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Abstract. The European Research Council (ERC) marks a
new approach to investing in frontier research in Europe.
Since its establishment, the ERC has taken numerous actions
to tackle imbalances and monitors data from each call. The
aim of this paper is to review descriptive statistics of men and
women participating in ERC calls in the geosciences. The
share of women applying for Starting Grants is on average
around 30 %, whereas for Consolidator Grants and Advanced
Grants the share is around 25 % and 11 % respectively. Suc-
cess rate analysis shows no significant gender disparities.
The paper provides an overview of the ERC peer-review sys-
tem, discusses results specific to the geosciences compared
to national funding and SHE Figures, and concludes with a
review of past actions and future goals.

1 Introduction

The European Research Council (ERC) marks a new ap-
proach to investing in frontier research in Europe. The ERC
was designed and is governed by the ERC Scientific Coun-
cil. The Scientific Council is composed of eminent scien-
tists and scholars appointed for a term of up to 4 years,
renewable once, to allow a staggered rotation of members.
The ERC’s mission is to encourage the highest quality re-
search in Europe through competitive funding and to support
investigator-driven frontier research across all fields, on the
basis of scientific excellence.

Three investigator-driven funding actions designed by the
Scientific Council form the core of its activities: (i) Start-
ing Grants (StG), supporting researchers at the early stage of
their careers (2 < PhD ≤ 7 years); (ii) Consolidator Grants
(CoG), supporting researchers to consolidate their research
programme and team (7 < PhD≤ 12 years); and (iii) Ad-
vanced Grants (AdG), designed to support outstanding and
established researcher leaders in their pursuit of novel ideas.

The ERC funding actions are open to researchers of any
nationality who intend to conduct their research activity in
any EU Member State 1 or H2020 Associated Country 2.
Principal investigators may be of any age and nationality and
may reside in any country in the world at the time of the ap-
plication. Principal investigators applying to the ERC are not
required to have full-time or permanent positions in Europe.
All fields of science are eligible, with no pre-set topics or
priorities – blue-sky research.

In just a few years, ERC grant schemes have become a
“gold standard” for science in Europe (Myklebust, 2015).
ERC grants are the most prestigious in Europe for their sup-
port to innovative high-risk research at the frontiers of sci-
ence and are recognized worldwide as a stamp of excellence
(Thomas and Nedeva, 2012; Cuntz, 2016). The scientific per-
formance of ERC grantees is extremely high when compared
to the world’s largest research funders (Thomson and Kane-
sarajah, 2017). These grants enjoy global recognition, as the
ERC selection standards are praised by the scientific com-
munity beyond Europe (European Research Council, 2017).
In 2019, 12 non-European countries 3 signed international
agreements allowing short-term visits for their researchers to
ERC projects.

Since its creation in 2007, members of the ERC Sci-
entific Council have understood that credibility and visi-

1List of European Union Member States: Austria, Belgium, Bul-
garia, Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Es-
tonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portu-
gal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the UK (until
the end of all H2020 actions).

2Albania, Armenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Faroe Islands,
Georgia, Iceland, Israel, Moldova, Montenegro, North Macedonia,
Norway, Serbia, Switzerland, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine.

3List of countries: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China,
India, Japan, Korea, Mexico, Singapore, South Africa, USA.
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bility worldwide, alongside the recognized impact on re-
searchers’ careers, carries great responsibility. Since its es-
tablishment, the ERC has taken numerous actions (see Ap-
pendix A) to tackle imbalances and ensure fair and equal
opportunities to all candidates whilst keeping excellence as
the sole project evaluation criterion. It collects and anal-
yses data from each call, with particular focus on de-
mographics of applicants. To monitor gender balance in
ERC calls, the ERC set up in 2008 a dedicated work-
ing group (https://erc.europa.eu/thematic-working-groups/
working-group-gender-balance, last access: 26 June 2020).

The aim of this paper is to review descriptive statistics
of men and women’s participation in ERC calls in the geo-
sciences. The structure of the paper provides an overview
of the ERC peer-review system, results specific to the geo-
sciences (also known as the PE10 panel), discussion of the
results, and conclusions on past actions and future goals.

