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Purpose: Nurturing talent might initially seem out of place in the drive towards knowledge economy development, but it has conversely been identified as of particular importance (Florida 2005). Deeper analysis indicates that it is now essential for flexible and innovative employees. However, nurturing and honouring the talent of both genders equally is proving somewhat challenging in higher education.  Successful organisations should embrace equality and encourage a spirit of openness and inclusivity amongst both men and women. This is a difficult and complex challenge for any organisation, even more so when considering the impact of New Public Management (NPM) which could be considered somewhat antithetical to this agenda. This paper discusses strategic initiatives designed to promote an open and inclusive spirit amongst employees in one HEI in the mid-west of Ireland.  
Methodology: A quantitative evaluation was conducted in order to examine perceptions of organisational climate, quality of work life and quality of work relationships/collaboration. A convenience sample was employed with all with all employees (n= 1,150) in the University of Limerick in the Mid-West of Ireland.  A 60% (n=689) response rate was achieved. 
Findings: While the results indicate decidedly positive results,  93% indicated the university was ‘a good place to work’;  88% reported ‘high motivation’;  91% identified as ‘proud to work for the university’; 94%  reported ‘feeling safe and secure’ ;  and 95% indicated ‘it’s not just a job to me,’ however, gender and female career progression emerged as an issue requiring attention.  While the quality of job satisfaction was clearly above the national HEI norms, the data also suggest that, attention to organisation climate; equality and gender issues are needed for the creation of inclusive work environments. 
Research implications: In climates of new public management where reform is predicated on performance indicators and increased competitive individualism it is essential that the assumption that this form of management is gender neutral requires critical examination. The potential for reinforcing subjective bias that leads to gender inequality and lack of female representation in senior leadership must be challenged through inclusive and collegial leadership. 
Originality/value of the paper: This paper challenges new public management and new managerialism from a gender inclusive leadership perspective. 
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Introduction

Generally, Irish universities have performed well in providing excellent undergraduate and graduate learning for Irish students despite many decades of severe under-funding (Prospectus 2007:2). Strategic funding initiatives in Ireland such as the Programme for Research in Third-Level Institutions [PRTLI] and the Strategic Innovation Fund [SIF] in particular have strengthened Irish universities in terms of internationalisation and research. This injection of capital was more than timely, and while it has without doubt fortified the contribution of Irish universities on the international stage in terms of teaching innovation and research leadership, it has also challenged Irish universities to become more responsive in terms of finding “new ways of planning, organising and managing higher education” (Prospectus 2007: 2) and of adopting more diverse and inclusive people management strategies. Adopting and implementing inclusive management can pose particular challenges for organisations because it requires leadership that is itself inclusive and gender balanced. Innovative universities are described as having a “looking forward orientation” and a willingness to seek out new frontiers of knowledge (Clarke 2001).  While this is clearly important, it needs to be built on a strong foundation of equality of opportunity.  Universities need balanced gender leadership that includes the pursuit of new opportunities, and through the promotion of collegiality. Much of the discourse on collegiality in higher education appears to treat the concept as gender neutral; however an an investigation into patriarchal support systems and male patronage in universities, expose how male networking, male collegiality and ‘clubbability’ actually bolster the gender divide in appointments in higher education (Bagilhole and Goode 2001).  Collegial leadership as well as the more personal forms of authority and leadership can be significant sources of change (Clarke 2001:28) most especially when seeking to foster inclusivity. Real collegiality means collegiality across the genders, and in higher education this can be challenged by older exclusive forms of collegiality characterised by the male patronage identified by Bagilhole and Goode (2001).  However, for collegial and inclusive leadership to be effective and sustained, gender analysis of how collegial leadership operates is important. Also important is the careful consideration of the context and climate of higher education institutions. This was the case for the initiatives reported here. 
Organisational Climate 
Organisational climate has been defined as “members’ collective perceptions of their organisation with respect to such dimensions as autonomy, trust, cohesiveness, support, recognition, innovation and fairness (Moran & Volkwein 1992:20). It has also been articulated as the way in which organisational members perceive their environment in an attitudinal and value-based manner (Denison, 1996). In fostering inclusive climates,  respect is an essential enabling factor and should function as a prerequisite for leadership development (Booysen 2012).  Attention to the organisational climate and ensuring respect, autonomy, trust and inclusivity increases morale and work satisfaction which Locke (1976 p.1304) conceptualises as the “pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experience. “ In effect job satisfaction is the result of employees’ perceptions of how well their job provides the climate that they view as important (Tella, Ayeni and Popoola 2007). It is also linked to perceptions of equality especially in terms of opportunity and progression. Work morale is inextricably linked to job satisfaction and is identified as the “state of mind regarding one’s job, including satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and sense of common purpose with respect to one's work” (Johnsrud and Rosser 1999:124). The factors that significantly and positively impact job satisfaction have been found to be teamwork, recognition, advancement, feelings of independence, and social and professional relationships with colleagues and supervisors (Volkwein and Parmley 2000, Volkwein and Zhou 2003). Clearly inclusion has a role to play here where equality of opportunity for advancement and parity of recognition amongst the genders are essential. Conversely, lack of job satisfaction often leads to lethargy and reduced organizational engagement and commitment (Moser, 1997) and is a predictor of job quitting (Tella, Ayeni and Popoola 2007; Alexander, Litchtenstein and Hellmann, 1997; Jamal, 1997). 
Organisational climate factors promote inclusivity, trust, transparency of communication, and collegial leadership.  Facilitating empowerment and positive conceptualisations of role and organisational commitment are essential. Fostering a sense of belonging is achieved through inclusive leadership.  The authors advocate that in higher education facilitating autonomy, trust, empowerment, recognition, innovation and fairness – the factors Moran and Volkwein (1992) have cited as definitive for positive organisational are characteristics of inclusive leadership. For universities to adopt such an inclusive culture it requires not only consideration of issues of efficiency and effectiveness, but also sensitivity to the people orientated issues of skills, style, shared values and collegiate engagement (Palfreyman 1989).  It also requires the development of empowered skills such as increased internal problem solving, flexibility and networking (Thomas 1998). Underpinning these are gender equality and parity of esteem. 
Leading in the context of new managerialism

