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The article investigates the state of female empowerment in academic
leadership by conducting a comparative analysis of university rectorship across
25 EU member states and Ukraine. The study highlights systemic disparities and
supports evidence-based policy improvement by identifying the extent of gender
representation gaps and contextualizing Ukraine’s position within the European
academic landscape.

The research is based on a cross-national comparative method using
quantitative secondary data from official EU sources and national statistical
databases. Three indicators were analyzed: percentage of female rectors, female-
to-male ratio, and performance relative to the EU average. Countries were then
clustered into three groups (Leaders, Adopters, and Laggards) based on their
alignment with the EU average.

The study reveals wide variation in female leadership across the EU, with
countries like Latvia, Ireland, and the Netherlands outperforming the average,
while others, including Ukraine, demonstrate minimal progress. The
classification framework provides a valuable tool for identifying systemic
strengths and weaknesses. The findings suggest that national policy
environments, recruitment transparency, and institutional accountability are key
drivers behind leadership parity.

The main limitation of this research is its exclusive focus on rectorship due
to the unavailability of comparable statistical data for other leadership roles
such as deans and provosts. Additionally, the use of static data from 2022 limits
the analysis to a single point in time, preventing longitudinal assessment. The
qualitative dimensions of empowerment, such as organizational culture or
informal barriers, were also not captured. Future research should expand the
scope of leadership positions, incorporate time-series data, and adopt mixed-
method approaches.

The vresults offer actionable insights for policymakers, university
administrators, and international education bodies to benchmark progress,

design interventions, and align national frameworks with EU equality standards.



This study provides a novel, data-driven classification of academic
leadership gender parity across EU states and Ukraine, introducing a

comparative framework not previously applied in this regional context.

Memoro cmammi € npeocmaeieHHss KOHYyenyii, CHnpsMOBAHOI Ha
3abe3neuenns (hinancosoi Oe3neku 0epocasu 6 CYYacHOMY IHGOpMayiuHoOMY
cycninocmsi. Lle Oocnidocenuss pobumsv 6HecOK y meopito, npeocmasisandu
yinichull iHme2pamuenull nioxio 00 QiHaHcoBoi Oe3neku Oepaircasu 8 Yugpposy
enoxy. Ha siominy 6i0 nonepeomnix 0ocniodcens, Ki 4acmo 30Cepedtcyiomuvcs Ha
[30/1b0BAHUX aACNeKmax (IHaHco80i be3neKu, ys cmamms NPoONnoHyeE KOMNIEKCH)
KOHYENnyito, wo OXONTIOE pe2yNsimOpPHI, MEXHON02IYHI ma CMpame2iyHi 3axX00u.
Hosuszna yvoco nioxoody nonseae 6 11020 MidcOUCYUNTIHAPHIN NepCneKkmuei ma
3acmoco8HOCMI 00 PI3HUX (IHAHCOBUX KOHMEKCMIB, W0 pooumv 1020 YIHHUM
pecypcom 0sl HAyKOB8YI8 [ NpaKmukis y cqhepi ghinancosoi besnexu.

Pesynovmamu 0ocniosicenns niokpecatoroms Hegio'eMHi elemenmu, HeoOXioOHi
0151 3abe3nevueHts hiHanHcoBol be3neku 0epaicasu 8 IHPopMayitiHomy CYCRilbCMeI.
Lli enemenmu oxonnworoms HAOIUHY HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOSY 0a3y, e@exmueHi
opeaHu QiHaHCO08020 HaA2NAOY, BCEOCANCHY IHGpacmpykmypy Kibepbe3neku ma
npooymauni cmpameeii  ynpaeninus puzuxamu. Kpim moeo, y o0ocnidxceHnni
NIOKPECTIOEMBCA BANCIUBICING (DYHKYIOHYBAHHS NIOPO30iNi6é (hiHAHCOB0I PO3BIOKU,
PO3POOKU ~ HOPMAMUBHO-NPABOGUX — AKMIB, WO  CMOCYIOMbCS  (DIHAHCOBUX
mexnonoeiu (FinTech), peanizayii iniyiamug 3 iHGOpMYBaHHA 2pOMAOCbKOCMI,
MINCHAPOOHO20 CNIBPOOIMHUYMBA, CUCEM eKOHOMIYHO020 MOHIMOPUHSY mMda
NPOMOKOI8 peazy8aHHs HaA Haod3suuyauui cumyayii. Pazom yi xomnonenmu
CmeoprIms CMItKY QIHAHCO8Y cucmemy, 30amHy HPOMUCMOAMU CYUYACHUM
BUKIUKAM.

