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FORORD

Vetenskapsradet huvuduppgift ar att fordela medel till grundlaggande forskning av hogsta kvalitet.
Granskningen av forskningsansékningar gors av sakkunniga (peer review); sammanlagt cirka 700
forskare indelade i 80 beredningsgrupper. Att sakkunniggranskningen haller hogsta kvalitet &r av cen-
tral betydelse och Vetenskapsradet arbetar standigt for att kvalitetssakra och forbattra processen.

Vetenskapsradet har i uppgift att framja jamstalldhet mellan kvinnor och mén i hela myndighetens
verksamhetsomrade. Vetenskapsradet har en jamstalldhetsstrategi som stod for arbetet och verksam-
heten foljs upp varje ar med avseende pa kvinnors och méns beviljandegrader och storleken pa bevil-
jade belopp. Pa initiativ fran amnesraden for naturvetenskap och teknikvetenskap resp. for medicin
och halsa genomférde Vetenskapsradet ar 2011 och 2012 observationsstudier av ett urval berednings-
gruppers arbete sett ur jamstélldhetssynpunkt.

Studien fran 2011 redovisas i Vetenskapsradets rapportserie 3:2012. Foreliggande rapport behand-
lar observationerna av 14 beredningsgrupper 2012 tillhérande &amnesraden for humaniora-
samhéllsvetenskap, medicin och hélsa respektive naturvetenskap och teknikvetenskap, radet for forsk-
ningens infrastrukturer och den utbildningsvetenskapliga kommittén samt en damnesdvergripande be-
redningsgrupp. Studien gor inga ansprak pa att vara generaliserbar — studien visar saledes inte hur
vanligt férekommande de observerade situationerna ar i beredningsprocessen, utan bara att de forekom
i nagra av de studerade grupperna.

Vetenskapsradet anser att tendenser till skillnader i behandlingen av ansokningar fran kvinnor re-
spektive man bast motverkas genom att synliggdra och diskutera dessa fragor. Denna rapport ger ett
bra underlag for Vetenskapsradets fortsatta diskussioner och bidrar till arbetet att vidareutveckla kvali-
teten i radets beredningsprocess. Studien bidrar darmed ocksa till Vetenskapsradets arbete att framja
jamstalldheten i hela sitt verksamhetsomrade.

Mille Millnert
Generaldirektor
Vetenskapsradet
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SAMMANFATTNING

Jamstalldhetsobservationerna syftar till att undersdka och synliggtra eventuella skillnader i Veten-
skapsradets beredningsprocess med avseende pa kon, samt att komma med rekommendationer till hur
processen kan utvecklas och forbattras. Observationerna ar indelade i tre huvudomraden: gruppdyna-
mik och interaktion under beredningsméten, process och tillvagagangssatt, samt bedémning av anso-
kan och den sékande. Rekommendationerna riktar sig till Vetenskapsradet och dess amnesrad, rad och
kommitteer.

Det fanns i vissa, men inte i alla grupper, tydliga kénsmonster i gruppdynamiken under métena. Det
kunde rdra sig om hur ledamdterna satt i rummet eller hur val man hérdes och hur ofta man blev be-
kraftad nar man talade. Det fanns dven skillnader i vem som informellt antog en hogre status i en
grupp och vilka som hojde och sankte sina betyg. Rollen for tjanstemannen fran Vetenskapsradet var
oftast oklar och deras séatt att handskas med procedur- och policyfragor under beredningsmatena skilde
sig at. Likasa varierade ordférandens sétt att strukturera och styra beredningsmotet.

Vad galler bedémningarna skiljde det sig at mellan amnesomradena i vilken utstrackning forsk-
ningen eller forskaren stod i fokus for diskussionerna. Vidare hade beredningsgrupperna olika satt att
formulera och bedéma vad som ar god forskning och vilka meriter eller attribut hos en forskare som ar
att foredra. Kommentarer om alder, foraldraledighet, samarbeten och sjalvstandighet hos de sokande
lyftes in i vissa diskussioner, men varierade mellan &mnesomrade och beredningsgrupper. Objektivite-
ten i bedémningarna problematiserades séllan av ledaméterna. Enbart i en grupp hade man en uttalad
kalibrering av sin betygsattning i bérjan av motet.

| manga grupper problematiserades forvantad konsbalans och kénsférdelning bland beviljade an-
sokningar vilket oftast ledde till diskussioner dar kvinnor reducerades till representanter for sitt kon.
Positiv sarbehandling anvéandes séllan och uppfattades som nagot negativt da det ansags dra ner status
for en ansokan. Overlag efterlystes verktyg och tydligare riktlinjer bland ledaméterna for att hantera
fragan om konsfordelning pa ett mer konsekvent och konsistent satt.
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INLEDNING

En beredningsgruppsordférande tog 2008 initiativet att ha en jamstélldhetsobservatér med under be-
redningsgruppsmotet. Skélet var att ordféranden tyckte sig ha markt att det fanns skillnader i hur an-
sokningar fran kvinnor och man behandlades men att skillnaderna var subtila och svara att fanga och
precisera. En utomstaende person ombads darfor att sitta med som observator. Uppdraget omfattade
tre observationstillfallen i samma beredningsgrupp under 2008 och 2009. Det visade sig finnas kons-
baserade skillnader, som uttrycktes bland annat i att ledamdterna ibland anvénde konsstereotypa be-
skrivningar av de sokande. Vad géllde gruppens interna arbete visade det sig &ven finnas skillnader
mellan konen vad géllde hur l&nge mén respektive kvinnor talade, samt hur interaktionen mellan
gruppmedlemmarna fungerade. Efter att gruppen hade fatt ta del av observationerna blev dessa skill-
nader betydligt mindre.

Vetenskapsradet utokade antalet jamstalldhetsobservationer 2011 till att omfatta fyra slumpvist
valda beredningsgrupper - en for vart och ett av de tre &mnesraden och en tillhdrande den utbildnings-
vetenskapliga kommittén. Slutsatser och rekommendationer fran 2008, 2009 och 2011 finns publice-
rade i Andersson et al. (2012). | férordet framh6lls att rapporten ska utgora ett diskussionsunderlag for
det fortsatta jamstalldhetsarbetet i Vetenskapsradets styrelse, amnesrad, rad, kommittéer och bered-
ningsgrupper.

I enlighet med en av rekommendationerna i rapporten fran jamstélldhetsobservationerna 2011 be-
slutade Vetenskapsradet att infor 2012 ars beredningsomgang utoka uppdraget ytterligare. Nu omfat-
tade jamstalldhetsobservationerna 15 beredningsgrupper inom olika amnesomraden’ i syfte att fa ett
bredare underlag. Enligt 6nskemal fran amnesradet for medicin och hélsa (MH) hade étta av bered-
ningsgrupperna inom MH en observator narvarande. Tre tjansteméan vid Vetenskapsradet och tre tjans-
temén vid Chalmers tekniska hogskola fungerade som observatorer 2012.

Observatdrerna mottogs generellt sett val i beredningsgrupperna. | flera fall med uttalat intresse och
nyfikenhet kring uppdraget. | flera grupper uttryckte bade ledamoter och ordférande énskemal om
aterkoppling pa observationerna. | nagra grupper radfragades observatéren om hur gruppen borde ga
tillvaga och hantera kénsfordelningen, inte minst i slutet av motet. Vi tolkar detta som att det finns ett
behov av stod i dessa fragor.

Materialet i foreliggande rapport har innan den slutgiltiga sammanstallningen diskuterats tillsam-
mans med Vetenskapsradets expertgrupp for genus.

Syfte

Syftet med jamstélldhetsobservationerna ar att undersdka och synliggtra eventuella skillnader i Veten-
skapsradets bedomningsprocesser av ansokningar om forskningsbidrag med avseende pa kon, samt att
forsoka ge forslag till hur dessa processer kan utvecklas och forbattras. Vetenskapsradets statistik ger
vid handen att kvinnor haft en nagot lagre beviljandegrad an méan och att skillnaderna inom medicin-
omradet ar svarast att forklara (Hyenstrand et al. (2010)., Jacobsson et al. (2008)., Janson et al.
(2009)). Av det skalet riktade Vetenskapsradet att 2012 ars observationer, i hogre grad an tidigare, mot
MH:s beredningsprocess. Totalt fanns observatorer i atta beredningsgrupper inom MH. Det ska dock
betonas att syftet med jamstalldhetsobservationerna inte ar att granska hur enskilda grupper eller med-
lemmar i en beredningsgrupp agerar och forhaller sig till genusfragor utan att lyfta fram monster som
har betydelse for beredningsprocesserna generelit.

'Observationer genomfordes i atta beredningsgrupper inom medicin och halsa (MH), tva inom natur- och teknikvetenskap
(NT), tvd inom humaniora och samhallsvetenskap (HS), en inom forskningsinfrastruktur och en inom utbildningsvetenskap
(V). Dessutom gjordes en observation i en beredningsgrupp for en &mnesovergripande specialsatsning. P.g.a. sjukdom deltog
inte ndgon observator i tva av grupperna vid sjélva beredningsgruppsmotet; for dessa grupper har endast beredningsgrupper-
nas skriftliga underlag utgjort material for studien.
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Metod och material

Eftersom Vetenskapsradet tidigare har tagit fram statistik gallande kvantitativa jamstélldhetsaspekter
pa Vetenskapsradets fordelning av medel ligger fokus i denna rapport pa de kvalitativa aspekterna av
beredningsgruppernas arbete. Den kvalitativa analysen behandlar hur man talar och skriver om de
sokande och deras ansokningar med avseende pa kon, till exempel i argument for och emot beviljande
av bidrag. Nytt for observationerna 2012 &r att motesinteraktionen analyserats for att utgéra grund for
rekommendationer for fortsatt utveckling av Vetenskapsradets processer.

Vi har anvant deltagande observation i syfte att studera hur de sfkandes respektive de granskandes
genus uttrycks i Vetenskapsradets beredningsprocess. Metoden har flera fordelar; med hjélp av delta-
gande observation kan den som observerar via ett omsorgsfullt lyssnande fanga sprak, samtalskultur
och gruppens sociala samspel. Metoden kan fanga diskrepansen mellan vad vi séger att vi gor och vad
vi de facto gor och séger.

Det finns utmaningar i metodvalet; minnet ar selektivt, liksom var perception, och det finns alltid en
risk for att vi gor alltfor subjektiva tolkningar eller feltolkningar. Att se monster i det som &r vant och
bekant ar en annan svarighet. Vidare ar metoden tidskravande.

Ur ett etiskt perspektiv &r problemet att subjekten blir utlamnade till observatérens tolkningar, relat-
ionen ar asymmetrisk (se vidare nedan under "Integritetsaspekter”). Ett annat kant problem &r observa-
torseffekten, det vill sdga, genom att en person finns i rummet for att studera interaktionen kan den
senare komma att paverkas. Observatorerna har varit medvetna om dessa namnda problem och har
diskuterat analyser och tolkningar kritiskt inom observatdrsgruppen for att minimera risken for fel-
tolkningar.