The past decade has seen a significant drive to reform higher education globally. Systemically, the motivation behind reform processes in higher education seeks to place the university sector on a commercial course within a competitive environment in order to emulate the perceived superior entrepreneurial management and leadership practices of the private sector. This has been conceptualised as a new public management agenda. The move towards the incorporation of private sector practices requires managerial reforms to transform the university sector into one that exhibits characteristics such as customer service, output orientation, accountability, and focus on performativity performance indicators. The introduction of new management systems for activities such as income generation (Clark 2001) have evolved in response to the severe underfunding of higher education globally.  This is manifest in the drive to enhance links to industry, the development of spin-out companies, creating enterprise centres, focusing on patents, decentralised budgets, as well as in more problematic managerialism such as wage systems connected to results, performance management, workload allocation models, full economic costing, review of academic contracts, role profiles, competency frameworks, quality improvement and key performance indicators.
There is no doubt that a seismic shift has occurred in the culture of higher education evidenced in the move from more collegial and bureaucratic cultures towards more corporate ones (Bolden et al 2008).  The rise of new public management (often referred to as new managerialism) has been motivated by increasing recognition of the need to reform public services. What we now see as a result of this drive an almost zealous commitment to shifting the focus of management from process to output; a shift towards quantification such as performance indicators and a move away from trust in professionals which in itself is problematic to greater emphasis on quality and a consumer orientation typified by market ideology and a new focus on efficiency and individualism (Middlehurst 2004). 