Ilpakmuuni 6UCHOBKU Yb020 OOCNIONCEHHS MAIOMb BANCIUBE 3HAYEHHS O]
NONIMUKIG, pe2yIamopHUX opeauie i  ¢hinancosux ycmarnos. Ilputinasuiu
3aNnponoHOBaAHy KOHYEeNnyirto, Yi 3ayiKasieHi CMopoHU MONCYMb NIOSULWUMU CBOTO

30amuicms 3axuwamu QiHancosi cucmemu 8i0 Yyugposux 3azpos, 3abesneqysamu



OOMPUMAHHS pe2VIISIMOPHUX HOPM 1 niompumysamu 008ipy cnodcusadie. Kpim
moeo, pe3yibmamu O0O0CHIONCeHHsT O0aiomb YIHHY [Hgopmayito 0as peanizayii
KaMnauiu 3  NiOBUWeHHA  ODI3HAHOCMI  2POMAOCLKOCMI  ma  CHPUSHHSI
MIJICHAPOOHOMY — CRIBPOOIMHUYMBY Ol BUPIUEHHS — 2100AIbHUX — Npob/iem

Qinancosoi besnexu.

Y ecmammi 0ocnidoceno cman po3uwiupenHs npag i MO*CIUBOCMel HCIHOK 8
aKaoemiyHoMy  1I0epCmel  WIAXOM — NPOBEOEHHs  NOPIGHAILHO20  AHANI3Y
PpeKmopcbko2o ckiady yHigepcumemie y 25 kpainax-unenax €C ma Vxpaiui. V
O00CTIONCEHHI BUCBIMJIEHO CUCMEMHI OUCNPONOpYii ma Ha8eoeHOo O00KA3U HA
KOpUCMb  3MIHU  NOJIMUKU, BUABIEHO MAcuimadu 2eHOepHO20 pO3pugy 8
npeoCmasHuyYmei ma KOHMeKCMYAaliz08ano no3uyio Yxpainu 6 €8poneticbKomy
aKaoemivHoMy 1anowagmi.

Hocniooicennss  6azyemocsi  Ha  MIJICHAYIOHAJILHOM) — NOPIGHSAHHI 3
BUKOPUCTMAHHAM B8MOPUHHUX KLIbKICHUX Oanux i3 o@iyitinux Ooxcepenr €C ma
HayioOHANbHUX cmamucmuynux 6as. byno npoananizosano mpu nOKA3HUKU:
8I0COMOK JHCIHOK-PEKMOpPIB, CNiBBIOHOULEHHS JHCIHOK 00 YOJI08IKI8 V KepieHUYMSEI
ma NOKA3HUKU 8IOHOCHO cepeOnbo2o 3HadenHs no €C. Kpainu 6yno 3epynosano y
mpu kracmepu (nioepu, NPUXUIbHUKYU 3MIH | aymcatioepu) 3a1ei#cHo 8i0 CMyneHts ix
8I0N0BIOHOCMI CepeOHbOEBPONELCbKOMY DIBHIO.

Jocniooicennss 8UABUNO 3HAYHY 8APIAMUBHICMb YUACMI JHCIHOK Y SUWOMY
kepisnuymsi 6 €C: Jlamegis, Ipanandia ma Hidepranou oemoncmpyroms
pe3yibmamu, wo HnepesuyIonms CcepeoHi NOKASHUKU, MO0l AK I[HWI Kpaiuu,
30kpema Ykpaina, OeMOHCMpPYIOMb MIHIMATbHUL npocpec. 3anponoHO8aHa
Kiacugikayitina mMooenb € YiHHUM IHCMPYMEHMOM OJisl BUABIEHHS CUCTMEMHUX
CUNbHUX [ crabkux cmopin. Pesynemamu ceiouams npo me, wo KIOY08UMU
YUHHUKAMU OOCSACHEHHS 2eHOEepHO20 napumemy 6 KepiGHUYMEI € HAYIOHAIbHA
NONIMuUKa, npo3opicms nPoyedyp HAUMy ma iIHCMUmyyitiHa ni036iMHICMb.