2 ERC peer-review system

Proposals are evaluated by selected international peer re-
viewers, chosen on the basis of their scientific reputation
(no self-nomination). Selection is the exclusive responsibil-
ity of the Scientific Council. Peer reviewers are in charge
of assessing and ranking proposals. Depending on the call
budget available, a budgetary cut-off applies to the rank-
ing list and only the highest ranked proposals are of-
fered an ERC grant. For each call, proposals are submit-
ted to 1 of the 25 panels (https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/
files/document/file/ERC_Panel_structure_2019.pdf, last ac-
cess: 29 June 2020), each covering a sub-section of one of
three domains: Social sciences and Humanities (SH), Life
sciences (LS), and Physical and Engineering Sciences (PE).
Each ERC evaluation panel is composed of 14 to 18 review-
ers. The reviewers in each panel evaluate the proposals on the
basis of excellence as the sole criterion. This criterion applies
to the evaluation of both the research project and the scien-
tific performance of the principal investigator in conjunction.

Scientific performance (i.e. productivity and impact) is
considered an important indicator of scholarly excellence as
it plays a role in how reputations are earned, grants acquired,
and promotions awarded (Nielsen, 2015). Peer recognition
is one of the principal recompenses of the scientific system,
as an indication of a researcher’s merits to the advancement
of scientific knowledge. Even if widely recognized as a ser-
vice of gatekeeping that is valued in academia, peer review
(Marsh et al., 2019) and invited writers in high-impact jour-
nals (Conley and Stadmark, 2012) are not immune to crit-
ics in terms of potential biases – particularly in relation to
gender. Potential disadvantages for women compared with
men remain a source of controversy (Bornmann et al., 2007;
Marsh et al., 2011). A gender gap in success for receiving
national, publicly managed research funding at the European
Union level (EU-28) exists. The funding success rate in 2017

in EU-28 was higher for men than for women by 3 percent-
age points (SHE Figures 2018, 2019).

It is unclear whether differences between success rates of
men and women grant applicants are due to systematic gen-
der bias, and there is limited research to assess the result of
interventions to mitigate possible gender bias in peer review
of grants (Tricco et al., 2017). The mere possibility of gender
biases (or any other biases) in grant peer review is a matter
of serious concern by funders, as it can compromise the fair-
ness and legitimacy of the evaluation system. Ensuring equal
opportunities is a basic principle and its absence can dam-
age the credibility of all the decisions made. Attention to the
gender gap in academia, particularly pronounced in the sci-
ence, technology, engineering, mathematics, and medicine
(STEMM) fields, has led many institutions to mandate ac-
tions, such as implicit bias training (Gvozdanović and Maes,
2018).

Furthermore, research suggests that the experience of be-
longing to a group whose abilities are negatively stereotyped
may foster the risk of confirming the negative stereotype
in academic evaluations and outcomes (Steele and Aronson,
1995). Any suspicion of unfair treatment of or ineptitude by
applicants has the potential to increase the stereotype threat
effect. Ultimately it could affect the applicant’s performance
(i.e. during interviews), but also potentially hamper submis-
sion rates by individuals who self-identify strongly with a
stereotyped group.

The success rate of funding schemes is directly dependent
on budget availability versus number of applicants and re-
quested budget for each individual application. An oversub-
scription of applicants leads to lower success rates. The op-
posite is also valid: success rates are higher when the bud-
get increases and the number of applicants remains stable (or
decreases). In the period from 2008 to 2013, the success rate
of women in ERC calls across all fields of sciences (i.e. the
25 evaluation panels) was lower than that of men’s by 3.0
percentage points. This difference is the same as the one ob-
served on average in research funding at the European Union
level (SHE Figures 2018, 2019). In the last 5 years, how-
ever, men and women had practically equal average success
rates of nearly 13 % in ERC calls – Table 1. The share of
women’s participation in ERC calls, across all research areas,
has increased in time. The evolution from the FP7 and H2020
period shows an increase by 8.8 % in the share of women
grantees in ERC calls (Table 2). The ERC data presented in
this paper do not include Synergy grants (SyG) or Proof of
Concept grants (PoC).