Higher education is increasingly characterised by focus on competency led practice, quality assurance measures of service delivery, audit trails and benchmarking. In effect,  the public sector is being transformed through the emergence of new public management (McLaughlin & Osborne 2002, p.181).  New public management is a form of managerial practice that models itself on the values and practices of the private sector. Emphasis is now on ‘hands-on’ professional management skills, explicit standards and measures of performance, output controls, decentralization, competition in the public sector,  private-sector style management practices and  cost cutting with the motive “doing more with less” (Kakouris and Meliou, 2010 p. 353).  New public management places emphasis on transparency, performance management and accountability and has been described as “one of the most striking international trends in public administration” that is capable of re-inventing government" (Den Heyer, 2011, p. 419). In effect,  it represents a global paradigm change concerning the control and organisation of public service (Christensen and Lægreid 2002, p.20).  The drive to improve performance in the public sector is not new, nor is it unwarranted. The pressure for reform has arisen from concerns about high levels of public expenditure with potentially detrimental effects on national competitiveness (Bach et al, p 1). However, recent recession and austerity measures evidence the limited resources now available for the public sector. While higher education has already been underfunded, the past five years have been characterised by even fewer resources and what can now only be described as phenomenal pressure in terms of revenue. The Organisation for Economic Development (OECD, 2005) argues that with no new money to spend, more attention must be given to achieving better results from existing funds resulting in the need for new and innovative leadership.
There are many who would argue that the ‘businessification’ of education is deeply problematic on a number of levels. The new managerialism agenda sweeping across higher education globally has resulted in conflicting values and increased pressure on faculty to produce output in narrowly defined contexts.  Despite the resistance amongst staff in higher education many aspects of new managerialism operate in higher education institutions (Deem 2003) and the global financial crisis has provided the space for it to gain a strong foothold.  There is real potential that creating high stakes pressured environments could adversely impact upon organisational culture and climate particularly with the pressure to adopt a narrow performative and managerial approach to managing faculty output. New managerialist reform agendas have significant impact on how universities engage with employees and their work practices.  Adopting narrow performativity measures potentially creates what can be termed ‘exclusive workplaces’ characterised by dominant need “to conform to pre-established ‘mainstream’ value systems” (Holvino, Ferdman and Merill Sands 2005:248).  However, this need not necessarily be the case.  Focus on improvement or accountability is not necessarily negative. There is little doubt that there is scope to provide stronger accountability in higher education, but the manner in how this is achieved is the issue. Narrow performativity measures that decrease motivation and work morale are inherently problematic, but the challenges presented by the current financial crisis offers a space to be more creative in terms of new and innovative leadership. As the university sector embarks upon implementing new management processes an fascinating development is the devolving of responsibility for management of staff to heads of department, managers and supervisors (line management) in order to drive innovation. Empowering staff and encouraging managers to build the capacity of staff to become more flexible, innovative and independent is central to this drive.  Rather than adopting more traditional and authoritarian management building trust in faculty and staff and listening to how they experience higher education is a positive and much needed first step. 
Listening to Staff and building inclusive leadership
The University of Limerick is committed to improving the quality of working life of all employees and aims to promote an organisational culture that values, motivates and supports staff. The Strategic Plan of the University entitled “Pioneering & Connected” pays particular attention to the culture and climate of the organisation, and this is evidences in the statement:  “We will promote a working culture that emphasises ethical practices, honesty, integrity, diversity, equity and respect for all and an organisational culture that values, motivates and supports staff. We will develop management systems that are innovative, empowering and efficient, and we will create an organisational structure that balances autonomy with accountability”.  This vision statement prioritises an inclusive culture placing autonomy and standards more easily together than one might expect.  The University has adopted strategic initiatives to protect and enhance what it views as its greatest asset – its people, not least of which is a targeted leadership development programme aimed at building leadership capacity amongst its academic, research and administrative staff.   In nurturing the talent of its employees as Florida (2005) advocates, the University of Limerick believes it will enhance its contribution to all stakeholders through engagement, innovation, valuing diversity and an inclusive ethos, and the evidence certainly suggests that this is the case.  To date, over 90 academics and research staff have participated. Clearly the university is prioritising the development of collegial leadership where the benefits of this leadership development programme specifically include building capacity to: 

· respond to the challenge of succession planning through the development of a cadre of future strategic leaders, 

· the building of a network which will help foster long-standing relationships between academic staff across the institution, 

· the creation of a cohort of leaders who can act as role models of the leadership capabilities which will enable UL to continue to make progress nationally and internationally.