OcCHOBHUM 0OMENCEHHAM OOCHIONCEHHSL € U020 30CEPEONCEHICNb BUKIIOYHO

Ha PeKmMoOpCbKUX NOCA0ax uepe3 8i0CYMHICMb 3ICMAGHUX CMAMUCTMUYHUX OAHUX



WOO0O0 HWUX KepiGHUX NOo3uyiil, Mmaxkux sk 0ekaumu uu npopexkmopu. Kpim moeo,
suxopucmanusa cmamuyHux oanux 3a 2022 pik obmedcye ananiz 0OHI€ 4aco8oro
MOYKOIO, WO VHEMOMNCIUBTIOE NPOCMENCeHHs OuHamiku. AHkicni acnexmu
POZWUPEHHS MONCIUBOCIEU, MAKI K Op2aAHi3ayitiHa Kyl1bmypa 4u He@opmMaibHi
oap ‘epu, maxooic ne Oynu oxonneni. Matloymui 00CiONHCeHH NOBUHHI POUUPUMU
0bcsi2 nocaod, OXONAeHUX aHali3oM, GKIYUMU OaHi OUHAMIYHO2O POy mda
3aCcmMoco8ysamu 3MILUAHT MeMOoO0I02Il.

Ompumani  pe3yromamu  (QOpMYIOmMs  APAKMUYHI  OPIEHMUPU  OJiA
PO3POOHUKIE NOIMUKY, AOMIHICMPAYil YHIGepcumemis i MiZCHAPOOHUX OCBIMHIX
CMPYKMYp  WO000 OYIHIOBAHHA  Npocpecy, NPOEKMYBAHHA  IHMep8eHyiu |
V32000CeHHsl HAYIOHAILHUX Ni0X0018 3i cmanoapmamu 2enoepHoi pienocmi €C.

Lle Oocniodicennss € HOBAMOPCOLKUM 3AB0SKU CMBOPEHHIO Kaacu@ikayii
2EHOEpHO20 napumemy 8 aKadeMiyHOM) JIi0epCmei HA OCHOBI KiNbKICHUX OaHUX,

wo enepuie 3acnocoeyemsvcs 6 YboOMYy p€2i0HClJZbHOMy KOHmMeKCmi.

Keywords: academia, EU, female empowerment, Ukraine, university.
Knwuosi cnoea: akxademiune cepeoosuwe, €C, nocunenus npas i

ModcIUBOCmel HCIHOK, YKpaina, yHieepcumem.

General statement of the problem and its connection with important
scientific or practical tasks. Gender equality remains a fundamental principle of
the European Higher Education Area, yet the persistent underrepresentation of
women in academic leadership roles highlights the need for targeted analysis and
policy action. Despite increasing female participation at entry and mid-level
academic positions, significant disparities continue to exist at the highest decision-
making levels across universities in both EU member states and associated
countries like Ukraine. Understanding the scope and structure of these disparities is
essential for promoting inclusive and effective governance within higher education
institutions. This publication is part of the project “European Female

Empowerment for the Union of Equality” (EUFEUE), funded by the European



Union under the ERASMUS-JMO-2022-HEI-TCH-RSCH call (topic: ERASMUS-
JMO-2022-MODULE, project number 101077151), with the European Education
and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA) as the granting authority. By offering a
cross-national comparative assessment, this study aims to identify performance
patterns, evaluate gaps in gender representation, and provide a foundation for
evidence-based reforms in academic leadership.

Analysis of recent studies and publications. A substantial body of literature
investigates gender equality and female empowerment in academia, examining
institutional barriers, representation gaps, and policy efforts across national and
regional contexts. For instance, Lone, Lone, and Ali conduct a systematic review
assessing the role of higher education in advancing women’s empowerment. They
emphasize how tertiary education enhances women’s socio-economic status,
fosters political participation, and promotes personal growth [11, pp. 1050-1051].
However, the review lacks comparative depth, especially in regional or national
contexts, and remains overly general in its policy recommendations.

