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Marit explains the ETHNA project, focusing attention on RRI understood as a transition of change, and asks which governance measures and tools are necessary to implement this kind of change in an organization. 

Paula describes different governance frameworks in Europe in the previous years: 
-multilevel governance (the principle of subsidiarity, regionalization, stakeholderinvolvement)
- (new) public management (monitoring, evaluation, assessment)

Explains the concept of gender mainstreaming: A double evolution in gender policies 
· Regarding the content of the policy: gender policies is not just about the law, empowering women, but changing the structures;
· But it is also a different type of policy strategy, that incorporates all these types of governmental logics (monitoring, evaluation).  
· The implicit logic here: So not just gender perspective in sectoral policies, but also about increasing the quality of the policies (more participatory, evaluation, monitoring). 
So, from the late 90’s we have this approach, and now we have RRI, which is somehow another governance proposal, which brings with it the collective dimension of responsibility. Not about role responsibility, but we need to be collectively responsible. For instance, it is not just the gender units that is responsible for gender equality, we all are. We need to be collectively pushed towards gender equality. 

Marit: What would collective responsibility imply in practice?

Paula: 
“It’s this idea that the gender perspective should be everywhere, because gender biases are everywhere. We have an unconscious approach to this. There are a lot of things that are connected to several of the other RRI dimensions, that means RRI training, which is a huge thing now, it means having these committees on RRI issues including gender to discuss how are we going to deal with this, it is about implementing equality plans”. 

Quote#1
“Equality plans is the most important thing considering the institutionalization (of gender equality) in an organization or institutions… The equality plans are a kind of ‘super-measure’ that includes many measures; a good equality plan involves participation of different kind of people in the organization, evaluation, monitoring …” 



Marit: The equality plan, is that a strategic document for the organization?

Paula: It should have this participatory approach. You need to talk to people in the organization to detect the problems, qualitatively, it also involves some monitoring, so you need some indicators on the number of women and men across the organization. 

Marit: The gender equality plans have to be supported by the management? 

Paula: yes. 

Quote #2
“If the management is not aligned with it (gender equality plans) and promotes it, it is very difficult to do”.

Paula describes a potential problem with making gender equality plans obligatory, by making them count for research funding, evaluations of institutions or projects (which many funding agencies, including at the EU level do): the use gender equality plans as incentives, sometimes has the unintended consequence that the organizations outsource the production of the equality plan to external consultancy agencies. This is currently happening in Spain, according to Paula. The result is that different organizations’ equality plans often look the same. However, the idea is that gender equality plans adapt to the context. The gender dynamics are not necessarily the same in different organizations. It depends on the people, the sector, cultural practices. So, the idea of equality plans is very nice, but the way in which it is being done is not ideal. 

The debate now concerns the implementation of the plans. Evaluating the plans, looking at whether something is changing. 

How do we know whether change is happening? This connects with the idea of monitoring. In Paula’s opinion, monitoring can be useful in public management. And things are changing. Instead of focusing so much on quantitative indicators, the focus now is on processes in place in the organizations that can contribute to a better gender balance, such as gender equality plans, and work balance measures. 

Paula: but monitoring also has a lot of limitations. 

Quote #3
“In my opinion we have too much faith in monitoring. We cannot control or promote everything by monitoring. A lot of times the indicators used for monitoring are incentives. So, for instance, if in a research assessment you get extra points for having an equality plan, so then the equality plan becomes is an incentive. Even if indicators can be of use, it might be for learning purposes, change processes …; we think we need more qualitative information, and we need to focus more on learning … In RRI we need to approach indicators in a responsible way, in the sense that we do not only use quantitative data, and we need to think about the purposes and justification of why we are doing monitoring, why do we need to measure this”.

 Paula: There is not exactly scepticism to quantitative data. In gender policy the indicators have been really useful in making people aware that we have real problems in this field. So, indicators are important, but we can’t approach the use of them in a narrow way. We can also use indicators to open up discussion, not close it. In super-MORRI we are debating these things. The usefulness of indicators in the area of gender is more obvious than in other areas. 

Marit: You need something in addition to indicators?

Paula: Yes, you need debate. One of the big problems in the field of gender is that there is no debate in the organizations, they are not changing, but filling in checklists. We need to integrate the idea of excellence with social impact. At the moment they are separate. 

Marit: What would it take to generate more debate in the organizations? 

Paula: Refers to a working paper on bridging organizations and facilitation (of processes of dialogue). Bridging different institutional logics to stimulate innovation, which includes also involving social actors, including from the public administration. TTO are BO; their role is to connect the university, the firms, social actors, the administration. These BOs are key in promoting responsibility. 

BOs are important, but it is not sufficient. There are structural factors at EU level that prevent the focus on responsibility. For instance, the regional offices in Spain are developing a bridging role of BOs, connecting different actors. But they are pressured form both sides from the EU level: on one side there is the DG for innovation promoting responsible innovation, and on the other hand, there is the DG of Regions, which provides most of the funding to the regional offices, and which promotes competitiveness. And these are two different logics. There are a lot of mismatches in the governance frame, and the logics behind, which affect the institutionalization side. 

But the extent to which an EU member state is influenced by this tension, depends on the degree of dependence. Italy for instance is not as influence by it. 

Marit: Could you elaborate further on the bridging role of the TTO and other units in the organizations? Would you say that they have a role in governing R&I networks towards RRI?

Paula: These organizations act within a  national and supra-nationalgovernance framework/structures that is not RRI-friendly. 

Marit: But how would you proceed with promoting RRI (related issues) in the entire organization in an ideal world, in which the framework was more enabling? Would it make sense to set up a unit in an organization that could have a bridging role?

Paula: “It depends on the organizational culture, and how they organize these processes. If you have a unit, the responsibility for RRI is automatically placed with that unit, and that is not a good thing if the aim is mainstreaming (collective responsibility). These types of units also tend to have limited resources… The first thing to do if you want to achieve RRI mainstreaming, or mainstreaming in one dimension of RRI, is to set up a commission consisting of people with power in the organization, people who really can influence the organization in their own departments, and then you need to consider whether you need a unit and if you have the resources to do so. But it depends a lot on other processes in the organizations. I see both functioning, and I see both functioning badly, depending on the organization.
The idea of plans is an expression of new public management, top-down management. And that is not perhaps the most suitable approach to dealing with these subtle RRI-issues. 

Paula: What we lack the most is debate.

Marit: So, a place to meet, or someone to facilitate this debate?

Paula: Yes, I think that is crucial, but you also need obligatory measures, laws/hard regulation. If everything is voluntary nothing will happen.
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