Materialet som legat till grund fér analysen utgérs av observationsanteckningar och matningar, har
kan ndmnas minnesanteckningar géllande data relaterade till motet, planer och anteckningar om perso-
ners placering i rummet och tidtagning med klocka (métning av hur lang tid olika personer talade).
Aven teoretiska och analytiska anteckningar gjordes under métena, det vill saga preliminara slutsatser,
tolkningar, uppslag med mera. Observatdrerna har ocksa tagit del av samma material som berednings-
gruppernas ordinarie ledamoter, saval dokument i Vetenskapsradets webbaserade granskningsverktyg
VR Review som utdelat material i samband med md&ten. Materialet omfattar tre olika delar och tre
moment i beredningsprocessen: de i forvag utsdnda prelimindra och individuella bedémningarna av
ansokningarna, beredningsgruppens moéte och diskussionerna i samband med beddmning, rangordning
och forslag till fordelning av bidrag, samt de slutgiltiga yttrandena, som &r det enda offentliga materi-
alet. Beredningsgrupperna inom MH tillampar ytterligare ett moment, det sa kallade triageforfarandet
(se nedan). Den kvantitativa delen omfattar statistik 6ver beredningsgruppernas sammanséttning, dis-
kussionerna under beredningsmétena och om de s6kande, samt utfallet av processen. Det kvantitativa
materialet till denna rapport aterfinns i bilaga 1.

Integritetsaspekter

En viktig forutsattning for att observationerna ska vara meningsfulla och spegla beredningsgruppernas
arbete dr att deltagarna inte kénner sig bevakade eller begrénsade i diskussionerna infor risken att bli
offentligt citerade eller kritiserade. Darfor har det varit viktigt att infér observationerna tydliggdra
uppdraget och betona respekten for ledamoternas integritet. Var stravan har varit att ingen grupp ska
omskrivas pa ett sadant satt att den kan identifieras, samt att ingen gruppdeltagare ska omnamnas eller
citeras pa ett sddant sétt att hon eller han kan identifieras.

Av ovanstaende skal redovisas inte exakta tal av sokande och ansokningar i en viss grupp i denna
rapport. Inte heller redovisas exakta antalet ledamdter i beredningsgrupperna.
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OBSERVATIONER 2012

Sammanlagt har sex observatérer genomfort observationer i 13 beredningsgrupper inom alla Veten-
skapsradets amnesomraden: humaniora och samhallsvetenskap (HS), natur- och teknikvetenskap (NT),
medicin och hélsa (MH), utbildningsvetenskap (U), forskningsinfrastruktur samt en &mnesdvergri-
pande sérskild satsning. I enlighet med uppdraget har flest observationer genomférts inom MH.

For att kunna redogotra for observationerna utan att riskera att enskilda grupper eller individer ska
kunna identifieras har vi valt att endast presentera och lyfta fram tendenser som forekommit i flera
grupper. Materialet presenteras darfor tematiskt och med hjélp av citat i syfte att belysa monster, ord-
val och innehall i beredningsmétenas samtal.

Gruppdynamik och interaktion

Placering i rummet

I vissa grupper uppstod tydliga kdnsuppdelningar i rummet genom att mén satt bredvid man och kvin-
nor bredvid kvinnor. | andra grupper var det en storre variation mellan hur kvinnor och mén placerade
sig. Konsmaonstren i rummet foljde oftast med ut till lunchrum och vid kaffepauser.

I en grupp satt "hogstatusgranskare” i samband med pauser vid ett bord medan de med lagre
status satt tillsammans med Vetenskapsradets tjansteman vid ett annat. Status och kén samva-
rierade till stor del i denna grupp. | en grupp ifragasattes att tjanstemannen fran Vetenskapsra-
det skulle sitta vid samma bord som ledamd&terna under beredningsgruppens mote. Det kan
tolkas som att ledamoten genom att ta upp fragan om vilka som hade rétt att sitta vid motes-
bordet ville patala den skillnad i prestige som finns mellan en "ledamot/professor” relativt
Vetenskapsradets tjansteman och vidare, att denna skillnad borde uttryckas genom att perso-
ner med olika status, ges olika placeringar i rummet.

Ledamoters status

Nagra man yttrade sig vid flera tillfallen om ansokningar som de inte hade last. De yttrade sig da ofta
om sOkandes meriter, men mer sdllan om projektets syfte och upplédgg. Ledaméterna dolde inte att de
inte hade lést en viss anstkan:

”Jag har inte l&st den, jag tankte bara nér jag laste sammanfattningen...”
”Jag har inte last den har anstkan men jag maste anda saga att...”

Ledamdéterna uttryckte sig i dessa sammanhang ofta dvertygande och med pondus, och fick vid flera
tillfallen gehdr for sina synpunkter. En tolkning ar att dessa ledamoter hade hog status i gruppen, vil-
ket mojliggjorde att de fick inflytande pa bedomningen av ans6kningar som de inte hade last.

Status uttrycktes i vem som bekréftade vem under motet och vem ordféranden spontant vande sig
till for att stimma av ett beslut eller ett resonemang. Status uttrycktes dven i vem som kunde havda
sina stéllningstaganden och betyg mot andra ledaméter och vem som &ndrade sina betyg efter en en-
skild ledamots 6nskemal eller for att en majoritet av gruppen uttryckte 6nskemal om detta. Vissa le-
damdter, ofta kvinnor, &ndrade vid upprepade tillfallen sina ursprungliga betyg, medan andra aldrig
gjorde det. Vissa ledaméter, ofta kvinnor, tonade ner sin kunskap eller kompetens genom kommenta-
rer som "du kan det har battre” eller ”jag har nog inte riktigt forstatt den har ansdkan”.

I en grupp hade en enskild granskare sa hog status att hans asikter praglade rummet dven da han
lamnat det pa grund av jav.
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Att horas och komma till tals

| flera beredningsgrupper fanns det en tydlig konsskillnad vad gallde talad tid, i minuter matt, och
interaktionen under motet. 1 en grupp talade méannen till exempel dubbelt s3 mycket som kvinnorna
och det fanns en tydlig tendens under de tvd motesdagarna att mannen tog/gavs mer utrymme ju langre
motet fortskred medan kvinnorna tog/gavs allt mindre talad tid. I denna grupp hade ordféranden ibland
svart att hora kvinnor och man som uttryckte sig med mindre volym och karaktér. Resultatet blev att
ledamoter som hade starka roster och gjorde ansprak pa mer av utrymmet oftare blev bekraftade och
fick igenom sina synpunkter. Likasa holl man i denna grupp oftare med varandra, och anforde oftare
an kvinnorna att de var experter inom ett visst forskningsomrade. Sammantaget fick mannen i den har
beredningsgruppen vasentligt mer utrymme och inflytande &n kvinnorna.

I en annan grupp noterades att man spontant tog ordet medan kvinnorna bad om det genom att vifta
med handen. | denna grupp var férdelningen av talad tid pafallande ojamn; man talade nastan dubbelt
sd manga minuter som kvinnorna. | en annan grupp dominerade mannen genom att avbryta och for-
minska kvinnornas inldgg, vilka sjalva vid flera tillfallen férminskade sig genom att till exempel dra
tillbaka sina standpunkter. | en grupp var det endast man som kommenterade och stallde fragor till
ordféranden i métets inledning.

Beddmning av ansdkan och den stkande

Varierande bedémningar

| beredningsgruppernas arbete ingar att bedéma de sokandes meriter. Diskussionerna om meriter var
inte formaliserade utan berdrde i vissa fall publikationer, sarskilda tidskrifter, tidskrifters “impact”,
samt ibland vilken forskargrupp sokande tillnérde och hur manga ar som gatt sedan disputation. Ibland
anvandes samma argument for att vardera ansokningar bade lagt och hogt. MH-grupperna agnade i
genomsnitt langre tid at att diskutera den sokandes meriter medan beredningsgrupper inom andra
forskningsomraden hade fokus pa det foreslagna forskningsprojektet. I HS-grupperna fanns ledaméter
med genuskompetens och flera ganger diskuterades om det fanns genusaspekter i projektansokan.

" Namedropping”

”Namedropping” forekom i de flesta grupper. Ofta var det en fordel, det vill sdga, det 6kade chansen
for beviljande, att en senior forskare ndmndes i anslutning till en ansékan, men ibland blev resultatet
det motsatta och ledde till ett direkt ifragasattande av huvudsokandes kompetens, meriter eller formaga
att leda projektet i jamforelse med den mer seniora forskaren:

”Hon har en ganska svag publikationslista, hon har tva papers, ett tillsammans med X (mansnamn) [...]
och ett tillsammans med Y (mansnamn) [...] som &r en stor elefant pd omradet [...] Jag kéanner den har
gruppen och Y [...] ganska val.”

“Har &r det sa att det finns en kille som heter X som vill samarbeta med henne [...] Det &r ju en storfra-
sare, det &r ju ganska kul for henne att han har valt att samarbeta med henne.”

| nagra grupper relaterades kvinnor ofta till man verksamma inom samma forskningsfalt, aven nar de
senare inte stod som medstkande. Man berdrde till exempel vilken handledare kvinnan hade haft,
vilka man hon hade handlett eller vilka man som fanns i den miljo dar kvinnan var verksam. | nagra
fall var dessa man sa kanda att de omnamndes enbart med férnamn, som till exempel "Olles grupp”,

”Bengts projekt” eller "arvet efter Gunnar”.’

”Jag visste inte att hon hade varit handledare for (namn pa en yngre man).”

2 Samtliga namn &r fingerade.
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”Hon fick en jattefin utbildning d&r" hos X (mansnamn) [...] publikationerna var bra "under X-tiden” [...]
Nu gor hon en postdoc tillsammans med en kille som heter Y. [...]. .“

Sjalvstandighet

Kvinnors roll och sjalvstandighet i starka forskargrupper ifragasattes oftare och pa ett satt som inte
skedde i samma utstrackning for man. Svarigheten att bedéma en sékandes sjélvstandighet lyftes vid
flera tillfallen.

“Lite far man ju kénslan av att hon har ju verkligen haft alla chanser, hon har haft finansiering, borjat
sdtta upp sin grupp, all infrastruktur, kanske lite synd da att hon fortfarande ligger sdpass nara X (mans-
namn) och att hon skrivit denna ansokan tillsammans med Y. [...] Problemet &r pek och oberoende [...]
man far skriva det rakt ut, att X far sparka ut henne ur sitt labb eller sa far de sluta dela pa pek”

”He is just a team-player, he is not the driving force.”

“Hon &r ung och oerfaren med tva stora elefanter vid sin sida sa det ar svart att veta vem som styr och
staller. Fragan &r om det inte ar X som egentligen soker de har pengarna. Det &r egentligen X idéer.”

”Hon har med dessa medsdkande, kédnns som att det &r for att dra upp hennes eget CV”.

"Vilken &r hennes roll i alla dessa papper, hon &r i en stark grupp sa vilken &r hennes roll egentligen?”

Samarbeten med nara anhdrig

Eventuella privata relationer till i ansdkan namngivna medsotkande, tas oftare upp till diskussion nér en
kvinna soker bidrag, jamfort med nar det ar en man. | flera beredningsgrupper uppkom diskussioner pa
detta tema med syftet att beddma den sdkandes sjalvstandighet. Ofta blev slutsatsen att den sékande
var oberoende och med kapacitet att producera egen forskning, aven da de verkade inom samma
forskningsféalt som anhdriga:

”She is a quiet person, she is probably as good a researcher as him.”

"Det hér ar vél inte X:s (den sdkande kvinnans man) forskning? Nej, de &r nog véldigt bra separerade ar-
betsmassigt. Man far vara gifta.”

Vid ett tillfalle anvandes dock samproduktion och dktenskapet mellan tva forskare som ett argument
for att sdnka betyget for en ansokan:

"Det 4r nog jag som har dragit ned henne. Hon har sampublicerat under hela sin karriar. Ar dessutom gift
med X (mansnamn) [...] Jag tycker inte det var nagon sjalvstandighet.”

Om en sokande uppstod spekulationer da hon publicerat tillsammans med nagon med samma efter-
namn:

”She is co-publishing with her husband... her brother or sister or who?”

Mans relationer till och eventuella arbetsforhallanden med anhoriga namndes endast vid nagot enstaka
tillfalle i amnesradens beredningsmoten.