Melnychenko investigates the underrepresentation of women in top
leadership roles in Ukrainian higher education institutions, despite the feminization
of the education sector. The article identifies structural and cultural barriers,
including internalized gender roles, lack of institutional encouragement, and
societal expectations [14, pp. 19-20]. Nonetheless, the article remains largely
descriptive and lacks comparative statistical modeling or international
benchmarking.

Manna provides a comprehensive critique of persistent gender inequality in
higher education and research, emphasizing how entrenched patriarchal norms,
neoliberal academic culture, and institutional inertia perpetuate disparities. Using
an intersectional and feminist institutionalist lens, Manna calls for structural
reform, inclusive policymaking, and recognition of caregiving as academic labor,
proposing transformative gender mainstreaming in academia [12, pp. 647-648].
The absence of quantified comparative data limits its utility for benchmarking

institutional progress across national contextsio



Correa, Glas, and Opara adopt a multi-method approach to examine female
participation and leadership in higher education across Europe, Central Asia, and
Latin America. The authors advocate for gender-sensitive reforms, inclusive
leadership development, and institutional policy improvements aligned with SDG
4 and 5 targets [3, pp. 13-15]. The article’s strength in combining quantitative and
qualitative methods is somewhat limited by its reliance on regional case studies,
which restricts generalizability.

Forman-Rabinovici, Mandel, and Bauer explore the effects of state-
mandated gender quotas in European academia using panel data from 25 countries
(2003-2018). Contrary to some fears, they found no consistent evidence of a
backlash effect, concluding that quotas serve as effective tools to promote gender
equality, though their long-term impact may depend on complementary structural
reforms and time-sensitive variables [5, p. 1145-1147]. The study’s reliance on
relatively short-term data and regional focus limits its global applicability.

Nassar, Abbas, and Al-Sify emphasize the need for inclusive leadership,
outlines societal and institutional barriers, and proposes practical strategies — such
as identity development, specialized training, and family support — to foster female
leadership. The authors argue that increasing women’s representation contributes
to innovation, sustainability, and better academic outcomes across universities [6,
p. 14]. Despite the article’s strategic insights and comprehensive framework, it
remains largely conceptual and based on secondary sources.

Bondar, Telychko, Tovkanets, Shcherban, and Kobal present a comparative
analysis of higher education trends across ten countries in the European Higher
Education Area, contrasting EU and non-EU members. The study finds EU
countries generally demonstrate higher performance in terms of funding, doctoral
enrollment, academic staff balance, and international mobility, while non-EU
countries lag in data transparency, R&D spending, and gender-disaggregated
staffing [2, pp. 90-91]. The article is heavily data-driven yet lacks thematic

cohesion concerning gender dynamics in academia.



Tsymbaliuk, Kurchenko, Tokar, Vinska, and Shkoda investigate how gender
influences professional development in academia through a case study at Kyiv
National Economic University. Based on a survey of 285 faculty members, the
article reveals substantial gender differences in self-confidence, perceived
recognition, mentoring needs, and leadership ambition [17, pp. 402-403]. Even
though the study presents detailed gender-disaggregated data, its single-institution
focus limits generalizability.

Godara examines the current state of gender equality in educational
institutions from a global perspective, emphasizing the persistent disparities in
access, participation, and outcomes for different genders [7, p. 1856]. The article
takes a broad international view and does not delve into region-specific or higher
education-focused data.

Kapoor analyzes the presence of women in administrative leadership roles in
Indian higher education as a key indicator of empowerment. Despite high female
enrollment and growing participation at entry-level academic positions, the study
highlights persistent underrepresentation of women in senior roles such as deans
and vice-chancellors [9, p. 31]. While the paper provides a detailed account of
India’s context and cites important leadership theories, it is heavily focused on the
Indian higher education system without comparative benchmarking.

Araneda-Guirriman, Sepulveda-Paez, Pedraja-Rejas, and San Martin
conduct a scoping review of 129 peer-reviewed articles published between 2012
and 2022 to map the landscape of research on women in academia. The study
emphasizes the persistence of structural inequalities, despite expanded female
participation, and highlights a gap in research addressing success factors for female
academics [1, pp. 7-8]. The article’s broad scope comes at the expense of
actionable policy recommendations, limiting its direct utility for addressing
empowerment mechanisms at the institutional level.