The programme also prioritises reflexivity and multi-source feedback through the use of a number of diagnostic questionnaires, including the use of 360 degree feedback process, which fosters in participants heightened sense of self-awareness about their own leadership, communication and decision-making style. 
The programme of leadership development is important in that it builds leadership skills in terms of organisational awareness, understanding of contextually specific processes and priorities of the university. This is done across two academic strands, administrative leadership and research leadership. In terms of academic leadership 57 candidates have completed the programme 36 of which are female and 21 are male. However, the genders balance inverses in the research leadership arena with 36 candidates having completed it: 11 of which were female and 25 were male. Given the emphasis on research for progression and promotion this is an area of development requiring further consideration, particularly as to why the gender of participation inverses. It raises questions as to the subjective evaluative judgments made by Deans and Heads of Departments in the selection processes; the participation of females in research activity and their concentration in service administrative duties.  These will de discussed in further detail later. 

Design
In order to determine and examine the impact across the university’s strategic commitments to inclusivity, empowerment and reform all members of staff were invited to participate in an anonymous survey. An independent consulting service was employed to design and to implement the survey in order to reduce potential bias and to safeguard objectivity. A pilot questionnaire was distributed in order to refine the design and content, and to text the accuracy and validity of the survey. The full survey was then distributed. From an overall distributed sample of 1,150, a total of 689 staff completed the survey, yielding a response rate of 60%. In terms of reliability, the 60% response rate is above the minimum threshold required to overcome non-response bias.  Forty-four percent of respondents were male, and 56% were female. Contractual status varied: 67% of respondents were full-time permanent employees, 4% were part-time, 23% were full-time temporary and 6% were part-time temporary. Academic staff comprised 41% of respondents, support staff 42%, research staff 11% and ‘other’ 6%. 
Findings

Respondents were generally very positive about their experiences of working in the University of Limerick and about their quality of work life. In particular, 93% of staff identified that the university was a good place to work; this was 3% higher than the national HEI norm. When asked about their motivation 88% identified it as ‘high’ which was  8% higher than the national HEI norm. Respondents identified that their work in the University of Limerick gives them a sense of personal achievement (88%), that they are personally involved in activities that make a difference to others (85%) and that they have freedom to use their autonomy and initiative in their work (94%). However, they were also clear that there is still some work to be done. In terms of confidence that the university is recruiting the right people for its future, the results were less impressive: only 57% of staff agreed. Furthermore, only 40% agreed that the university was doing a good job of retaining its most talented people.  Respondents identified that the university is inclusive and respects equally people of different religions (95%), nationality/ethnicity (95%), ages, marital status (95%), sexual orientation (96%), family status (95%), gender (85%), members of the Travelling Community (93%) and people with disability (93%).  It is this area of gender specifically that is the focus of this paper.  
The University’s approach to equality of opportunity for all of its employees is positively perceived by respondents with high levels of awareness of the University’s equality and diversity policy (85%) with the same number indicating satisfaction with their level of awareness of diversity issues and how to react appropriately with colleagues. However again here gender and career progression/promotion figures dip (73%) indicating an area for further examination.

It is worthy of note that within the previous year 10% of respondents felt discriminated against at work; of these respondents, 76% did not report the discrimination. In relation to this number almost one quarter (24%) was in respect of gender, (see figure 1). 
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Figure 1: Experiences of discrimination in the previous 12 months
Also when asked if in their opinion the university respects people equally gender emerged again as the most frequent area of disagreement (see figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Perceptions of the university’s respect for all 
Implications 
While many organisations will engage in strategic discourse regarding inclusive working environments, it does not always translate into the core strategy of the organisation (McClosky 2002).  Thankfully, many of modern global private sector organisations have now demonstrated leadership in this regard and have instituted programs and training on diversity (Power 2002; McClosky 2002). It is a matter of concern that given what we know about gender inequality, it continues to persist is an issue particularly in higher education amongst a highly skilled and highly educated workforce. Inclusivity is an important part of the business strategy, and is a key factor/critical component of success on a global scale according to the Forbes Insight Foundation (2011). It is crucial that organisations not only retain and recruit the best talent available to them but also that they do so with keen attention to avoiding the subjective biases that can lead to imbalance in the gender of those recruited and promoted. As data in this study indicate is an area that the university needs to place strategic focus upon, therefore the university is paying close attention to the recognition that gender has remained an issue in terms of inequality and as such has become an area of focus for leadership and strategic planning response.
 Inclusive Leadership at senior levels