Foraldraskap togs generellt oftare upp som en relevant aspekt for kvinnor an fér man. Méns foréld-
raledighet och dess eventuella paverkan pa vetenskaplig produktion vagdes darmed inte alltid in. Detta
kan ha missgynnat mannen. | en grupp berordes dock foraldraledighet konsekvent for bade kvinnor
och man.

I en beredningsgrupp anvande man olika mattstockar for kvinnor och man nar man redovisade for-
aldraledighet. For méan beskrevs foraldraledigheten i tid medan den for kvinnor handlade om antalet
barn.
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Informell information

Ledamaterna hanvisade ibland till information och kunskaper om den sokande som l&g utanfor anso-
kan och det kan inte uteslutas att detta fick betydelse for bedémningen:

”Jag har bedémt X, hennes docentansdkan."
”Hans son ska gora det, nydisputerad, det kanns ju lite... "

”Konstigt, hon ar sa duktig annars, hon skrev en jattebra ansékan for fyra ar sedan men fick inte pengar,
naturligtvis.”

”Jag skulle vilja uppmuntra den hér kvinnan alltsa, hon &r ganska ensam dérborta i (landskapet X).”

Kéannedom om ett omrade eller specifika forskare och forskarmiljcer var av betydelse for bedémning-
en av en ansokan. Det forekom i vissa av NT- och MH-grupperna att de hojde ansokningar fran man
da ndgon av granskarna kande till den sokande och hade positiva férestallningar om honom, forsk-
ningsomradet och/eller forskargruppen:

”Jag haller med om att det finns svagheter, men jag skulle vilja ha den lite hogre.”
”Han har en ny grupp pa gang, han ar pa gang.”

Andra konsskillnader

For man som foreslogs finansiering var beskrivningar som “well-known”, “respected” och “establis-
hed” aterkommande. Andra var "a group that does well”, a group at the forefront™, “a rising star” och
“I always liked that group’s work™. Dessa beskrivningar anvandes inte i samma utstrackning for kvin-
nor som foreslogs beviljning. FOr kvinnor anvandes istéllet oftare ”good”/’strong”/”solid track record”
och “high novelty”. I en annan grupp betecknades flera av de s6kande mannen som foreslogs fa finan-
siering som “excellent” vilket inte anvandes om nagon kvinna i samma grupp. Kvinnor som kom
ifrdga for finansiering beskrevs oftare som “established” eller som att ha long track-record”.

I en grupp diskuterades “low productivity” for nagra kvinnor medan begreppet inte anvandes for
nagon man. | en annan grupp anvandes begreppet “low productivity” om bade méan och kvinnor men
det paverkade méans mojligheter till finansiering i mindre grad. Orsaken till detta var att det i flera fall
fordes fram informell information som forklarade den sokandes laga produktivitet:

”Han star medvetet tillbaka for att slappa fram yngre forskare, han gér det medvetet.”

I en grupp anvéndes begreppet “’solid” enbart om kvinnor, medan det i flera andra grupper anvandes
om bade man och kvinnor. Begreppet ”hdg risk” anvandes bade positivt och negativt. | en grupp an-
vandes till exempel uttrycket enbart for kvinnor dar det fanns en oro for att projektet inte skulle ge-
nomforas i enlighet med forskningsplanen.

En grupp anvande ordet ’strong” om flera mén men enbart om den kvinna som topprankades.

Kansloargument

Kénsloargument forekom ofta i samband med bedémningen av ansdkningar. ”Jag kanner for det har
projektet”, “jag gar inte igang pa det har, men...”, "ska ocksa tillagga att jag blir forford av detta”,
”jag jobbar inte alls med detta men blir anda véldigt glad”, “detta ar inte ett vetenskapligt resonemang
men jag far en kansla av” ar exempel pa argument som anfordes i diskussionerna. Vid flera tillfallen
anvandes aven en kansla for att forstarka ett argument och pa sa satt motivera att en ansokan skulle

beviljas bidrag, till exempel ”i mitt hjarta sa ar det en person som ska ha bidrag”.
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Benadmning av den s6kande — hon, han och egennamn

Det var genomgaende vanligare att egennamn, hon eller han anvandes under beredningsmotena, me-
dan begreppen “kvinna” respektive "man” anvandes mer séllan.

| de fall sokande hade ett namn dar inte konet framgick var det tydligt att gruppen pa ett tidigt sta-
dium ville fa det klargjort om den sokande var kvinna eller man

Talad tid

Nagot enkelt samband mellan talad tid per ansokan och den sokandes kon framkom inte. De ansok-
ningar som ansags sjalvklara att foresla for bidrag och som rankades hogt diskuterades i regel under
kortare tid. Exempelvis varade diskussionen om en ansokan fran en ung forskare (kvinna) under 22
sekunder, &ven om de skrivna omddmena inte var helt entydiga. Hennes anstkan var ”den bésta” en-
ligt foredragande varpa hon beviljades medel utan att det blev ndgon ytterligare diskussion. De ansok-
ningar som diskuterades under langst tid hamnade ofta utanfor gruppen av ansékningar som kom att
beviljas bidrag. Detta gallde bade ansokningar fran kvinnor och man. 1 flera grupper talade man lange
om de ansokningar som hamnade precis vid gransen for att foreslas beviljas bidrag, vilket kan tolkas
som att diskussioner och forhandlingar om en ansdkans gradering var mest angelagna for ansokningar
som lag néra denna grans. | en grupp talade man emellertid langre om de ansokningar som beviljades
medel.

| en grupp sanktes betygen for nagra ansokningar fran kvinnor efter korta diskussioner medan
samma process for ansokningar fran méan agnades mer tid. | flera MH-grupper talade man langre om
ansokningar fran man an fran kvinnor.

Alder

Vid flera tillfallen kommenterades s6kandes faktiska alder. | nagra grupper fanns en tendens att hog
alder kommenterades for fler kvinnor an man. Resonemang kring hog alder relaterades ibland aven till
potential och fornyelse.

” | suggest support although he is an old man.”

”Han &r ju X ar gammal, han kommer att vara Z nar han ar klar.”

Vid négra tillfallen férekom skamt om alder. En ansokan kallades ”pensionsansokan”. For en annan
sokande uttrycktes det skamtsamt att han kanske ville fa en permobil ocksa. | en grupp forekom ett
direkt resonemang om aldersdiskriminering och regelverket kring detta, med anledning av att man
skurit ned det sokta beloppet med anledning av den sokandes alder.

Kanda forskare

Vid nagra tillfallen uppstod diskussioner om objektiviteten i bedémningarna och om gruppen kanske
latit sig imponeras av kanda forskare.

”Men det ar kanske sa att vi har imponerats for mycket av hans cv for han &r en etablerad, kiand (man) och
egentligen ar inte ansokan sa bra.”

I en grupp kommenterades att en sokande hade svag produktivitet men att man inte kunde avsla anso-
kan da han ansags vara ledande inom sitt omrade.

”Men s hér talar vi inte om nagon annan, vi skulle inte bedoma nagon annan sa har.”

Duktig och ambiti6s

Duktig var ett begrepp som foretradesvis anvandes om kvinnor. Ambitiés anvandes nagot oftare for
kvinnor &n for mén och framst om personer och ansékningar som inte beviljades medel.
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Process och tillvagagangssatt

Beredningsgrupperna har mojlighet att tillampa positiv sérbehandling av underrepresenterat kén nar
ansokningar bedéms vara av samma kvalitet. Vetenskapsradets mal &r att ha samma beviljandegrad
och samma genomsnittliga storlek pa bidragsbeloppen for kvinnor och man. Ledamoterna ar medvetna
om dessa riktlinjer och diskussionerna om kon som beskrivs nedan uppstar oftast inte spontant utan i
ett forsok att ta sig an Vetenskapsradets riktlinjer och mal avseende jamstalldhet. | manga fall rader
dock osékerhet om, nar och hur detta ska tillampas och vidare upplever manga grupper att de saknar
verktyg for att hantera och fullfélja uppdraget pa ett tillfredsstallande stt.

Triage

I beredningsgrupperna inom MH sorterades ungefar en tredjedel av ansokningarna bort vid sa kallade
triagemoten som genomfordes via telefon. (Den vars ansokan gallras ut vid triagemétet far ingen
skriftlig kommentar pa sin ansokan.).

I nagra grupper informerade ordféranden om att triagen inte fick leda till att konsfordelningen for-
andrades. | dessa grupper stdmdes andelen kvinnor och mén av i slutet av telefonmétet. Om skillnaden
var stor i relation till ursprungligt soktryck korrigerades detta. | nagra grupper kommenterades emel-
lertid inte soktryck med avseende pa kon, varken inledningsvis eller i slutet av motet.

Forhandling mellan beredningsgrupper inom MH

I beredningsgrupperna inom MH traffades ordférandena fran tva beredningsgrupper i slutet av den
forsta dagens beredningsméten for att forhandla om budgeten. Aven Vetenskapsradets tjansteman
deltog. Forhandlingsstrategierna fran ordférandena syftade ofta till att 1ata den egna gruppen fa sa stor
andel av pengarna som mgjligt.

”Ifall ni sanker var budget, da ryker vara kvinnor for de ligger ju lagst [...] vi verkligen anstrangde oss for
att identifiera och lyfta fram kvinnor med samma betyg.”

Konsfordelning och tidspress i slutdiskussionerna

| flera beredningsgrupper uppstod en stress i slutet av motet da det skulle avgoras vilka ansokningar
som skulle foreslas for finansiering. Tiden bérjade bli knapp, ledamoterna hade suttit lange och var
manga ganger trotta. | detta skede kom fragan huruvida konsférdelningen i den grupp som foreslogs fa
bidrag, motsvarade sokfaltets konsfordelning. (Denna fraga ska stéllas vid alla beredningsgruppsméten
for att folja upp Vetenskapsradets mal att ha samma beviljandegrad for kvinnor och mén, och vidare
samma genomsnittliga storlek pa bidragsbeloppen.)

Hur skulle beredningsgruppen hantera de, som vissa uppfattade det, divergerande direktiven, att be-
doma vetenskaplig kvalitet & ena sidan, och skapa en jamn konsférdelning & den andra? Manga ganger
handlade diskussionerna under métets slutskede om “att rétta till siffrorna” och ledaméterna borjade
aktivt leta efter kvinnor som kunde lyftas fram, och pa samma gang sortera ut man, for att fa ratt bevil-
jandegrad med avseende pa kon. | flera grupper évergick ledaméterna till att tala om kvinnor som
enbart representanter for kon; deras ansokningar och eventuella skicklighet som forskare blev sekun-
dar. Nedan ar exempel pa argument som fordes fram for att flytta kvinnor 6ver eller under beviljande-
gransen:

”Lift up one of the ladies.”

”She is a woman.”

”Vi maste ha in en kvinna till”, "vilken kvinna kan vi lyfta”

"Det galler att fa in tillrackligt mycket kvinnor bland dem som beviljas medel.”

”Men kvaliteten kommer forst, kon &r en hemlig faktor.”
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Samtidigt férordades en mans ansfkan med att:
”He has a strong and solid application.”

| flera grupper uttrycktes en frustration 6ver att kénsférdelningen var ojadmn och att de forvantades
I6sa det utan att ha nagra redskap eller riktlinjer for hur det skulle goras. Nagra av grupperna efterlyste
verktyg och arbetssatt for att kunna verkstélla Vetenskapsradets jamstélldhetspolicy:

"Vi vet bara att vi maste uppna ratt konsfordelning men vi vet inte hur vi ska gora eller varfor det blir
fel.”