Gahan and Nayak explore the critical link between gender equality and women’s
education, emphasizing its foundational role in sustainable development, family

welfare, and national progress. The authors argue for differentiated but equitable



education approaches for men and women to enhance societal well-being and
intergenerational knowledge transfer [6, p. 6]. The article’s arguments lean heavily on
normative claims and philosophical quotations without empirical validation.

Rastrygina and Ivanenko present a conceptual framework for implementing
gender equality in Ukraine’s education system through a pedagogy of freedom.
They advocate for redesigning educational spaces, reforming teacher training, and
promoting democratic dialogue to dismantle rigid gender roles and cultivate a
gender-sensitive learning environment [16, pp. 167-170]. Despite its philosophical
depth and normative appeal, the article is predominantly theoretical, lacking
empirical validation or comparative data.

Hurtado-Reina, Meza, and Velasco analyze 794 teaching guides from
Spanish universities’ Primary Education degrees to assess female representation in
course leadership and bibliographic references. They find that while women are
nearly equally represented in course coordination (47%), their visibility in the
academic literature remains disproportionately low — only one-third of cited works
are authored by women [8, pp. 6-7]. Despite the study’s valuable dataset and clear
findings, it lacks cross-country comparisons and generalizability beyond Spain.

Khraban and Vyhivska conduct a systematic literature review on women’s
leadership in higher education, focusing on gender disparities in managerial roles
in Ukrainian universities. The authors advocate for feminist-informed leadership
appointments, gender assessment mechanisms, and institutional reforms to unlock
the leadership potential of women in academia [10, p. 33]. The article is limited by
its reliance on qualitative synthesis and national sources without comparative EU-
wide data.

While the existing literature provides valuable insights into women’s
academic leadership, further research is needed to deepen cross-national
comparisons and clarify the institutional factors that shape varying levels of female
empowerment in higher education systems.

Formulation of the objectives of the article (task statement). The article

aims to develop a comparative framework for assessing female empowerment in



academia across Ukraine and EU member states by identifying key indicators of
gender representation, classifying countries by performance, and highlighting
institutional disparities to support evidence-based policy improvements.

Summary of the main research material. Table 1 provides a detailed
overview of female representation in academic leadership, namely rectors of
universities, across 25 EU member-states and Ukraine, focusing on three key
indicators: the percentage of female heads of higher education institutions, the
female-to-male leadership ratio, and the relative performance of each country
compared to the EU average.

Table 1. Women in higher education leadership (rectors of universities): EU

member states and Ukraine (2022)

Country Female rectors, % | Female-to-male ratio | Ratio to average, %
Latvia 48.2% 0.93 179%
Ireland 47.1% 0.89 175%
Netherlands 46.0% 0.85 171%
Lithuania 37.8% 0.61 141%
Belgium 36.8% 0.58 137%
Slovenia 35.5% 0.55 132%
Finland 31.6% 0.46 118%
Denmark 31.2% 0.45 116%
Germany 29.2% 0.41 109%
Italy 28.7% 0.40 107%
Austria 28.6% 0.40 106%
Portugal 26.7% 0.36 99%
Malta 25.0% 0.33 93%
Spain 24.4% 0.32 91%
Poland 23.6% 0.31 88%
Bulgaria 23.5% 0.31 87%
Croatia 23.3% 0.30 87%
Estonia 21.1% 0.27 78%
France 19.6% 0.24 73%
Czechia 18.8% 0.23 70%
Slovakia 18.2% 0.22 68%
Hungary 15.9% 0.19 59%
Greece 12.0% 0.14 45%
Cyprus 10.9% 0.12 41%
Romania 10.3% 0.11 38%
Ukraine 10.0% 0.11 37%
Average 26.9% 0.38 —

Source: elaborated by the authors based on [4; 13, p. 42]

Latvia, Ireland, and the Netherlands demonstrate the strongest levels of

gender parity, with close to or above 45% of leadership positions held by women.




Their female-to-male ratios approach or exceed 0.85, placing them well above the
EU average of 0.38. These statistics suggest sustained national commitment to
gender equality in higher education, likely supported by legal frameworks,
transparent hiring practices, and accountability mechanisms.

