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Introduction 
This follow-up report traces the implementation of Tampere University’s Equality and Non-

discrimination Policy in the years 2019 and 2020. The Finnish Equality Act sets out more 

specific regulations than the Finnish Non-Discrimination Act, which is partly why this report 

is more focused on gender equality (see Tanhua 2020). Gender diversity is also discussed in 

this report. 

The University’s Equality and Non-discrimination Policy is an extensive document and 

discusses a variety of concepts, which affects the nature and extent of necessary follow-up 

measures. It has not been possible to fully cover all the themes included in the Equality and 

Non-discrimination Policy in this report, but the main themes are discussed. In many cases 

there were no ready-made indicators available for evaluating the implementation of the 

planned measures to promote equality. The open-ended responses to the University’s staff 

survey were not available to the team compiling this report. These responses may have 

included insights that would have been useful for monitoring the implementation of the 

Equality and Non-discrimination Policy and preparing a new one.   

A large number of people have provided valuable input for this report, such as HR staff, the 

student union TREY, the Accessibility team, the Education and Learning unit, occupational 

safety representatives, IT staff and faculty managers. 

The structure of this report is largely similar to that of the Equality and Non-discrimination 

Policy. The main difference is that this report begins by presenting gender statistics. The 

final chapter identifies further development areas and lists other observations that were 

made while compiling this report. 

This report was drawn up by Minna Leinonen and the University’s Equal Opportunities 

Committee (chair  Juha Teperi, members Kaija Aaltonen, Alexander Efimov, Laura Kaipia, 

Johanna Katajamäki, Jenni Kuuliala, Ella Meriläinen, Niina Puronurmi and Veli-Matti Värri). 
 

Gender ratio of staff and students 

New students 
This chapter examines the gender ratio of students who accepted their place at Tampere 

University in 2019 and 2020. Statistical data has been retrieved from the Vipunen  database1 

maintained by the Finnish National Agency for Education. The data is not fully accurate, as 

information about the gender of all students who accepted their place in 2019 and 2020 is 

not available. 

In the majority of the faculties, the gender ratio is heavily skewed towards one gender. The 

Faculty of Education and Culture (EDU), the Faculty of Social Sciences (SOC) and the Faculty 

of Medicine and Health Technology (MET) are female dominated. Between 2019 and 2020, 

the share of women among students increased in the Faculty of Education and Culture and 

in the Faculty of Medicine and Health Technology but decreased slightly in the Faculty of 

Social Sciences. The Faculty of Engineering and Natural Sciences (ENS) is clearly the most 

male dominated faculty. The Faculty of Built Environment (BEN) 
 

1  https://vipunen.fi/fi-fi 

https://vipunen.fi/fi-fi
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Students who accepted their place at Tampere University in 
2019 
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is likewise male dominated. The faculties with the most balanced gender ratio are the 

Faculty of Information Technology and Communication Sciences (ITC) and the Faculty of 

Management and Business (MAB). The gender ratio was more balanced at ITC and MAB in 

2020 than in 2019.  It must, however, be noted that the figures illustrate the gender ratio at 

the faculty level and the situation may vary between different fields of study.  

(Figures 1 and 2) 
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Figure 1. Students who accepted their place at Tampere University in 2019 (N=3,201) 
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Students who accepted their place at Tampere University in 
2020 

0%   10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90% 
100% 

Faculty of Information Technology and 
Communication Sciences 

48% 52% 

Faculty of Management and 
Business 

56% 44% 

Faculty of Education and Culture 92% 8% 

Faculty of Medicine and Health Technology 72% 28% 

Faculty of Built Environment 37% 63% 

Faculty of Engineering and Natural 
Sciences 

33% 67% 

Faculty of Social Sciences 83% 17% 

women 
(N=1,947) 

men (N=1,470) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 
    

 
 

 
Figure 2. Students who accepted their place at Tampere University in 2020 (N=3,417) 

In the future, it would be helpful to compare student numbers to changes in the gender 

ratio of staff in the different faculties and fields of study. This would enable the University to 

examine how the share of women and men changes among staff at different stages of the  

research career model and identify the stages where male and female staff are more likely 

to leave the University as well as carry out case studies to determine why they leave and 

where they go.  

Staff in the faculties 

The following chapter presents data for the year 2020 as similar statistical data was not 

available for 2019. 

On 1 August 2020, the faculties at Tampere University employed 2,884 staff members, of 

whom 2,576 are teaching and research staff and 308 are either support staff or staff 

working at the Tampere University Teacher Training School. These figures do not include 

hourly-paid teachers, hourly-paid employees or fee recipients/grant holders. Full-time and 

part-time staff members are included in the figures but not inactive staff (for example, an 

employee is on a leave of absence because he or she has temporarily transferred to a 

different position at the University). As illustrated by the figures, the majority of staff 

working in the faculties are men. 

The names of the faculties are abbreviated as follows: 

• BEN: Faculty of Built Environment 

• EDU: Faculty of Education and Culture 

• ENS: Faculty of Engineering and Natural Sciences 
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• ITC: Faculty of Information Technology and Communication Sciences 

• MAB: Faculty of Management and Business 

• MET: Faculty of Medicine and Health Technology 

• SOC: Faculty of Social Sciences 

The largest shares of male employees are found in the Faculty of Built Environment, the 

Faculty of Engineering and Natural Sciences and the Faculty of Information Technology and 

Communication Sciences (Figure 3). 
 

 

 

Figure 3. Staff in the faculties by gender (N=2,884). 

Among researchers who are at different stages of their research career, the gender ratio is 

most balanced at the third stage, whereas the clear majority of researchers at the fourth 

stage are men (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Staff in the faculties by gender and research career stage (N=2,576). 