Positiv sarbehandling

Positiv sarbehandling tillampades i nagra fa fall men uppfattades hota forskarens status och legitimitet.
Ledamaterna var darfor noggranna med att det inte skulle framga att positiv sarbehandling hade varit
en aktuell aspekt i diskussionerna och bedomningen av en viss ansokan. I en grupp kom frdgan om
positiv sarbehandling upp tidigt men skéts fram i motet.

”...vill garna skjuta sadana hansyn till langre fram i processen. Nu ska vi bara bedoma vetenskap.”

”She has a strong application, that she is a woman comes in later.”

Taktiska dvervagningar

Genom att lagga kvinnor precis nedanfor gransen for beviljning anvande sig nagra beredningsgrupper
av kon som forhandlingsstrategi for att fa mer pengar att fordela inom sitt specifika omrade i de for-
handlingar mellan ordférandena som féljde pa MH:s beredningsgruppsmoten. Detta forekom inte i alla
grupper, men i flera.

Rattvisetdnkande och diskriminering

| nagra av grupperna kommenterades inte enbart hur mycket pengar som tilldelades kvinnor och méan
utan ocksa hur lang tid medel beviljades.

”Kanns inte s jattekul att man far storst och langst, kvinnor minst medel och kortast tid.”

| en grupp var man medveten om att &mnesradet tidigare kritiserats for ojamn konsfordelning och att
det darfor var viktigt att uppna konsbalans i det slutliga forslaget. | denna grupp bérjade man darfor i
slutet av motet att sortera bort ansékningar fran man, trots att man tidigare ansett att de skulle finansie-
ras. Detta véackte irritation i gruppen och flera ledamoter uttryckte att tillvagagangssattet innebar dis-
kriminering av méan.

”Here we see the consequences of the gender thing, the gender takes it all.”
”You can write that he is selected out only due to gender, nothing else.”

“Hur kan det komma sig att vi ska ta bort mans ansékningar nar dessa &r battre an kvinnors?”

Vetenskapsradets mal var svara att hantera for flera grupper, de skapade en polaritet dar kvinna stall-
des mot man och ansokningars innehall reducerades till en fraga om kon. Ett aterkommande argument
i ledamoternas diskussion var att tillvagagangssattet inte var vetenskapligt och att den betygssattning
och rankning gruppen inledningsvis hade gjort, utan hansyn till kon, borde sta fast.

Det fanns ocksa grupper dar det inte var nagra storre diskussioner om Vetenskapsradets riktlinjer
vad galler konsfordelning utan dar man stéllde sig bakom Vetenskapsradets policy. Dessa ledaméter
tycktes dela uppfattningen att kvinnor riskerar att diskrimineras i samband med fordelning av forsk-
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ningsmedel varfor en korrigering av detta forhallande inte upplevdes som kontroversiellt eller diskri-
minerande.

Roller, tjansteméan och ordféranden

De medverkande tjanstemannen Ioste sina uppgifter pa ett varierande satt. | nagra grupper var tjanste-
mannen aktiva och féreslog hur gruppen kunde hantera olika uppkomna situationer. | en grupp deltog
en av tjanstemannen aktivt i diskussionerna och kan darmed ha paverkat utfallet av vissa bedomningar.
I de flesta grupperna intervenerade dock inte tjanstemannen da ledamoter diskuterade aspekter pa en
ansokan som enligt Vetenskapsradets riktlinjer inte ska utgéra grund for bedémning, som till exempel
informell information.

Aven ordférandena hanterade sina roller pé varierande sitt, sarskilt nar det géllde att hantera infor-
mell information och att fordela ordet.

| nagra grupper tillfragades ordféranden efterat av observatéren om vilka mojligheter han/hon me-
nat sig ha for att bevaka jamstalldhetsaspekter under métet. Flera menade sig sakna redskap for att
klara denna uppgift och att den uppnadda kvoten var det enda de hade att forhalla sig till. Overlag
uttryckte flera ledamaéter och ordférande att fragan om jamstalldhet och kon var svart att hantera pa ett
kvalificerat och konsistent satt.

Sammanfattande kommentarer

Gruppdynamik och interaktion

| flera grupper fanns det tydliga kénsmdonster i interaktionen under métena. Det kunde réra sig om hur
man satt i rummet eller hur val man hérdes, hur man tog ordet och hur ofta man blev bekraftad nér
man talade.

Status kom till uttryck i vem som bekréftade vem under diskussionerna och vem ordféranden spon-
tant vande sig till for att stamma av ett beslut eller ett resonemang. Det fanns i ndgra grupper en ten-
dens till att mén talade och bekraftades mer samt fick mer uppmérksamhet. I vissa grupper uttalade sig
man om ansokningar de inte hade last.

Status uttrycktes ocksa i vem som kunde havda sina stallningstaganden och betygsforslag mot andra
ledamoter. Enskilda ledaméter &ndrade ofta sina ursprungliga betyg, andra aldrig. Detta varierade mel-
lan de olika grupperna, ocksa inom samma amnesomrade. | nagra grupper andrade kvinnor oftare &n
man sina betyg men andra faktorer an kon kan ha paverkat detta, exempelvis status i gruppen.

Det &r dock viktigt att understryka att det i flera grupper inte fanns nagon pataglig konskill-
nad.

BedOmning av ansOkan och den sOkande

| flera beredningsgrupper inom de medicinska och naturvetenskapligt-tekniska omradena &gnades den
sokande personen lika mycket eller mer uppmérksamhet som sjalva ansokan. | dessa berednings-
grupper diskuterades dven individuella egenskaper hos den s6kande. Vilka egenskaper som diskutera-
des varierade mellan grupperna. | ndgon grupp var det avgorande att sokanden var produktiv. En an-
nan grupp fokuserade mer pa om personen var sjalvstandig eller inte. Ett monster var att flera grupper
ifragasatte sjalvstandigheten for kvinnor som verkade i starka miljGer.

Ett annat aterkommande monster var att ledaméterna tog upp och diskuterade information som de
hade fatt pa annan vég an via ansokan. Exempel pa sadan informell information var samarbeten, sjuk-
domar, familjeférhallanden, bakomliggande anledningar till ledigheter och personliga egenskaper. | en
del fall ledde kdannedom om personliga forhallanden till att en ansdkan som var pa vag att avslas bevil-
jades medel. Vid nagra tillfallen, nar informationen inte var kand bland ledamoterna, upptradde rena
spekulationer. ”Nagot maste ha hant, hon ger oss inte hela bilden, ar hon rik?”, var till exempel en
fraga som stalldes om en sokande som forefoll agna sig at forskning som kréavde storre resurser &n dem
hon kunde antas ha tillgang till. Vid sidan av den informella informationen férekom ocksa kansloar-
gument.
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Processfragor

Flera beredningsgrupper diskuterade aspekter pa en ansokan som var irrelevanta och som inte bor inga
i beddmningen men det tycktes som att det saknas fungerande rutiner for att aterfora diskussionen till
givna riktlinjer. De tjansteman som deltog i beredningsgruppsmotena hade véldigt olika forhallnings-
satt, nagra var relativt passiva andra var mer aktiva. Ordférandena hanterade ocksa sina roller pa varie-
rande satt, sarskilt nar det géllde att fordela ordet och forhalla sig till informell information.

| flera beredningsgrupper uppstod stress pa grund av tidsbrist i slutet av motet da gruppen skulle
avgora vilka ansokningar som skulle foreslas for finansiering. | detta skede aktualiserades fragor om
kén och beviljandegrad. | flera grupper évergick ledaméterna till att tala om kvinnor som framférallt
representanter for kon. Ledamoterna i nagra grupper borjade att aktivt leta efter kvinnor och pd samma
gang sortera ut man for att fa en konsfordelning av beviljade medel som 6verensstamde med det ur-
sprungliga soktrycket och darmed &ven med Vetenskapsradets regelverk. Vi maste ha in en kvinna
till”, "vilken kvinna kan vi lyfta”, var kommentarer som falldes i nagra av grupperna under denna fas
av processen. En annan foljd av tidspressen var att ansékningar som behandlades tidigt ofta d&gnades
langre tid for diskussion dn de som behandlades sent.

Positiv sarbehandling tillampades vid nagra fa tillfallen och uppfattades innebéra en sankning av
status for den aktuella forskaren. Ledamoterna var noggranna med att det inte skulle framga att detta
varit en aktuell aspekt vid bedémningen.

En del taktiska 6vervaganden gjordes som till exempel att placera kvinnor strax under gréansen
for beviljande, i syfte att forma Vetenskapsradet att ge beredningsgruppen extra medel att
fordela. | dessa fall blev det underrepresenterade konet en forhandlingsstrategi for att utoka
beredningsgruppens budget.

Rekommendationer

Flera av rekommendationerna i rapporten fran observationerna 2011 &r fortsatt aktuella. For att ut-
veckla och forbattra Vetenskapsradets beredningsgruppers arbete och motverka att konsskillnader
paverkar processerna foreslar vi foljande forandringar:

Infér beredningsarbetet

- Kunskapen om kén och bedémning bor 6ka hos alla som medverkar i beredningspro-
cessen.

- Ordférandena bor tillsammans med medverkande fran Vetenskapsradet delta i ett ge-
mensamt seminarium infor 2013 érs beredningsgruppsmoten.

- Ordférandes viktiga roll att fordela ordet behéver uppmarksammas till exempel genom
information och kunskap om hur kénsmdnster kan upptrdda under méten och hur man
kan motverka detta.

- Ge handfasta instruktioner till forskningssekreterare och forskningshandlaggare om
vilka deras roller &r, hur regelverken ser ut, i vilka situationer de ska agera och hur.

Vid beredningsgruppsmaoten

Beredningsgruppernas moten (inklusive triagemoten for MH och varméten for HS) bor inledas med en
diskussion om:

- Hur betygen tolkats och anvants av ledaméterna under det individuella arbetet samt
hur och nér detta ska kalibreras; finns det ménster som bor beaktas i det fortsatta be-
redningsarbetet, finns det till exempel ledamoter som genomgaende ger laga respek-
tive hoga betyg?

- Hur tiden ska fordelas sa att ansokningar som diskuteras under motets senare del far
samma forutsattningar som de som diskuteras i borjan av motet.

- Riktlinjer for hur forslagsstéllaren presenterar en ansokan.
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Hur ordet ska fordelas; ska ordférande fordela ordet eller ska alla tillatas tala fritt?
Vem som inleder och vem som avslutar diskussionen om en ansokan.
Vetenskapsradets uppdrag, randvillkor, policy och mal géllande lika forutsattningar
och utfall for kvinnor och mén i bidragsfordelningen — samt hur och nér detta ska till-
lampas.

Positiv sarbehandling och hur detta instrument ska anvandas

Punkterna i nedanstaende checklista.

Checklista till ledamoterna infor beredningsarbetet:

Foljande begrepp och fragestallningar kan paverka jamstalldhet och kvalitet pa bedémningen av an-
sokningar. Var darfor sarskilt uppméarksam avseende kénsmaonster nar ni:

diskuterar sjélvstandighet och en persons roll i en forskargrupp.

beror fragor om alder, foraldraledighet och antal barn.

formedlar informell information som en person.

gor en vérdering av antalet publikationer.

diskuterar om och varfor nagon star som forsta eller sista forfattarnamn péa publikat-
ioner.

anvander samma begrepp omvaxlande positivt och negativt.

diskuterar att hoja eller sanka betyget pa en ansékan.

Fortsatt utvecklingsarbete inom Vetenskapsradet

Vetenskapsradet bor ta fram riktlinjer med avseende pa:

Hur Vetenskapsradets tjansteman ska hantera situationer nar ledamater diskuterar in-
formell information under beredningsgruppsmatet eller spekulerar i olika aspekter av
den sokandes personliga forhallanden.