Success rate distribution by gender from four national
funding bodies in Europe was analysed (Table 3). The coun-
try selection was dictated by the access to data through pub-
lished reports and the possibility of distinguishing natural
sciences. The data from the four national funding bodies
(Denmark, Germany, Sweden, and the UK) show women
with success rates lower than men, varying between 2 and
5 percentage points – this is in line with the data from SHE
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Table 1. Success rates by gender in ERC calls.

ERC call year Women Men Differencec

success success
rate rate

2008–2013 (FP7)a 10.0 % 13.0 % −3 %
(n= 33079)

2014–2018 (H2020)b 12.7 % 12.6 % 0.1 %
(n= 37452)

a FP7 is the seventh Framework Programme for Research and Technological
Development. It lasted 7 years (2007–2013). The programme had a total budget
of over EUR 50 billion, of which the ERC budget is EUR 7.5 million. b H2020
is the eighth Framework Programme for Research and Technological
Development. It is the biggest EU Research and Innovation programme ever,
with nearly EUR 80 billion in funding available over 7 years (2014–2020), of
which the ERC budget is EUR 13 billion. c Difference=women success
rate−men success rate. A negative difference means men have a higher
success rate than women.

Table 2. Women’s share in ERC calls.

ERC calls 2008–2013 2014–2018 Differenceb

(FP7) (H2020)
(n= 33079) (n= 37 452)

Women applicants 24.1 % 28.3 % 4.2 %
Women grantees 19.6 % 28.4 % 8.8 %
Differencea

−4.5 % 0.1 %

a Difference= share of women grantees− share of women applicants; positive
difference means that the share of women grantees is higher than the share of women
applicants. b Differences in share of women applicants and grantees between FP7 and
H2020; positive difference means an increase in women’s share in the last years
(H2020).

Figures mentioned above. Note that these data represent one
single year.

3 Geosciences results

The geosciences data used in this study refer to proposals
evaluated under the ERC “Earth system science” panel (also
known as the PE10 panel), which were submitted to three
researcher-driven grant schemes (StG, CoG, and AdG) dur-
ing the 10-year period of 2009–2018. The ERC geosciences
data are analysed in comparison to data of the ERC total
(which include all fields of science) and of national funding
organizations in Europe.

The “Earth system science” panel (PE10) at the ERC cov-
ers a wide range of scientific fields4 within the geosciences.
During the period of 10 years (2009–2018), 2719 proposals
were evaluated in the PE10 panel, of which 328 were funded,

4Physical geography, geology, geophysics, atmospheric sci-
ences, oceanography, climatology, cryology, ecology, global
environmental change, biogeochemical cycles, natural resources
management (https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/
file/ERC_Panel_structure_2019.pdf, last access: 29 June 2020).

corresponding to a total investment of over EUR 657 million
in the geosciences.

The gender balance evolution in the geosciences from FP7
to H2020 is positive (Table 4). In the last 5 years, the share
of women applying to the geosciences increased by 3.3 %,
compared to the first 6 years of the ERC calls. In the same
intervals of time, the share of women in the geosciences be-
ing awarded an ERC grant increased by 8.2 %. Compared to
the general results of ERC calls, across all fields of science,
the geosciences show a lower share of women applicants by
3.6 percentage points (Tables 2 and 4). The share of women
grantees in the geosciences, however, is slightly higher than
the ERC average by 1.2 percentage points.

Overall, in the period of 2009–2018, 629 (23 % of the total
applicants) women in the geosciences applied to the ERC; of
these, 86 (26 % of the total grantees) were awarded.

The next chapters present the participation of women,
from geosciences, in the three ERC calls (StG, CoG, and
AdG). Data from these calls provide correlations with dif-
ferent career stages.

3.1 Starting Grants (StG)

In 2007, the ERC launched its first call for proposals, with
the Starting Grants call attracting more than 9000 candidates.
The oversubscription was partly due to the lack of under-
standing of what ERC proposals were aiming for, which re-
sulted in many proposals being out of scope or ineligible. The
success rate of this call was around 3.4 %. For these reasons,
the data from StG 2007 are not included in this study.