Examination of the role of women in higher education in Ireland more generally also paints an interesting picture. Women remain significantly under-represented in senior academic and research positions, with women comprising only 18% of the professoriate; 27% of the associate professoriate; 34% of senior lecturers and 49% of lecturers. In 2007 similar low representation of women was reflected in the University of Limerick (see table 2). 
	Level
	2007

	Professor
	Male (40)  Female (7)             

	Associate professor
	Male (13)   Female (1)

	Senior Lecturer
	Male (68)   Female (15)

	Lecturer
	Male (117)  Female (80)

	Lecturer below bar (junior lecturer
	Male (45)   Female (45)


The problem however is a global one, with similar figures evident in Europe where only 18% of full professors in Europe are women; 13% of heads of higher education institutions and 22% of board members in research decision-making (European Commission 2009).
Gender Representation and the Sciences –the Conundrum

While it is widely acknowledged that women are under-represented at senior levels in organisations worldwide, this under-representation is even more evident in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Maths (STEM) disciplines.  For example at the top 50 U.S. universities the proportion of female professors in math ranges from between 3% to 15% (Ceci et al. 2009).   In Life Sciences (U.S) for example, women have been receiving more than 45% of PhDs granted since 1997, and yet they still currently only represent 36% of assistant professors and 18% of full professors (WEISELI 2010).  Also while women are obtaining 30% of Chemistry doctorates, Carvallaro et al (2007 p.21) points out that “the further you go up the ladder of prestige and seniority, the less encouraging are the numbers.” While access to science education in schools and universities in the European Union has improved considerably, this is not reflected in the gender distribution of women’s access to scientific careers. While women graduate with almost 60% of university degrees in Europe, their representation at the top of scientific and academic careers is clearly minimal. This imbalance of gender senior leadership roles is clearly problematic. Lynch Baker and Lyons (2009) have identified this concentration of women in care roles as problematic and as strongly reinforcing the gender divide.   A gender audit of science, engineering and technology disciplines conducted in the University of Limerick in 2008 yielded similar results. Similar gender disparities were evident in senior positions, with women more heavily concentrated in teaching rather than research - a significant disadvantage in terms of the university’s promotion criteria (Richardson 2008). The UL audit raised concern about the gender imbalances in teaching and in student support and welfare (with women more heavily engaged in this care role also).

It is interesting to note that the gender audit identified that more female faculty were appointed when interviewing panels had more female representation but women remain underrepresented on promotion boards (12%). Lack of gender balance among ‘excellence gatekeepers’ in interviewing panels, editorial boards and of reviewers can differentially influence the outcomes for both men and women (European Commission 2012).  Indeed the European Commission (2012 p. 21) explicitly state that in academia:  

Gender-stereotyped expectations may affect not only how women’s work is evaluated, but also what kinds of work women do, compared to similarly placed men. Teaching and professional activities are often undervalued, affecting women who frequently have more systematic overload of these activities as a result of their employment contracts. 

It is noteworthy however that factors impacting upon the reduced numbers of females remaining in academic careers in the sciences begins even earlier than the first academic appointment. Issues are embedded in the research process far earlier as a qualitative study, conducted in 2008 discovered. The Chemistry PhD (Lober-Newsome 2008) study aimed to identify the factors that discourage women in the sciences from planning a career in research, especially in academia. The research identified that the following factors, which relate to the doctoral study experience, deter a larger proportion of women than men from remaining in research beyond their PhD. The found that a larger proportion of female than male participants had:
· Been deeply affected by what might be termed ‘standard supervision issues’ (e.g. enjoying little pastoral care and having to cope with a supervisor who lacks interpersonal/management skills);

· Encountered significant supervision issues, which they felt powerless to resolve;

· Experienced a lack of integration with their research group, isolation and exclusion (and more rarely, bullying);

· Been uncomfortable with the culture of their research group (about working patterns, time and expectations and the level of competition between group members), especially where the culture was particularly ‘macho’;

· Developed concerns about poor (though normal) experimental success rates, apprehensive of what this may infer to others about their skills and competence;

· Formed the impression that the doctoral research process is an ordeal filled with frustration, pressure and stress, which a career in research would only prolong; rather than short-term pain for long-term gain. (Lober-Newsome 2008, p. 7). 
The study also identifies that in contrast to male participants, female participants had:

· Come to view academic careers as too all-consuming, too solitary and not sufficiently collaborative;

· Come to the conclusion that the short-term contract aspect of post-docing could not be reconciled with

· other aspects of their life, particularly relationships and family;

· Come to believe the competition for a permanent academic post was too fierce for them to compete successfully;

· Come to believe they would need to make sacrifices (about femininity and motherhood) in order to succeed in academia;

· Been advised in negative terms of the challenge they would face (by virtue of their gender) (Lober-Newsome 2008, p. 8).

