recherche Nature et Technologie (FRQNT), Canada. 

Plenary 6: Changing Attitudes and Cultures in Organisations.  This session looked looked at how gender equality is being pursued by key stakeholders and actors in science at every level of society. This session focused on the lessons that could be learnt for policy makers and institutions. 
Arne Flaoyen who is Director of NordForsk Norway spoke about ‘the Nordic Paradox to consensus and standards’. Christina Hadulla-Kuhlmann, from the Federal Ministry of Science and Education in Germany focused on the progress to gender equality in research and innovation. Germany is making considerable progress within this sphere but admitted still has plenty of work to be done.  Jean E. Des Rivieres from VP Exploration, BHP Chile spoke about the issue of achieving gender parity in mining – a traditionally all-male arena. He is pro-active about achieving this. Rob Mobed, the CEO of Elsevier in the Netherlands spoke about transforming the role of science publishers and scientific information providers’. 
Business and Gender 

Elena Doldor, who was a researcher from Queen Mary University of London in the UK spoke about ‘gender diversity on boards in the UK’ and asked the question ‘Are we making progress?’.  She pointed out that in 1999, 6% of women were on FTSE boards. This prompted the government to produce the Davies Report which identified shortcomings within the private sector, and suggested companies take various measures. According to the Davies Review (2010), this rose to 12% by 2010. This data is gathered from the top FTSE 100 companies. 
The Davies Report

The key point in the Davies Report is ‘why ignore half the talent pool?’ It was decided that more recommendations had to be to Chairmen (to seek diversity within). Recommendations had to be made to head-hunters in recruitment firms. Questions had to be posed, such as ‘what is the definition of a good leader?’ In fact, the most recent figures, due to constant pressure, rose to 28% by 2018. Elena spoke abut the need for creating change in the legislation. And now, she said, that the conversation needs to look to extending this conversation to the ‘leaky pipeline’ of women talent – to counteract arguments that the women aren’t there. One needs to ask the question, ‘why aren’t they there?’ One needs to engage HR Managers and Directors in this conversation, and to look at their own policies. There is a value is setting voluntary targets. In order to create a sense of urgency, one needs to get diversity as a KPI goal and target to be met. Diversity, therefore, should be set as a business objective or goal. KPMG recommend, for instance ‘proportionality promotions’. 
In other words, promotional targets should reflect the talent that is there. For instance, if you have women at 30% entrants, then 5 years down the road, you have to ask why this 30% is not reflected in the promotional structures? Is there an unconscious bias towards men? These are hard questions to ask or even answer. According to Elena, you need targets to encourage cultural change; you need to put the meat on the bone: Key innovative practice; create leadership objectives and embed performance objectives. 
Finally, Elena explored what lessons can be learnt about women on boards? Firstly, diversity has to be a value that is aspired to, and not lofty statements that hold no weight. Secondly, there has to be ‘talent management practices’, and males have to become advocates for change too, not just women. While Athena Swan movement in HEI’s is assisting embed better practices, still very slow to change. For instance, for young female researchers, it is incredible that there is no maternity leave benefit offered in research contracts, or any funding for this. 
This concluded the main body of the London Gender Summit. This was followed by questions and answers, parallel sessions and then a final plenary session. The Summit was concluded and any a subsequent statement will be issued by the 15th Gender Summit shortly. See:  https://gender-summit.com
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