Until 2018 geoscientists were recipients of 135 Starting
Grants representing an investment of EUR 209 million. A
total of 356 women applied to ERC StG in geosciences,
of which 52 were successful, representing a success rate of
14.6 %. The ERC average success rate in Starting Grants, in-
cluding all fields of science, is 12.3 %. Figure 1a presents
the share of women in ERC StG calls in the last 10 years,
both as applicants and grantees, including the absolute num-
ber of women applying. The share of women applying yearly
to StG is on average about 30 %, with a slight increase of
about 4.0 % since 2012 (average 34 %). Absolute numbers
are stable, with an average of about 40 women per year to
StG since 2012.

The success rates of both women and men for the same
period are presented in Fig. 1b. Since 2009, the success rate
of women in StG in the geosciences has been slightly higher
than the one of men, except in 2018. The year 2018 registered
a higher absolute number of women applying (i.e. 44, which
is slightly higher than the average of the previous years).
Overall, the average success rate for women and men in StG
is 15.4 % and 10.7 % respectively.

The average funding given to geosciences per grant is
EUR 1.5 million, with no observed disparity between men
and women.
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Table 3. Success rates by gender in European national funding bodies.

Country Funding Year Success Success Differencea

agency/scheme rate rate
women men

Denmarkb DFF (Natur og Univers) 2016 6 % 11 % −5 %
Swedenc Swedish Research Council (Science) 2018 26 % 28 % −2 %
Germanyd DFG (Naturwissenschaften) 2017 36.9 % 39.3 % −2.4 %
UKe NERC 2017 25 % 29 % −4 %

a Difference= success rate of women− success rate of men; negative difference means that the success rate of women grantees is
lower than the success rate of men. Sources:
b https://ufm.dk/publikationer/2017/filer/17-007791-44-tal-om-forskning-og-innovation-2016-11536022_1_1.pdf, last access:
29 June 2020, c https://www.vr.se/analys-och-uppdrag/om-svensk-forskning/var-forskningsfinansiering-i-siffror.html, last
access: 29 June 2020, d https://zenodo.org/record/1922008#.XDcOUuSotaQ%23.XDcOUuSotaQ, last access: 29 June 2020,
e https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/, last access: 29 June 2020.

Table 4. Share of women in ERC PE10.

ERC PE10 2008–2013 (FP7) 2014–2018 (H2020) Differencea

(n= 1269) (n= 1531)

Women applicants 20.9 % 24.2 % 3.3 %
Women grantees 21.1 % 29.3 % 8.2 %
Differenceb 0.2 % 5.1 %

a Difference between FP7 and H2020 in the share of women as applicants and as grantees; positive
difference means an increase in women’s share in the last years (H2020). b Difference= share of women
grantees− share of women applicants; positive difference means that the share of women grantees is
higher than the share of women applicants.

3.2 Consolidator Grants (CoG)

The demand for Starting Grants increased by over 50 %
in 2012. Due to this oversubscription, the Starting Grant
scheme was split in two: the new ERC Consolidator Grant
and the ERC Starting Grant. In 2013 the first Consolidator
Grants were launched, enlarging the eligibility window of
years after PhD from 8 to 12 years.

Until 2018 geoscientists were recipients of 83 Consolida-
tor Grants representing an investment of EUR 166 million. A
total of 175 women applied for ERC CoG funding, of which
22 were successful, representing a success rate of 12.6 %.
The ERC average success rate in Consolidator Grants, in-
cluding all fields of science, is 12.6 %. Figure 2a presents
the share of women in ERC CoG calls the last 6 years, both
as applicants and grantees, including the absolute number of
women applying.

The share of women applying yearly to CoG is on average
about 25 %. The absolute numbers are stable, with an average
of about 25 women per year since 2012.

The success rates of both women and men for the same
period are presented in Fig. 2b. Overall, the success rate of
women in CoG is comparable to the one of men (i.e. 13.5 %
and 12.3 % respectively).