Hur tjanstemannen ska agera nar nagon ledamot frangar riktlinjerna, exempelvis ge-
nom att trots jav, utrycka sin asikt om en ansokan innan man gar ut ur rummet
Foreteelsen att granskare som &r javiga uttalar sig om, fragar om, eller blir upplysta
om de ansokningar pa vilka de ar javiga.

Vetenskapsradet bor utreda och darefter ta fram riktlinjer med avseende pa:

Huruvida jamstalldheten i utfallet paverkas av att ledamoterna huvudsakligen diskute-
rar forskningsprojektets kvalitet jaAmfort med att de mest diskuterar forskarens meriter
Hur det nya betygssystemet kan tillampas for att uppna en balans mellan ovanstaende
tva angreppssatt.

Om kénssammansdattningen av forskargruppen ska beaktas som randvillkor. Idag foku-
seras endast pa huvudsokandes kon.

Utformningen av férhandlingarna mellan ordférandena i MH-grupperna, i slutet av
forsta beredningsdagen, framst avseende forekomsten av taktiska placeringar av under-
representerat kon for att 6ka den egna beviljandegraden.

Hur begreppen sjalvstandighet/osjalvstandighet definieras och anvénds. Ska alla so-
kande bedémas avseende sjalvstandighet? Ska Vetenskapsradet ta fram en skala med
konkreta exempel pa hur graden av sjélvstandighet ska bedémas? Eller bor begreppet
undvikas? Andra begrepp som bor genomlysas pa samma satt ar excellens, potential
och hog risk.

Hur framgangsfaktorn ser ut for olika forslagsstéllare. Finns det konsmaonster nar det
géller till exempel vilka forslagsstallare som i hogre grad far igenom sina preliminara
rankningar?
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Bilaga 1: Statistik Over de observerade
beredningsgrupperna

Nedan redovisas sammanstalld statistik dver de observerade beredningsgruppernas och sdkandes
sammansattning med avseende pa kon, talartid under beredningsmétena, samt utfallet av processen
vad géller beviljade medel. For att inte peka ut nagon enskild beredningsgrupp eller individ redovisas
materialet pa en dvergripande niva.

Observationerna omfattade 15 beredningsgrupper inom olika &mnesomraden: 8 inom medicin och
hélsa, 2 inom naturvetenskap och teknikvetenskap, 2 inom humaniora och samhallsvetenskap, en inom
forskningsinfrastruktur, en inom utbildningsvetenskap och en @mnes@vergripande beredningsgrupp.
For tva av beredningsgrupperna deltog inte en observator vid sjélva beredningsgruppsmotet pa grund
av sjukdom. Darfor finns det inga observationer fran dessa tva beredningsméten, utan endast samman-
stallningar fran innan och efter motet for dessa grupper.

For gruppen infrastruktur redovisas endast beredningsgruppens sammanséttning eftersom infra-
strukturerna inte diskuterades i termer av personer - dock kan tilldggas att en dvervagande majoritet av
de huvudsdkande var man.

Konsfordelning bland ledamaoterna

Konsfordelning ledamoter Antal grupper
260 % man 9
60-40 % man och kvinnor 4
>60 % kvinnor 2

Ordfdrande
Man 9
Kvinna 6

I 9 av de 15 beredningsgrupperna utgjorde nagot av kénen mindre an 40 % av ledamoterna. Av dessa 9
grupper med skev koénsférdelning var kvinnor i majoritet i 2, medan man var i majoritet i 6vriga7
grupper. Ordféranden var man i 9 av grupperna och kvinna i 6 av beredningsgrupperna. | de 9 grup-
perna med skev kdnsférdelning var ordférande av det dverrepresenterade konet i 6 fall, medan ordfo-
randen var av det underrepresenterade konet i 3 fall.

Konsfordelning hos sbkande

Konsfordelning sokande Antal grupper
260 % man 8
60-40 % man och kvinnor 2
260 % kvinnor 2
ej redovisat 3

| 10 grupper lag konsfordelningen bland de sékande utanfor 60-40 %. | 8 av dessa beredningsgrupper
var majoriteten av de sékande man och i tva var de kvinnor. | 7 av grupperna var konsfordelningen
bland ledamdterna jamnare &n bland de sékande. | 3 av grupperna var kénsférdelningen bland ledamo-
terna skevare i jamforelse med de sokande. | samtliga dessa 3 grupper var méannen i majoritet.
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Talartid fordelat pa kon

Det fanns stora variationer i hur talartiden fordelades bland ledamdterna inom grupperna. En tendens
for grupperna med kdnsobalans bland ledamdterna var att denna obalans forstarktes i den uppmatta
talade tiden.

Talad tid per anstkan

Det fanns inget specifikt monster vad galler relationen mellan den sékandes kén och hur lange bered-
ningsgruppen valde att diskutera en ansokan.

Triage inom beredningsgrupperna for medicin och halsa

Inom 5 av 8 beredningsgrupperna for medicin och hélsa &ndrades kdnsfordelning till fordel for det
Overrepresenterade konet efter genomfdrda triagemaéten. | en grupp var det till fordel for ansokningar
fran kvinnor medan det i 4av grupperna var till fordel for ansokningar fran mén. 1 2 av grupperna var
skillnaderna dock sma, endast 2 procentenheter, medan det i 6vriga grupper rorde sig om mellan 4 och
10 procentenheter.

Beviljade medel férdelat pa kon

I 6 av grupperna avvek konsfordelningen bland de beviljade anstkningarna mer &n fem procent jam-
fort med den ursprungliga kénsfordelningen. | 4 av grupperna var det till fordel for sokande man me-
dan det i 3 grupper var till fordel for s6kande kvinnor. | 2 av grupperna var utfallet ganska jamnt i
relation till soktrycket men i en av dessa var fordelningen starkt till mannens fordel bland unga fors-
kare. | 6 av grupperna inom medicin och hélsa var kdnsférdelningen bland de som beviljades medel
till ménnens fordel, dock med en liten marginal i cirka hélften av grupperna.

Storlek pa beviljade medel

| 6 av beredningsgrupperna var medelbidraget fér mén hogre &n for kvinnor (10-20 % hdgre). Om
hé&nsyn &ven tas till hela bidragsperioden blir skillnaden &nnu stérre (minst 20 % hdgre). Anledningen
var att man oftare beviljades langre bidragstider an kvinnor. | en grupp var medelbidraget fér unga
forskare hogre for kvinnor &n for mén (cirka 10 %).

Forslagsstéllares success rate

I 6 av grupperna har sambandet mellan férslagsstéllarens kon och utfall av beviljade medel undersokts.
I 4 grupper fanns det ett monster att forslagsstéllare av det Overrepresenterade kénet hade en hogre
success rate (tva inom medicin och halsa och tva évriga). | 3 grupper géllde det en Gverrepresentation
av mén och i 1 grupp en Gverrepresentation av kvinnor. | 2 av dessa grupper var success rate hogst nar
bade den sokande och forslagsstéllaren var av det 6verrepresenterade konet. | de 2 andra grupperna var
monstret mer komplicerat men med viss tendens till att sokande av det Gverrepresenterade konet ran-
kades hogre. | 2 grupper noterades inget samband mellan forslagsstéllarens kén och utfall (varav en
inom medicin och halsa).
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FOREWORD

The principal mission of the Swedish Research Council is to fund basic research of the highest quality.
The evaluation of research grant applications is done by experts (peer review), with a total of about
700 researchers distributed across 80 evaluation panels. It is critical that these evaluations are of the
highest quality, and the Swedish Research Council continually works to enhance and quality assure the
process.

The Swedish Research Council is tasked with promoting gender equality in all its areas of responsi-
bility as a public agency. The Swedish Research Council has a gender-equality strategy to underpin its
work, and its operations are followed up each year in terms of men’s and women’s approval rates and
the size of the grants awarded. In 2011 and 2012, on the initiative of the Scientific Councils for Natu-
ral and Engineering Sciences and for Medicine and Health, the Swedish Research Council carried out
observational studies of the work of a selection of evaluation panels from the perspective of gender
equality.

The 2011 study was reported in the Swedish Research Council’s report series 3:2012. The present
report deals with observations of 15 evaluation panels in 2012 under the respective Scientific Councils
for Humanities and Social Sciences, Medicine and Health, and Natural and Engineering Sciences, the
Council for Research Infrastructures, and the Committee of Educational Sciences, as well as one gen-
eral evaluation panel. The study does not claim to be generalizable — the study thus does not show the
incidence rate of the observed situations in the evaluation process, merely that they did occur in some
of the panels investigated.

The Swedish Research Council maintains that differences in the treatment of applications from
women and men are best countered by making these issues visible and discussing them. This report
provides a good foundation for continued discussion at the Swedish Research Council and contributes
to its work to further enhance the quality of the Council’s evaluation process. Thereby the study also
advances the Swedish Research Council’s efforts to promote gender equality throughout its sphere of
operations.

Mille Millnert

Director General
Swedish Research Council
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SUMMARY

These observations on gender equality aim to investigate and bring to light any differences in the
Swedish Research Council’s evaluation process in regard to gender and to provide recommendations
for how the process can be developed and improved. The observations are divided into three main
areas: group dynamics and interaction during evaluation meetings, process and approach, and evalua-
tion of applications and applicants. The recommendations are addressed to the Swedish Research
Council and its scientific councils, councils, and committees.

In some, but not all, panels there are clear gender patterns in the group dynamics during meetings.
This may involve how members were seated in the room or how well people were heard and how of-
ten members were acknowledged when speaking. There were also differences in who informally as-
sumed higher status in a panel and who raised or lowered their grades. The role of the officer from the
Swedish Research Council was often unclear, and their ways of dealing with procedural and policy
questions during evaluation meetings differed. Similarly, the chairpersons’ ways of structuring and
running the evaluation meetings varied.

Concerning evaluations, the disciplinary domains differed in terms of the extent to which the re-
search or the researcher was the focus of discussions. Further, the expert panels displayed disparate
ways of formulating and assessing what constitutes good research and what qualifications or attributes
are desirable in a researcher. Comments on the age, parental leaves, collaboration, and independence
of the applicants were brought to bear in certain discussions, but this varied across subject areas and
evaluation panels. Objectivity in evaluations was seldom treated as problematic by members. Only in
one panel was there any conscious calibration of grades at the beginning of the meeting.

In many panels the expected gender balance and gender distribution among approved applications
was problematised, which often led to discussions in which women were reduced to representatives of
their gender. Affirmative action was seldom applied and was regarded as somewhat negative, as it was
seen as lowering the status of an application. Generally speaking, members felt there was a shortage of
tools and clear guidelines for dealing with the issue of gender distribution in a more coherent and con-
sistent manner.
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INTRODUCTION

In 2008 the chairperson of an evaluation panel took the initiative to have a gender-equality observer
present during evaluation panel meetings. The reason was that the chairperson perceived that there
were differences in how applications from women and men were treated, but that these differences
were subtle and hard to pin down and specify. An external person was therefore asked to attend as an
observer. The assignment comprised three observational sessions in the same evaluation panel in 2008
and 2009. It turned out that there were gender-based differences, expressed, for example, in occasional
gender-stereotypical descriptions of applicants. Regarding the internal work of the evaluation panel,
gender based differences were also apparent concerning how long men and women, respectively, had
the floor, as well as how the interaction among panel members functioned. Once the panel was in-
formed of these observations, these differences were mitigated considerably.

The Swedish Research Council increased the number of gender-equality observers in 2011 to com-
prise four randomly selected evaluation panels — one for each of the three scientific councils and one
under the Committee of Educational Sciences. The conclusions and recommendations from 2008,
2009, and 2011 were published in Andersson et al. (2012). In the foreword it was stressed that the
report was to serve as a basis for discussion on continued gender-equality work in the Swedish Re-
search Council’s Governing Board, scientific councils, councils, committees, and evaluation panels.