Further down the table, countries such as Finland, Germany, and Austria
show percentages ranging between 28% and 32%. These results, while still above
average, point to a more gradual progression and potential bottlenecks in
leadership pipelines. At or just below the average are countries like Portugal and
Malta, where moderate gender inclusion exists but may not yet be institutionalized
across all levels.

The lower tier of the table includes countries with female headship rates
under 20%, including Slovakia, Hungary, and Romania. These nations have
female-to-male ratios between 0.11 and 0.22 (less than two-thirds of the EU
average) signaling deep-rooted gender imbalances in access to decision-making
positions. Ukraine, listed for comparative purposes, has one of the lowest levels of
female leadership in academia, reflecting structural barriers and the urgent need for
reform in alignment with EU norms.

The absence of data from certain EU countries, most notably Sweden and
Luxembourg, limits the comprehensiveness of the analysis, particularly as Sweden
is typically regarded as a frontrunner in gender equality. This highlights the
continued challenge of harmonizing data collection and reporting mechanisms
across the European Higher Education Area.

Table 2 introduces a cluster analysis of the countries using the percentage of
female heads relative to the EU average as the basis for classification. Countries
are grouped into three clusters: Leaders, Adopters, and Laggards, according to
their performance as a percentage of the EU average (26.9%).

The Leader cluster comprises countries where the percentage of female
academic heads exceeds 90% of the EU average (i.e., above 24.21%). This group
includes 17 countries, such as Latvia, Ireland, the Netherlands, and also newer

member-states like Lithuania and Croatia. The wide inclusion of countries from



both Western and Eastern Europe suggests that high female representation in
leadership is not solely tied to economic development or EU accession timing, but
also to national policies and institutional reforms aimed at fostering gender
inclusivity.

Table 2. Clustering of EU member-states and Ukraine by female leadership in

education (2022)
Cluster Interval (% of EU average) Countries
Latvia, Ireland, Netherlands,
Lithuania, Belgium, Slovenia,
Finland, Denmark, Germany
0 0 9 9 b
Leaders >90% (>24.21%) Italy, Austria, Portugal, Malta,
Spain, Poland, Bulgaria,
Croatia
Adopters 75-90% (20.18%—24.21%) Estonia, France, Czechia
Slovakia, Hungary, Greece
o 0 > s )
Laggards <75% (<20.18%) Cyprus, Romania, Ukraine

Source: elaborated by the authors based on [18, p. 377]

The Adopter group includes countries with female representation between
75% and 90% of the EU average (20.18%—-24.21%). Estonia, France, and Czechia
fall into this category, signaling transitional systems. These countries have taken
some steps toward gender-balanced leadership but have yet to institutionalize
consistent progress. Their inclusion in this middle tier underscores the presence of
potential, albeit uneven, implementation of gender equity strategies within higher
education.

The Laggard cluster includes six countries (Slovakia, Hungary, Greece,
Cyprus, Romania, and Ukraine) where female leadership remains below 75% of
the EU average (i.e., under 20.18%). These countries are characterized by notably
low female-to-male ratios and minimal advancement toward parity. Their position
reflects systemic challenges, including cultural resistance to women in leadership,
insufficient policy enforcement, or lack of supportive institutional structures.
Ukraine’s inclusion here emphasizes the critical need for alignment with European
gender equality frameworks, especially in the post-war reconstruction of its

educational and governance systems.




Conclusions and prospects for further research in this area. The article
presents a comprehensive comparative analysis of female representation in
academic leadership across 25 EU member states and Ukraine, revealing
considerable disparities in gender parity. The key value-added lies in the
development of a performance-based classification framework (Leaders, Adopters,
Laggards) grounded in relative alignment with the EU average. This framework
allows for a nuanced understanding of systemic differences and facilitates
benchmarking for institutional and national reform. Policy implications include the
urgent need for Ukraine and other underperforming countries to adopt transparent
recruitment procedures, enforce gender equality frameworks, and invest in
leadership training programs for women. Further research should expand this
analysis to additional countries, integrate longitudinal data to capture trends over
time, and examine qualitative factors such as organizational culture, mentoring
systems, and gender-sensitive leadership models to deepen understanding and

inform targeted interventions.
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