The average funding given to geosciences per grant is
EUR 2.0 million, with no observed disparity between men
and women.

3.3 Advanced Grants (AdG)

In the last 10 years, geoscientists were recipients of 110 Ad-
vanced Grants representing an investment of EUR 282 mil-
lion. A total of 98 women applied for ERC AdG funding,
of which 13 were successful, representing a success rate of
13.3 %. The ERC average success rate in Advanced Grants,
including all fields of science, is 12.4 %. Figure 3a presents
the share of women in ERC AdG calls the last 6 years, both
as applicants and grantees, including the absolute number of
women applying.

The share of women applying yearly to AdG is on average
about 11 %. The absolute numbers are low (an average of
about 11 women per year to AdG), which makes statistical
analysis less significant.

The success rates of both women and men for the same
period are presented in Fig. 3b. As mentioned above, the ab-
solute numbers are too low for statistical analysis. Neverthe-
less, the overall success rate of women in AdG is comparable
to that of men (i.e. 13.2 % and 12.0 % respectively).
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Figure 1. (a) Share of women applicants and grantees, StG (PE10). (b) Success rate of women and men, StG (PE10).

Figure 2. (a) Share of women applicants and grantees, CoG (PE10). (b) Success rate of women and men, CoG (PE10).

The average funding given to geosciences per grant is
EUR 2.5 million, with no observed disparity between men
and women.

4 Discussion

Submission rates to ERC calls in the geosciences for women
vary significantly depending on the career stage. Participa-
tion of women decreases in granting schemes targeted to
higher career grades. The share of women applying for Start-
ing Grants is on average around 30 %, whereas for Consol-
idator Grants and Advanced Grants the share is around 25 %
and 11 % respectively. The decrease across career stages ob-
served in the geosciences (PE10) is comparable to those ob-
served in ERC total averages (all fields of science) – Table 5.

A recurrent point of the discussion is whether the share of
women applying for ERC calls reflects the share of women in

a given field. Such comparative analysis is not easy. Eurostat5

is the centralized European body collecting statistics; how-
ever, when it comes to scientific academic fields, those are
aggregated in large categories. Geosciences is represented
within two major categories: natural sciences and engineer-
ing and technology (also known as STEM). According to the
SHE Figures (SHE Figures 2018, 2019), based on the Euro-
stat data, the proportion of women among academic staff in
EU-28 in 2016 in STEM fields was 35 % of grade C staff,
28 % of grade B staff, and 15 % of grade A staff.

Assuming a correlation between SHE Figures in STEM for
the three academic grades mentioned above (grade C, B, and
A) and StG, CoG, and AdG calls respectively, the percent-
age of women applying to the ERC PE10 is slightly lower
(on average 3.5 %) than the share of women in STEM in EU-
28, particularly in the most senior scheme of AdG. However,

5Eurostat is the statistical office of the European Union https:
//ec.europa.eu/eurostat/, last access: 29 June 2020.
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Figure 3. (a) Share of women applicants and grantees, AdG (PE10). (b) Success rate of women and men, AdG (PE10).

Table 5. Difference in the share of women applying to the PE10 and
the share of women in STEM.

PE10 SHE Difference∗

women Figures
applying in STEM

(%) (%)

StG (SHE Figures grade C) 31.4 35 −3.6
CoG (SHE Figures grade B) 25.5 28 −2.5
AdG (SHE Figures grade A) 10.7 15 −4.3

∗ Difference= share of women applying to PE10− share of women in SHE Figures;
negative difference means that the share of women applying in geosciences at ERC
is lower than the share of women in STEM in EU-28 (SHE Figures 2018, 2019).

the difference can be due to the low statistical significance
of ERC data and/or reflect the uncertainty of the compari-
son itself (i.e. grant scheme and academic grades not fully
matching).

Success rate analysis shows no significant gender dispari-
ties, even if there is a slightly higher success rate for women
in StG. A point of reflection and discussion is whether the
success rate of women should be higher than that of men.
Studies indicate that women are more likely to self-censor
than men (Think Tank Women and Ambition, 2018) and thus
apply for positions only when highly qualified to meet all
requirements (Mohr, 2014).