In accordance with one of the recommendations in the report from the 2011 gender-equality obser-
vations, the Swedish Research Council decided to expand the assignment further ahead of the 2012
evaluation round. This time the gender-equality observations comprised 15 evaluation panels in vari-
ous subject areas® in order to obtain a broader basis for analysis. By request from the Scientific Coun-
cil for Medicine and Health (MH), eight of the evaluation panels in MH had an observer present.
Three officers from the Swedish Research Council and three officers from Chalmers University of
Technology served as observers in 2012.

Generally speaking the observers were well received by the evaluation panels, in several cases with
great interest in, and curiosity about, the assignment. In several panels both members and chairs ex-
pressed an interest in receiving feedback from the observations. In some panels the observer was con-
sulted regarding how the panel should proceed and deal with gender distribution, not least at the end of
the meeting. We interpret this as a need for support in these matters.

The material in the present report was discussed together with the Swedish Research Council’s Expert
Group for Gender.

Aim

The aim of the gender-equality observations is to investigate and uncover any differences in the Swe-
dish Research Council’s evaluation process for applications for research grants in regard to gender —
and to attempt to provide proposals for how these processes can be developed and improved. Statistics
from the Swedish Research Council indicate that women have had a somewhat lower approval rate
than men and that the difference in the area of medicine are the most difficult to explain (Hyenstrand
et al. (2010), Jacobsson et al. (2008), Janson et al. (2009)). For this reason the Swedish Research
Council directed its 2012 observations towards the evaluation process in MH to a greater extent than
earlier. A total of eight evaluation panels in MH had observers present. It must be emphasised, howev-
er, that the purpose of the gender-equality observations is not to review how individual panels or
members of evaluation panels behave and relate to gender issues but rather to discern patterns of sig-
nificance in the evaluation process in general.

3 Observations were carried out in eight evaluation panels in medicine and health (MH), two in natural and engineering
sciences (NT), two in humanities and social sciences (HS), one in researcher infrastructures, and one in educational sciences.
Moreover one observation was performed in a general evaluation panel. Owing to illness, no observers participated in two of
the groups during the actual evaluation meetings; for these two groups the written material presented by the evaluation
groups constituted the basis for the analysis in the study.
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Method and material

As the Swedish Research Council has previously produced statistics regarding quantitative gender-
equality aspect of the Swedish Research Council’s allocation of funding, the focus of this report is on
gualitative aspects of the evaluation panels’ work. The qualitative analysis deals with how people
speak and write about applicants and their applications in terms of gender, for example in their argu-
mentation for and against approving grants. A new feature of the 2012 observations is that meeting
interaction was analysed to provide a basis for recommendations regarding the continued development
of the Swedish Research Council’s process.

We have used participant observation for the purpose of studying how the gender of the applicants
and the evaluators, respectively, is expressed in the Swedish Research Council’s evaluation process.
The method offers several advantages; with the help of participant observation, through attentive lis-
tening, the observer can capture the language, conversational culture, and the social interactions of the
panel. The method can reveal discrepancies between what we say we do and what we actually do and
say.

The choice of method also presents challenges; our memory is selective, as is our perception, and
there is always a risk that we might make overly subjective interpretations or misinterpretations. Dis-
cerning patterns in what is familiar represents another difficulty. Moreover, the method is time-
consuming.

From an ethical point of view, the problem is that the subjects are at the mercy of the interpretations
of the observer; the relationship is asymmetrical (see further below under Privacy aspects). Another
known problem is the observer effect, that is, simply because a person is in the room to study interac-
tion, this interaction will be affected. The observers have been aware of the above-mentioned prob-
lems and have critically discussed analyses and interpretations within the observer group in order to
minimise the risk of misinterpretation.

The material that was the basis of the analysis comprises observation notes and measurements.
Mention can be made here of memoranda regarding data related to the meeting, plans and notes about
the seating arrangement of individuals in the room, and clocking of how long various individuals
spoke. Theoretical and analytical notes were also taken during meetings, that is, preliminary conclu-
sions, interpretations, ideas, etc. Observers also had access to the same material as the regular mem-
bers of the evaluation panels, including both documents in the Swedish Research Council’s web-based
reviewing tool VR Review and material distributed at meetings. This material comprises three differ-
ent parts and three phases in the evaluation process: the previously distributed preliminary and indi-
vidual grades for the applications, the evaluation panel meeting, and the discussions in connection
with the grade, ranking, and proposed allocation of grants, along with the final assessments, which are
the only materials that are public. Evaluation panels in MH add a further step, the so-called triage pro-
cedure (see below). The quantitative part comprises statistics on the composition of the evaluation
panels, discussions during evaluation meetings, and applicants, as well as the outcome of the process.
The quantitative material for this report is found in Appendix 1.

Integrity aspects

An important precondition for these observations to be meaningful and reflect the work of the evalua-
tion panels is for participants not to feel they are being monitored or constrained in their discussions
for fear of being publicly quoted and criticised. It has therefore been imperative to clarify the assign-
ment in advance of the observations and to emphasise that the integrity of participants will be respect-
ed. Our ambition has been to ensure that no panel is written about in such a way that it can be identi-
fied, and that no panel members are named or quoted in such as way the she or he can be singled out.
For the above reasons no precise numbers of applicants and applications in a certain panel are pre-
sented in this report. Nor is any mention made of the number of members in the evaluation panels.
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OBSERVATIONS 2012

A total of six observers carried out observations in 13 evaluation panels in all subject areas at the
Swedish Research Council: humanities and social sciences (HS), natural and engineering sciences
(NT), medicine and health (MH), educational sciences (U), research infrastructures, and a special gen-
eral panel. In accordance with the assignment, the largest number of observations were made in MH.

In order to give an account of the observations without running the risk of rendering specific panels
or individuals identifiable, we have chosen to present and highlight only tendencies that were evi-
denced in multiple panels. The material is therefore presented thematically and with the aid of quota-
tions for the purpose of illuminating patterns, word choices, and contents of the evaluation panels’
discussions.

Group dynamics and interaction

Placement in the room

In some panels clear gender divisions emerged in the room, in that men sat next to men and women
next to women. In other panels there was more variation in how women and men sat. The gender pat-
terns in the room were usually maintained in the lunchroom and during coffee breaks.

In one panel “high-status reviewers” sat at one table during breaks, while those with lower status sat
with the Swedish Research Council officers at another table. Status and gender largely co-varied in
this panel. In one panel it was questioned whether the officer from the Swedish Research Council
should sit at the same table as the members during the evaluation panel’s meeting. This can be inter-
preted as meaning that, by raising the issue of who had the right to sit at the meeting table, the mem-
bers wanted to mark the difference in prestige between a “member/professor” and a Swedish Research
Council officer and, furthermore, that this difference should be expressed by individuals of different
status being assigned different places in the room.

The status of members

Some men made comments on multiple occasions about applications that they had not read. In these
cases they often commented on the merits of the applicant, but less frequently on the purpose and
structure of the project. These members did not conceal the fact that they had not read a particular
application:

“l haven’t read it, | just thought when | read the summary...”
“l haven’t read this application, but nevertheless I have to say...”

These members often made statements in this connection with conviction and weight, and on several
occasions their pronouncements had an impact. One interpretation is that these members enjoyed high
status in the panel, which enabled them to influence the assessment of applications they had not read.

Status was expressed by who acknowledged whom during the meeting and who the chairperson
spontaneously turned to in order to check a decision or a line of thinking. Status was also expressed by
who was able to assert his or her position and grade against other members and who changed their
grade in acquiescence to the wishes of an individual member or the majority of members. Certain
members, often women, changed their original grades on multiple occasions, while others never did
so. Certain members, often women, played down their knowledge or competence by making com-
ments like “you know this better” or “I didn’t really understand this application”.

In one panel, one individual reviewer had such high status that his opinions filled the room even
when he had left it due to a conflict of interest.
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Being heard and being allowed to speak

In several evaluation panels there was a clear gender difference regarding speaking time, measured in
minutes, and the interaction during the meeting. In one panel, for example, men spoke twice as much
as women, and there was a clear tendency during the two meeting days for men to take/be given more
scope to speak the longer the meeting went on, while women took/were given less and less floor time.
In this panel the chairperson sometimes found it difficult to hear women and men who expressed
themselves with less volume and character. The result was that members who had strong voices and
claimed more space were often acknowledged and got their viewpoints accepted. Similarly, the men in
this panel often agreed with each other and stated more often than women did that they were experts in
a certain research field. Overall, the men in this evaluation panel were granted considerably more
space and influence than the women.

In another panel it was noted that men spontaneously took the floor, whereas women asked to be
recognized by raising their hand. In this panel the distribution of speaking time was strikingly askew:
men spoke for almost twice as many minutes as women. In another panel men dominated by interrupt-
ing and belittling comments made by women, who on several occasions disparaged their own com-
ments by withdrawing their viewpoints. In one panel, only men made comments and asked questions
of the chairperson in the introductory phase of the meeting.

Evaluation of applications and applicants

The work of the evaluation panels includes judging the qualification of applicants. Discussions about
qualifications were not formalised, but in some cases centred on publications, especially in journals,
the impact of journals, and sometimes what research team the applicant belonged to and how many
years had passed since the applicant completed his/her doctorate. Sometimes the same arguments were
used to evaluate applications as both strong and weak. On average, the MH panels devoted more time
to discussions of the qualifications of the applicant, while evaluation panels in other research areas
focused on the proposed research project. In the HS panels there were members with competence in
gender theory, and several times it was discussed whether gender aspects were taken into account in
the project application.

Namedropping

Namedropping occurred in most panels. This was often advantageous, that is, it enhanced the chances
of being approved to have a senior researcher mentioned in connection with an application, but some-
times the result was just the opposite, entailing a direct questioning of the principal applicant’s compe-
tence, qualifications, or capacity to direct the project in comparison with the more senior researcher:

“She has a rather weak list of publications, she has two papers, one together with X (male name) [...] and
one together with Y (male name) [...] who is a huge elephant in this field [...] | know this team and Y [...]
quite well.”

“Here we see that there’s a guy named X who wants to collaborate with her [...] He’s a big gun, and it’s
pretty neat for her that he has chosen to collaborate with her.”

In some panels women were often compared to men working in the same research field, even when the
latter were not included as co-applicants. It was brought up, for example, who a woman’s supervisor
had been, what men she had supervised, or what men were in the environment where the women
worked. In some cases, these men were so prominent that they were referred to only by the first

7 4

names, as in “Olle’s team”, “Bengt’s project”, or “Gunnar’s legacy”.

“l didn’t know she was (name of younger man)’s supervisor.”

4
All names are made up.
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“She got a fine education there” under X (male name) [...] the publications were good “in X’s day” [...]
“Now she’s doing her postdoc together with a guy named Y.”

Independence

The role and independence of women in strong research teams was more often questioned and in a
way that did not apply to men to the same extent. The difficulty in judging the independence of the
applicant was highlighted on several occasions.

“You kind of get the feeling that she’s really had all sorts of chances, she’s had funding, started to set up
her team, all the infrastructure, it’s a pity that she’s still so close to X (male name) and that she’s writing
this application together with Y [...] The problem is publications and independence [...] it has to be said
outright, that X will have to kick her out of his lab or they need to stop sharing publications.”

“He is just a team player. He’s not the driving force.”

“She’s young and inexperienced with two huge elephants on her side, so it’s hard to know who’s in
charge. The question is whether it’s not really X who’s applying for this grant. They’re actually his ide-
as.”

“She has these co-applicants, it seems like it’s to elevate her own CV.”