The report concludes that the chemistry PhD programme and academic careers are modelled on masculine ways of thinking and doing, which leaves women, neither supported as PhD students nor enthused to remain in research in the longer term.  It also makes a specific recommendation that cultural as well as procedural change is required to address this (ibid). 
This raises issues as to the deeply complex nature of gender, research supervision and career progression in higher education. Mentoring, career progression and personal development initiatives for women while useful are showing limited impact on career progression. This is linked to the problem of offering professional development to women only which does not target the subjective often subconscious and deep seated gender biases that characterise decision making amongst senior managers in higher education who are predominantly male.  Little exists in terms of recognition of gender differentials in research supervision. Scully (2002) advocated for universities to scrutinise their ‘unquestioned assumptions such as ‘the university as a meritocracy’ precisely because they support and reproduce inequality (van den Brink and Benschop 2012).  

Taking action 

In the University of Limerick a targeted strategic initiative entitled “Towards Equality” was designed and implemented, to support the career development of faculty and staff at the University. The initiative was supported by Atlantic Philanthropies. This programme focuses on key positive action initiatives which are designed to address clear imbalances in female representation at senior levels in academic and administrative roles. This initiative was spearheaded by the establishment of a dedicated Equal Opportunities Office in 2005 and the creation of the post of Equal Opportunities Manager. The activities of this office have become consolidated as core activities of the Human Resources Division under the aegis of the Learning, Development and Equal Opportunities office. “Towards Equality” has impacted on positively in raising awareness of gender, equality and diversity issues.  
Very quickly, the equal opportunities office subsequently established a women’s forum which has developed into a vibrant and effective network. Active working groups, structured career development activities, and dedicated mentoring programmes quickly established a platform for dialogue around the equality imbalance which prevailed and the opportunities for change. An equal opportunities awareness programme which included the publication of an equality newsletter, regular and targeted press releases, regular email contact with all staff and a commitment to recognise International Women’s Day by hosting an annual international women’s day conference. A pilot mentoring programme was launched and following a review of its activities by the mentoring working group a Campus wide rollout was recommended for October 2008. The mentoring programme is now available to all staff in UL. While it may not be possible to establish a direct relationship between these activities and the changing profile of the gender breakdown of academic staff since the commencement of these activities, a change is worth noting. In 2007, before the rollout of these programmes the male/female ratio amongst academic staff, which reflects national and international ratios, was as follows;
	Level
	2007
	2012

	Professor
	Male (40)  Female (7)             
	Male (34)       Female (12)

	Associate professor
	Male (13)   Female (1)
	Male (14)       Female (5)

	Senior Lecturer
	Male (68)   Female (15)
	Male (44)      Female (27)

	Lecturer
	Male (117)  Female (80)
	Male (107)      Female (79)

	Lecturer below bar (junior lecturer
	Male (45)   Female (45)
	Male (59)        Female (53)


This period spans a time of government imposed national employment control framework which seriously restricted the University’s capacity to recruit new staff.  This notwithstanding it is fair to say that the changes are somewhat marginal. Concern still remains at the limited representation of women at senior level. Also the increase in numbers at professorial level are buoyed by the humanities and clinical therapies appointments and in the cases of nursing, education and clinical therapies all have been external professorial appointments. There is unfortunately no evidence of gender progression internally, nor female promotion to associate professor with little if any impact evident in the sciences and technology disciplines.  
Current Emphasis 