Studies of underrepresented groups claim that proportion-
ality matters in demographics (Kanter, 1977). To benefit from
diverse pools, the representation of underrepresented groups
should be at least 30 %. In addition to group psychology,
the importance of proportionality is also mathematical when
dealing with low success rates. In 50 % of the PE10 AdG
calls, the share of women applying is below 10 in absolute
numbers (making up about 11 % of the submissions), with an
average success rate in the call of 12 %; to have any women
funded is an outstanding result.

The ERC data from StG, CoG, and AdG, in a 10-year pe-
riod, show only minor variation at the different career stages.
This observation is in line with claims that disparity in STEM
cannot be explained solely by a leaky pipeline (Holmes et al.,
2009), as adding more women to one end of the pipeline has
not produced significant changes in the percentage of women
reaching higher academic levels (in the 10-year period anal-
ysed).

The ERC Scientific Council has implemented a set
of measures and practices to improve gender equality
and fairness as indicated chronologically in Fig. 4. Fair
and equal treatment of all candidates has been the fo-
cus of attention by the Scientific Council. Each process
within the ERC – from creating awareness about the
ERC programmes to signing of grant agreements – is de-
signed to give equal opportunities to men and women,
following the ERC Scientific Council Gender Equality
Plan (https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/
ERC_ScC_Gender_Equality_Plan_2014-2020.pdf, last ac-
cess: 29 June 2020).

One of the most innovative measures taken by the ERC
was the attribution to all women applicants who had children
an extension of the eligibility window. Independent of the
formal maternity leave taken (which varies across the EU-28,
depending on the national parental laws), women applicants’
eligibility window is extended by 18 months per child6. The
decision was taken to increase equality of opportunities to
women facing physical and psychological challenges (before
and after giving birth). The ERC recognizes the importance
of promoting a balanced society and shared parental duties;
therefore, men applicants who have taken paternity leave7 are

6Women are required to submit the birth certificate of the
child(ren).

7Men are required to submit an official certificate stating the
length of the paternity leave taken.
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Figure 4. Timeline of measures taken by the ERC to increase gender balance and equal opportunities.

also eligible to request extensions of the eligibility window
(equal to the time of leave taken).

5 Conclusions

In just over 10 years, the European Research Council has
become a powerhouse of science. It has reached very high
goals. Firstly, research funded by the ERC has led to major
advances at the frontier of knowledge, as the ex post analysis
conducted on a random sample of completed projects shows
year after year. Overall results of the 2015–2018 exercises
show that more than 75 % of ERC projects achieved a break-
through or a major scientific advance (European Research
Council, 2019). Secondly, research funded by the ERC has
set clear and inspirational targets for frontier science across
Europe, pushing applicants to develop their most ambitious
and daring ideas, and not just ask for funding to continue
routine work. As such, ERC-supported research contributed
significantly to the fact that now Europe is ahead of the US in
terms of share of the 1 % most cited scientific articles (Thom-
son and Kanesarajah, 2017).

Over 120 000 publications are reported by ERC projects
as a result of the work produced by more than 60 000 re-
searchers and other professionals hired in ERC teams. In ad-
dition, ERC grantees have been recipients of over 1300 pres-
tigious prizes.

Efforts to tackle gender imbalances and actions to pro-
mote equality of opportunities are mainstreamed across the
ERC operations. Evaluation based on excellence as a sole
criterion, alongside carefully selected and briefed reviewers,
are the essentials of the ERC peer-reviewing system. Qualita-
tive and quantitative research results suggest a success of the
ERC approach, both in its evaluation model and in its efforts
to tackle imbalances.

One possible explanation for the low submission rates by
women, especially in AdG, could be the fact that the ERC
grants are seen as highly prestigious. Consequently, there
may be a fraction of eligible candidates that do not even try
to apply – as they may not consider themselves part of an

“elite”. However, ERC criteria attend to both the innovative
character of the project and the track record of the candidate
(primarily as regards its adequacy for the proposed project
and demonstrated independent and creative thinking). The
elite is a prevalent myth that should be replaced instead by
a general understanding of the importance given to the inno-
vative character of the scientific ideas of the project.