“What is her role in all these papers? She’s on a strong team, so what is her role, actually?”

Collaboration with a close relative

Any private relationships with co-applicants named in the application were more often taken up for
discussion when a woman applied for a grant, compared with when a man did. In several evaluation
panels discussions arose along these lines, with a view to determining the independence of the appli-
cant. Often the conclusion was that the applicants were independent and had the capacity to produce
their own research, even though they were working in the same field of research as a relative:

“She’s a quiet person, she is probably as good a researcher as him.”

“This isn’t X’s (name of the woman applicant’s husband) research, is it? No, they’re very clearly separate
in terms of their work. You are allowed to be married.”

On one occasion, however, the co-production and marriage between two researchers was used as an
argument to lower the grade for one applicant:

“l was the one who lowered her grade. She’s been co-authoring throughout her career. She’s also married
to X (male name) [...] | don’t see any independence.”

Speculations arose concerning one applicant because she had published together with someone with
the same last name:

“She is co-publishing with her husband...her brother or sister or who?”

Men’s relationships and possible work relations with relatives were mentioned only once in the ob-
served evaluation meetings.

Parenthood was generally taken up more often as a relevant consideration for women than men.
This means that men’s parental leaves and their possible impact on academic production were not
always factored in. This may have disfavoured men. In one panel, however, parental leaves were dis-
cussed consistently regarding both women and men.
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In one evaluation panel different measures were used for women and men in accounting for paren-
tal leaves. For men, parental leaves were described in terms of time, while for women it was the num-
ber of children.

Informal information

Sometimes members referred to information and knowledge about the applicant that lay outside the
application, and it cannot be excluded that this had an impact on the assessment:

“I’ve evaluated X, when she applied to be admitted as a docent (associate professor).”
“His son is going to do it, having just completed his doctorate, it seems a bit...”

“Strange, otherwise she’s so bright, she wrote a really good application four years ago, but didn’t get the
grant, of course.”

I’d like to encourage this woman. She’s pretty much on her own out there in (name of province X).”

Familiarity with an area or specific researchers and research environments played a role in the assess-
ment of an application. It happened in some NT and MH panels that they boosted applications from
men when one of the members knew the applicant and had a favourable impression of him, his re-
search field, and/or his research team:

“l agree that there are weaknesses, but 1’d like to see a higher grade.”

“He has a new team underway, he’s got something going.”

Other gender differences

For men put forward to receive funding, recurrent descriptions were “well-known”, “respected”, and
“established”. Others were “a group that does well”, “a group at the forefront”, “a rising star”, and “I
always liked that group’s work”. These descriptions were not used to the same extent for women who
were proposed to receive grants. Instead, for women terms like “good”/”’strong”/”solid track record”
and “high novelty” were more frequent. In another panel several of the male applicants who were pro-
posed to receive funding were described as “excellent”, which was not used for a single woman in the
same panel. Women suggested to be given grants were more often described as “established” or as
having “a long track record”.

In one panel “low productivity” was discussed for some women, whereas the concept was not used
for any men. In another panel the term “low productivity” was used about both men and women, but
this affected men’s potential to receive a grant to a lesser extent. The reason for this was that in several
cases informal information was supplied to explain the applicant’s low productivity:

“He’s holding back deliberately in order to give younger researchers a chance. He’s doing it on purpose.”

In one panel the term “solid” was used only about women, while in several other panels it was used
about both men and women. The term “high risk” was used both positively and negatively. In one
panel, for example, it was used only for women when there was some concern that it would not be
possible to carry out the project in accordance with the research plan.

One panel used the word “strong” about several men but only once about a woman — the one who
received the top ranking.

Emotional arguments

Emotional arguments often occurred in connection with the evaluation of applications. “I have a good
feeling about this project”, “This doesn’t turn me on, but...”, “should also add that I’m being seduced
by this”, “I don’t” work with this at all, but this nevertheless makes me happy”, “this is not a scientific
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argument, but | get the feeling that” are examples of arguments offered in discussions. On several
occasions an emotion was used to back up an argument and thereby justify approving a grant for an
application, such as: “In my heart | know that this is a person who should get a grant”.

Designation of applicants — she, he, and name

It was more common in general to use a person’s name, “she”, or “he” during evaluation
meetings, whereas the terms “woman” and “man” were used more seldom.

In cases where the applicants had a name that did not clearly signal their gender, it was evident that
the panel wanted to know early on whether the applicant was a woman or a man.

Discussion time

There was no simple correlation between discussion time per application and the gender of the appli-
cant. Applications regarded as self-evident to be recommended for a grant and that were ranked highly
were generally discussed for a shorter time. For example, the discussion about an application from a
young (woman) researcher lasted 22 seconds, even though the written evaluation notes were not in full
agreement. Her application was “the best one” according to the presenter, whereupon she was pro-
posed for funding with no further discussion. Applications that prompted the longest discussions often
wound up outside the group of applications that came to receive grants. This was true of applications
from both women and men. In several panels there were long discussions about applications straddling
the boundary between approval and denial, which can be interpreted as meaning that discussions and
negotiations about the grade for the application were the most critical for applications that were close
to this boundary. In one panel, however, members spent more time discussing applications that were
recommended for funding.

In one panel the grades for some applications from women were lowered following brief discus-
sions, while the same process for applications from men took more time. In several MH panels more
time was spent discussing applications from men than from women.

Age

On several occasions the actual age of the applicants were commented on. In some panels there was a
tendency to comment on the advanced age of women more so than men. The reasoning regarding ad-
vanced age was sometimes also related to potential and innovation.

“l suggest support although he is an old man.”

“After all, he’s X years old. He’ll be Z when he’s done.”

In some instances, there were jokes about age. One application was called an “application for retire-
ment”. Regarding another application, it was jokingly suggested that he might want an electric wheel-
chair as well. In one panel there was an explicit discussion about age discrimination and regulations
surrounding it, in connection with a cut in the amount of funding applied for prompted by the age of
the applicant.

Known researchers

In some panels there were discussions about the objectivity of the evaluations and whether the panel
had allowed itself to be impressed by well-known researchers.

“But it might be that we have been impressed too much by his CV, because he’s an established, well-
known (man) and the application is not really that good.”

In one panel someone commented that an applicant had poor productivity but that it was not possible
to deny funding as he was regarded as the leader in his field.
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“But we wouldn’t be talking about anyone else like this. We wouldn’t be assessing anyone else like this.”

Capable and ambitious

“Capable” was a term that was used primarily about women. “Ambitious” was used somewhat more
often about women than men and primarily about individuals and applications that were not granted
funding.

Process and approach

Evaluation panels have the option of applying affirmative action for the underrepresented gender when
applications are deemed to be of the same quality. The aim of the Swedish Research Council’s is to
have the same approval rate and the same average amount of funding for women and men. Members
are aware of these guidelines, and the discussions about gender presented below usually did not arise
spontaneously but rather as attempts to address the Swedish Research Council’s guidelines and goals
concerning gender equality. In many cases, however, there is uncertainty about whether, when, and
how this should be applied, and moreover many panels felt that they lacked tools to deal with and
complete the task in a satisfactory manner.

Triage

In the MH evaluation panels about one third of the applications were filtered out at so-called triage
meetings carried out by phone. (Those whose applications are rejected at triage meetings receive no
written comments on their applications.)

In some panels the chairperson informed members that triage must not lead to a change in gender
distribution. In these panels, the proportion of women and men was checked at the end of the phone
meetings. If the differential was great in relation to the original application pressure, corrections were
made. In some panels, however, the application rate was not discussed in terms of gender, neither ini-
tially nor at the end of the meeting.

Negotiations between evaluation panels in MH

In the MH evaluation panels, the chairpersons of two linked evaluation panels meet at the end of the
first day’s evaluation meetings to negotiate about the joint budget. The Swedish Research Council’s
official also attended. The chairpersons’ negotiation strategies were often devised to channel as large a
share as possible of the available funding.

“If you cut our budget, we’ll lose our women, because they’re at the bottom [...] we really did our best to
identify and put forward women with the same grade.”

Gender distribution and time pressure in the final discussions

In several evaluation panels there was some stress at the end of the meeting when it was time to decide
which applications would be recommended for funding. Time was running out, and the members had
been sitting for a long time. Many were tired. At this point the gender distribution among the proposed
grant recipients was contrasted with the gender distribution among the field of applicants. (This issue
is to be raised at all evaluation panel meetings in order to follow up the Swedish Research Council’s
goal of having the same approval rate for women and men, as well as the same average amount of
granted funding.)

How would the evaluation panel deal with what some thought were divergent directives, to judge
academic quality, on the one hand, and to achieve gender balance, on the other? Often the discussions
in the final part of the meeting were about “adjusting the figures”, and members began to actively seek
out women to put forward, and at the same time to set aside men, in order to achieve the correct ap-
proval rate in terms of gender. In several panels members started to speak of women simply as repre-
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sentatives of their gender; their applications and any competence they had as researchers became sec-
ondary. Below are examples of arguments put forward to move women above or below the approval
limit:

“Lift up one of the ladies.”

“She is a woman.”

“We need one more woman”; “which woman shall we lift up?”

“We need to get enough women among those getting grants.”

“But quality comes first; gender is a hidden factor.”

At the same time a man’s application was championed with the words:

“He has a strong and solid application.”

Several panels expressed their frustration that the gender distribution was skewed and that they were
expected to solve this problem without any tools or guidelines for how to go about it. Some panels
expressed a wish to be provided with tools and modes of working in order to implement the Swedish
Research Council’s gender-equality policy:

“We only know that we have to attain the right gender distribution, but we don’t know how to do so or
why it’s wrong.”
Affirmative action

Affirmative action was applied in a few cases but was perceived as threatening the status and legitima-
cy of the researcher. Members were therefore very keen that it not be conveyed that affirmative action
had been an aspect of the discussion and evaluation of a certain application. In one panel the question
of affirmative action came up early but was postponed until later in the meeting.

“...would like to postpone such considerations till later in the process. Right now we’re just judging sci-
ence.”

“She has a strong application. That she’s a woman comes in later.”

Tactical considerations

By placing women just under the limit for funding, some evaluation panels used gender as a negotiat-
ing strategy in order to get more funding to allocate in their specific field in the negotiations between
chairpersons that followed the meetings of the MH evaluation panels. This was not the case in all pan-
els, but in several.

Fairness and discrimination

Some of the panels commented not only on how much funding had been granted to women and men
but also the length of the funding.

“Not so good that men are getting the most and longest and women the least and shortest.”
In one panel, members were aware that the Scientific Council had previously been criticised for gen-

der imbalance and that it was therefore important to achieve gender balance in the final recommenda-
tion. This panel therefore started to set aside applications from men towards the end of the meeting,
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even though they had previously had a possibility for funding. This caused irritation within the panel,
and several members maintained that the approach constituted discrimination against men.

“Here we see the consequences of the gender thing, the gender takes it all.”
“You can write that he is selected out only due to gender, nothing else.”

“How is it that we are supposed to reject men’s applications when they are better than those from wom-
en?”

The goals of the Swedish Research Council were difficult to deal with for several panels; they created
a polarity where women were pitted against men and the contents of applications were reduced to a
matter of gender. A recurrent argument in the members’ discussions was that the approach was not
scientific and that the grade and ranking the panel had initially established, paying no regard to gender,
should stand.

There were also panels where there were no major discussions about the Swedish Research Coun-
cil’s guidelines regarding gender distribution; instead they embraced the Council’s policy. These
members seemed to share the opinion that women risk being discriminated against in connection with
the allocation of research funding, which meant that adjustments in this regard were not perceived as
controversial or discriminatory.