In order to effectively respond to the complexity of female career progression in the STEM disciplines in higher education the University of Limerick is a partner in an FP 7 funded project entitled Female Empowerment in Science and Technology Academia or FESTA. The aim of which is to implement changes in the working environment of academic researchers, to encourage female researchers to stay and make a career in the academy and to create organizational environments where their competence is valued and fostered. In particular, FESTA seeks to address the working environment of researchers in the lower levels of their careers, to make it possible for them to advance to the ranks of highest scientific expertise.
The partner institutions include Uppsala University (Sweden); Saiuliu University (Lithuania); Syddansk University (Denmark); Rheinisch-Westfaelische Technische (Germany); University of Limerick (Ireland); Fondazzione Bruno Kesslet FBK (Italy) and Istanbul Teknik University (Turkey). The project comprises comprehensive critical analysis of the structured practices in higher education in each of the seven countries that promote or reinforce gender inequality and specifically examines career path, decision making and communication processes, conceptions of excellence and resistance. Central to the project is the raising of individual and organisational awareness of gender biases. It also includes analysis of career pathways and the development of targeted training initiatives. Additionally, interesting data to collect will include for example (non-exhaustive list): salaries, financing

(faculty/external/other) division of tasks (teaching/research/administration), parental leave, sick leave, other leaves, number and percentage of women/men on different hierarchical levels and different positions, length of time on different stages of career, recruitment, and attrition. While it remains too early to comment on project results thus far, this project will yield valuable insight that will serve to guide future action to promote inclusive leadership in higher education. 
It is incumbent upon senior management to create a work environment that promotes diversity and inclusion (Forbes Insight (2011). Lau (2010) declares that higher education is an “enterprise of human beings” and it is important to recognise that this means of both genders.  Quality faculty members are a must for any higher education institution aspiring to achieve high standards (Santhosh 2011). Adopting an inclusive agenda, valuing diversity and prioritising collegial leadership that is not characterised by deep seated or unconscious gender biases is essential for female empowerment.  Higher Education must endeavour to prioritise and value its employees and seek to create an inclusive organisational climate. Lau further argues that an innovative organisational climate is important to higher education because it “maximizes the potential of its members”, thereby creating an enhanced work environment where both men and women feel empowered to use their initiative and to experiment with new ideas. Globally, higher education is experiencing significant challenges, particularly in terms of economic pressures, social changes and increased competition, and, consequently, needs to be open to change (Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004). In this climate it is counterproductive to relegate female employees to work that does not draw from their talent. Overburdening them with teaching and pastoral care roles to the detriment of their research does not serve any university well across a range of areas not least of which is the loss of their potential research output.    It might be tempting in times of austerity to hunker down and to retreat to traditionalist and exclusive managerial and performativity agendas however, this creates more problems than it solves. What is needed is the creation of climates of innovation where all staff, both genders are appreciated and where their talent is nurtured. Collegial and effective leadership should be predicated on listening to the experiences  of both genders and on responding effectively when concerns are raised. 

Conclusion

It is fallacy to assume that new managerialism and new public management strategies are politically neutral and gender blind.  Expecting that in competitive universities, women will fare equally as well as their male counterparts is to do significant injustice to the deep seated gender biases that operate not only in universities but indeed globally.  New public management or new managerialism draws its inspiration from the private business model. Central to this ideology is the introduction of performance indicators, audits of performance and increased surveillance. On a managerial level these measures might seem gender neutral. However, given the current circumstances within which women in higher education currently find themselves, they may conversely serve to reinforce gender inequality and give even more space for the unconscious biases to flourish.   Higher education needs to pay particular attention to equality planning and should include audit results (gender disaggregated statistics) in annual reports. These should include gender pay gap, staff statistics and senior committee membership (European Commission 2012). They also need to ensure gender balance in committees that include interview and progression panels. Also of significance is the need to educate men to understand the complexity of their subjective and unconscious biases. Attention is also needed for fair and transparent workload balance; ensuring that women are not allocated all the teaching and administrative work and taking care of students (ibid). 
New managerialism is not without its critics but with the current pressures upon universities for excellence in research and teaching in addition to research output pressures - now is the time to redress the gender balance. Recognition that new public management is not gender neutral is essential. Universities must be cognizant of the insidious role of gender bias in evaluative judgements in academia and their impact on the lack of career progression for women. In the current climate women’s skills, knowledge and qualifications are grossly underused in the labour market (European Commission 2012) and particularly so in higher education. This is a fact which serves no one well.   
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