To increase the participation of women in ERC calls is a
general important goal, even if there are many external fac-
tors. The ERC is aware of some host institutions that filter
their own candidates, thus potentially restricting the diversity
in the pool of candidates. It is unclear what the reasoning and
motivation are behind such a strategy.

The self-censorship of some candidates may also play a
role, encouraged by many ERC myths that continue to cir-
culate in scientific communities. The ERC scientific officers
are active in organizing information sessions at major in-
ternational conferences (e.g. EGU, Goldschmidt and AGU).
Those sessions aim at raising awareness, clarifying doubts,
and destroying myths.

The authors hope that this paper will also contribute
to raising awareness of the ERC efforts and encourag-
ing less obvious candidates to apply. The lower submis-
sion rates by women, especially in AdG, remain a fo-
cus of attention and actions by the ERC. In addition to
the actions listed in the ERC Gender Equality Plan 2014–
2020 (https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/
ERC_ScC_Gender_Equality_Plan_2014-2020.pdf, last ac-
cess: 29 June 2020), the ERC remains vigilant and open to
revising its procedures and adopting new ones when needed
(see Fig. 4).

https://doi.org/10.5194/adgeo-53-87-2020 Adv. Geosci., 53, 87–95, 2020

https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/ERC_ScC_Gender_Equality_Plan_2014-2020.pdf
https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/ERC_ScC_Gender_Equality_Plan_2014-2020.pdf


94 C. Jesus-Rydin et al.: Gendered participation in the geosciences

Appendix A

Table A1. Actions taken by the ERC scientific council to tackle
gender equality.

Year Action Comments

2007 Extension of eligibility window by 12 months per child born
after PhD to women. Extension of eligibility window by no. of
months taken as parental leave to men.

Parental charges has impact on track record.

2010 Extension of eligibility window by 18 months (women) and no.
of months of parental leave taken (men) per child born before or
after PhD award. The total extension was limited to maximum
of 4.5 years.

Impact of parental charges on track record is not limited in time;
thus, the link to being prior to the PhD date was removed.
Four and a half years of extension was considered generous.

2013 Scientific leadership potential (self-evaluation)
section removed.

Scientific leadership section was a subjective source of
cultural imbalances (gender, nationality, support, etc.) and
potential bias.

2014 Model CV template included in application forms. Panel members across various scientific domains argued for CV
template to reduce subjectivity of free-style. ERC approved it
with hesitation, as being too prescriptive is not the ERC’s
preferred approach.

2015 No limit to eligibility extension (no longer 4.5 years) Care of
sick relative counts for extension of the eligibility Track record
focus on 5/10 publications.

A few cases of applicants with more than three children raised
the attention that there is no reason to set a limit on how many
children should be accountable, thus the limit of 4.5 years for
extension was removed. Care for sick relatives is open to anyone
that can demonstrate it with, knowing that traditionally this will
more often affect women’s careers. To help panel members to
evaluate the track records fairly, applicants are asked to list a
limited number of publications: up to 5 for Starting Grant and
up to 10 for Consolidator Grant

2016 Video on unconscious bias shown to panel members. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g978T58gELo,
last access: 29 June 2020

2017 Even if the model grant agreement included provisions
requiring grant holders to respect gender equality issues, since
2017, those provisions are mentioned in the call text (ERC Work
Programme)∗.

(. . . ) ERC Principal Investigators should also determine the
relevance of integrating sex and gender analysis into their
research. Specific activities promoting equal opportunities or
gender balance or covering the gender dimension of research
funded by the ERC can be considered to be eligible costs.

2018 Unconscious bias training to 2/3 Programme Officers.

2019 Unconscious bias training to (i) all Programme Officers
(ongoing); (ii) ERC Scientific Council (June); (iii) ERC man-
agement (November)

* https://erc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/document/file/ERC-Work-Programme-2017.pdf, last access: 29 June 2020 (p. 11).
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