Roles, officers, and chairpersons

The participating officers carried out their duties in varying ways. In some panels the officers were
active and proposed how the panel could deal with various situations that arose. In one panel one of
the officers took active part in discussions and could thereby affect the outcome of some evaluations.
In most panels, however, the officers did not intervene when members discussed aspects of an applica-
tion that were not supposed to constitute a ground for assessment under the Swedish Research Coun-
cil’s guidelines, such as informal information.

The chairpersons also approached their roles in varying ways, especially in terms of dealing with
informal information and giving members the floor.

In some panels the chairperson was asked by the observer afterwards what possibilities he/she
thought there were to monitor gender-equality aspects during the meeting. Several of them felt they
had no tools for addressing this task and that the final proportion was the only thing they could relate
to. Generally speaking, many members and chairpersons felt that the matter of gender equality was
difficult to deal with in an adequate and consistent manner.

Summarising comments

Group dynamics and interaction

In several panels there were clear gender patterns in interactions during meetings. These included how
members sat in the room or how well members were heard, how members took the floor, and how
often members were acknowledged when they spoke.

Status was expressed by who acknowledged whom during discussions and who the chairperson
spontaneously turned to for the purpose of checking a decision or a line of reasoning. In some panels
there was a tendency for men to speak and be acknowledged more and to get more attention. In some
panels men made pronouncements about applications that they had not read.

Status was also expressed by who could assert their positions and proposed grades against other
members. Some individual members often altered their original grades, others never. This varied
across panels, also within the same subject area. In some panels women changed their grades more
often than men, but factors other than gender may have influenced this, for example, status within the
panel.
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However, it is also important to point out that there were no discernable gender differences in sev-
eral of the panels.

Evaluation of applications and applicants

In several evaluations panels in the fields of medicine and health and natural and engineering sciences,
the person submitting the application received as much or more attention than the application itself. In
these evaluation panels, individual characteristics of the applicant were also discussed. Which charac-
teristics were discussed varied from panel to panel. In one panel the determining factor was whether
the applicant was productive. Another panel focused more on whether the individual was independent
or not. There was a pattern in several panels to bring into question the independence of women who
worked in strong environments.

Another recurrent pattern was that members took up and discussed information that may have come
from sources other than the application. Examples of such information included collaborative work,
illness, family circumstances, reasons for leaves of absence, and personal characteristics. In some cas-
es knowledge of personal circumstances led to an application that was about to be turned down instead
being granted. In some cases, when members lacked information, pure speculation ensued. For exam-
ple, “Something must have happened. She doesn’t give us the complete picture. Is she wealthy?” was a
guestion that was posed regarding an applicant who seemed to be involved in research that required
greater resources than she could be thought to have access to. Alongside this information, emotional
arguments were also advanced.

Process issues

Several evaluation panels discussed aspects of an application that were irrelevant and should not have
been considered in the evaluation, but there did not seem to be any routines in place to get the discus-
sion back on track within the given guidelines. The officers who took part in the evaluation panel
meetings had very different approaches: some were relatively passive and others more active. The
chairpersons also performed their roles in varying ways, especially as regards giving members the
floor and in relation to informal information.

Several evaluation panels experienced stress as a result of lack of time at the end of the meeting,
when the panel was supposed to determine which applications would be recommended for funding. In
this situation matters of gender and approval rates came into play. Several panels’ members began to
speak of women primarily as representatives of their gender. The members of some panels began to
actively look for women and at the same time to set aside men in order to achieve a distribution of
funding to accord with the original application pressure and thereby also with the regulations of the
Swedish Research Council. “We need one more woman” and “Which woman can we lift up?” were
comments made by some panels in this phase of the process. Another consequence of the lack of time
was that applications that were treated early on were often discussed longer than those that were dealt
with late.

Affirmative action was applied in a few instances and was seen as representing a lowering of the
status of the researcher in question. The members were at pains to conceal that this had been a consid-
eration in their evaluation.

A few tactical considerations were made, such as placing women just below the limit for approval,
in an attempt to get the Swedish Research Council to give the evaluation panel more funding to allo-
cate. In these cases, the underrepresented gender became a negotiating strategy to strengthen the eval-
uation panel’s budget.

Recommendations

Several of the recommendations made in the report from observations in 2011 remain relevant. To
develop and advance the work of the Swedish Research Council’s evaluation panels and to prevent
gender differences from influencing the processes, we propose the following changes:
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In advance of the evaluation work

Knowledge of gender and evaluation should be enhanced among those who take part
in the evaluation process.

Chairpersons, together with officers from the Swedish Research Council, should par-
ticipate in a joint seminar ahead of the 2013 evaluation panel meetings.

The importance of the role of the chairperson in giving members the floor needs to be
highlighted through information and knowledge about how gender patterns can
emerge during meetings and how this can be counteracted.

Provide concrete instructions for research officers and assistant research officers re-
garding what their roles are, what the regulations are, and in what situations they
should act and how.

During evaluation panel meetings

Evaluation panel meetings (including triage meetings for MH and spring meetings for HS) should be
begin with a discussion about:

How grades should be interpreted and used by members in their individual work and
how and when this should be calibrated; are there patterns that should receive attention
in the continuing evaluation work, for example, are there members who consistently
present low or high grades?

How the available time should be allocated so that applications discussed during the
latter part of the meeting receive the same consideration as those discussed early the
meeting.

Guidelines for how presenters should frame an application.

How members should be given the floor; should the chairperson recognize speakers or
should members speak at will?

Who should introduce and who should conclude the discussion of an application.

The Swedish Research Council’s mission, special conditions, policy, and goals regard-
ing equal opportunities and outcomes for women and men in the allocation of grants —
and how and when they must be applied.

Affirmative action and how this instrument is to be used.

The points in the following checklist.

Checklist for members in advance of evaluation work

The following concepts and issues can influence gender equality and the quality of the evaluation of
applications. Pay special attention to gender patterns when you:

discuss independence and an individual’s role in a research team.

touch on the issues of age, parental leave, and number of children.

convey informal information about an individual.

make an assessment of the number of publications

discuss whether and why someone is listed as the first or last author name in publica-
tions

use the same terms alternatively as positive or negative

discuss raising or lowering the grade of an application

Continuing developmental work within the Swedish Research Council

The Swedish Research Council should develop guidelines concerning:

- How the Swedish Research Council’s officers are to deal with situations when
members discuss informal information during the evaluation panel meeting or
speculate about various aspects of the applicant’s personal circumstances.

- How these officers are to act when some member deviates from the guidelines, for
example byexpressing his or her opinion, asking questions, or being informed
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about applications even thought he or she has a conflict of interest with these ap-
plications.

The Swedish Research Council should investigate and thereafter draw up guidelines concerning:

- Whether gender equality in outcomes is affected by the fact that panel members main-
ly discuss the quality of the research project as opposed to mainly discussing the quali-
fications of the researcher.

- How the new grading system can be applied to achieve a balance between the two ap-
proaches above.

- Whether the gender composition of the research team should be regarded as a special
condition. Today the focus is entirely on the gender of principal applicant.

- The structure of the negotiations between the chairpersons of the MH panels at the end
of the first evaluation day, primarily as concerns the occurrence of tactical placements
of the underrepresented gender in order to increase their own approval rate.

- How the terms independence/lack of independence are defined and used. Should all
applicants be evaluated in terms of their independence? Should the Swedish Research
Council develop a scale with concrete examples of how the degree of independence is
to be evaluated? Or should the term be avoided? Other terms that should be illuminat-
ed in the same way are excellence, potential, and high risk.

- What the success rate is for various panel members in terms of the recommendations
they make. Are there any gender patterns, for example, regarding which members get
more of their preliminary rankings through?
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APPENDIX 1: STATISTICS FOR THE EVALUATION
PANELS OBSERVED

Below is an account of compiled statistics for the evaluation panels observed and the composition of
the applicants in terms of gender, floor time during evaluation meetings, and the outcome of the pro-
cess in terms of approved funding. In order not to reveal the identity of any particular evaluation panel
or individual, the material is reported at the aggregate level.

Observations comprised 15 evaluation panels in different subject areas: 8 in medicine and health, 2
in natural and engineering sciences, 2 in humanities and social sciences, 1 in research infrastructures, 1
in educational sciences, and 1 general evaluation panel. For two of the evaluation panels, no observer
participated in the evaluation panel meeting itself owing to illness. Therefore, there are no observa-
tions from these two evaluation panel meetings, but only compilations from before and after the meet-
ing for these panels.

For the infrastructures evaluation panel, only the composition of the evaluation panel is presented,
as infrastructures were not discussed in terms of individuals — however, it can be pointed out that a
clear majority of the principal applicants were men.

Gender distribution among panel members

Gender distribution among members Number of panels

260% men 9
60-40% men and women 4
260% women 2

Chairpersons
Man 9

Woman 6

In 9 of the 15 evaluation panels one gender constituted fewer than 40% of members. Of these 9 panels
with skewed gender distribution, women were in the majority in 2, while men were in the majority in
the other 7 panels. The chairperson was a man in 9 of the panels and a woman in 6 of the panels. In the
9 panels with skewed gender distribution, the chairman was of the overrepresented gender in 6 cases,
whereas the chairperson was of the underrepresented gender in 3 cases.

Gender distribution among applicants

Gender distribution among applicants  Number of panels

260% men 8
60-40% men and women 2
260% women 2
not accounted for 3

In 10 panels the gender distribution among applicants was outside the 60-40% range. In 8 of these
evaluation panels the majority of applicants were men and in 2 the majority were women. In 7 panels
the gender distribution among members was more even than among applicants. In 3 panels the gender
distribution among members was more skewed in comparison with the applicants. In all 3 of these
panels, men were in the majority.
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Floor time by gender

There are great variations in how speaking time was distributed among members in the panels. There
was a tendency among panels with gender imbalance for this imbalance to be increased in the floor
time measured.

Floor time by application

There were no specific patterns regarding the relation between the gender of the applicant and how
long the evaluation panel chose to discuss an application.

Triage in evaluation panels in medicine and health

In 5 of the 8 panels for medicine and health, the gender distribution was altered in favour of the
overrepresented gender by the end of the triage meetings. In one panel this was in favour of applica-
tions from women, while in 4 panels it was in favour of applications from men. In 2 panels the differ-
ences were small, however, only 2 percentage points, whereas in the other panels it was a matter of
between 4 and 10 percentage points.

Approved funding by gender

In 6 panels the gender distribution among approved applications deviated by more than 5 per cent
compared with the original gender distribution among applications. In 4 panels this was advantageous
for male applicants, while in 3 panels female applicants benefited. In 2 panels the outcome was rather
even in relation to the application pressure, but in one of these the distribution strongly favoured men
among young researchers. In 6 panels in medicine and health the gender distribution among those
approved for funding benefited men, although in about half of the panels only by a small margin.

Size of grants

In 6 of the evaluation panels, the average grant for men was larger than for women (10-20% larger). If
the entire grant period is considered, the difference is even greater (at least 20% larger). The explana-
tion is that more often men received longer grants than women. In one panel the average grant for
young researchers was larger for women than for men (ca. 10%).

Success rate of members’ proposals

In 6 panels the correlation was examined between the gender of the member making a proposal and
the outcome of approved funding. In 4 panels there was a pattern of proposing members of the
overrepresented gender having a higher success rate (two in medicine and health and two others). In 3
panels this involved an overrepresentation of men and in 1 panel an overrepresentation of women. In 2
of these panels the success rate was highest when both the applicant and the member making the pro-
posal were of the overrepresented gender. In the other 2 panels the pattern was more complicated, but
there was a certain tendency for applicants of the overrepresented gender to be ranked higher. In 2
panels there was no correlation between the gender of the proposing member and the outcome (one of
which in medicine and health).
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