The majority of professors are likewise men. Approximately one-fourth of professors are 

women. On the other research career levels, women account for roughly one-third of staff. 

(Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Staff in the faculties by gender and tenure-track career level (N=386, women N=113, men 

N=273) 

Staff in the service units 

This category includes support staff as well as teaching and research staff whose position is 

located outside of the faculties. The figures do not include hourly-paid teachers, hourly-paid 

employees or fee recipients/grant holders. This group includes 1,166 people, of whom 1,108 

are support staff and 58 teaching and research staff.  

The majority of support staff are women (Figure 6). Support staff are mainly employed on a 

permanent basis. 
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Figure 6. Staff in the service units by gender. 

The Figure 7 below presents the share of women and men in each service division. 

Education and Learning is the largest service division and Research Support is the second 

largest. Although there are fewer men than women working in the service divisions, men 

are the majority in the Operations Management division.  
 

 

Figure 7. Staff in the service units by gender and unit. 
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Nationality of staff in the faculties 
The Faculty of Engineering and Natural Sciences and the Faculty of Information Technology 

and Communication Sciences employ the largest shares of non-Finnish employees. In both 

of these faculties, international staff constitute 30% of all staff. The Faculty of Education and 

Culture employs the smallest share of international staff (5%), and the Faculty of Social 

Sciences and the Faculty of Built Environment the second smallest share (8%). International 

staff make up 12% of all staff in the Faculty of Management and Business and 17% in the 

Faculty of Medicine and Health Technology. The largest numbers of our international staff 

come from India (20% of all non-Finnish employees), Iran (14 %) and Russia (13%). The 

number of international tenure-track staff is still quite small, with the exception of the 

entry-level position as 48% of assistant professors (tenure track) are non-Finnish citizens.  

This is, however, the smallest tenure-track staff group (N=27). Professors make up the 

largest group (N=239), and 8% of professors are non-Finnish. 
 

 

 

Figure 8. International and Finnish staff employed in the faculties. 
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Figure 9. This figure shows the countries where the largest number of our international staff come 
from. 

 

Age structure 
Staff in the faculties 

ENS employs the largest share of staff aged between 20 and 29 (37%). EDU (8%) and SOC (9%) 

employ the smallest number staff in this age group. The share of staff aged 60 or older is the largest 

at EDU (16%) and SOC (15%). ENS employs the smallest share of staff aged 60 or older (5%). 
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Figure 10. Age structure of the workforce in the faculties. 

Staff in the service units 
In the service divisions (N=1166), employees aged 20 to 29 years are the smallest age group. This 

group includes 112 employees. The largest number of employees are in the age bracket 50-59. This 

group includes 354 employees. 
 

 

Figure 11. Age structure of the workforce in the service divisions. 
 

Management and operational culture 
The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy sets out to raise equality awareness among 

supervisors by providing then with management training that also covers equality and non-
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discrimination themes. According to HRD specialists, these themes are discussed during 

training programmes, but there tends to be more emphasis on diversity than equality. 

Equality-related topics are discussed in detail when providing orientation to new supervisors. 

However, the training session is recorded for later viewing, so the exact number of 

supervisors who attend this training is not known. In 2020, supervisory training was mostly 

provided virtually or in a hybrid format. There is currently no system for monitoring the 

number of people who attend training sessions, and it is not possible to estimate whether 

supervisors are making the most of the training opportunities offered by the University. HR 

Services point out that a great deal of learning also takes place outside of formal training 

programmes. In the future, it would be advisable to look further into the situations and 

guidelines that are connected to equality and non-discrimination. However, it is challenging 

to develop indicators for measuring the University’s performance and progress in these areas.  

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy states that the University will support age 

management by offering professional development opportunities and training to staff and 

supervisors. Based on the feedback received on professional development and training 

programmes, the needs of ageing employees have so far received little attention. Age 

management has not been discussed, although the need to increasingly utilise employees’ 

experiential knowledge has been acknowledged. Age and experience are topics that are 

covered when discussing work capability issues. 

Finnish is not the only working language used at the University, and the goal is to ensure 

equal opportunities for all regardless of their language resources. Key information should be 

available in English, too. For example, the student union has identified problems with equal 

access to information. These problems affect both students and staff. Students with little 

knowledge of Finnish cannot serve as student representatives in the University’s 

administrative bodies because they (such as the Faculty Councils and the Academic Board) 

work through the medium of Finnish. Language is therefore a barrier to the equal 

participation of international students and staff. To address these challenges, the student 

union has proposed that the University should hire more translators and use simultaneous 

interpretation during events that are intended for the entire university community.  

Language is also one of the themes included in the University’s HR programme for 2020-

2021. 

The development of the organisational culture also includes discussion of racism. Due to the 

Covid-19 pandemic, the Racism seminar, which the Equal Opportunities Committee 

originally planned to organise in early 2020, was postponed and took place on 2 December 

2020. The Black Lives Matter movement has stirred up discussion of student traditions and 

structural racism in universities and the education system as a whole. For example, the 

language requirements that applicants must satisfy to gain admission to university have 

sparked discussion. The Academic Board has decided that next year Finnish applicants must 

have achieved at least the grade A in the matriculation examination in Finnish as a first 

language or Finnish as a second language to meet the admission requirements. The required 

minimum grade for Finnish as a second language used to be higher than A.   

Students have also raised questions about their opportunities for participation. According to 

the student union TREY, the number of student representatives on the University's 
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administrative bodies is not consistent with the fact that students are the largest group 

within the University. The Faculty Councils are the only tripartite bodies. On all the other 

administrative bodies, students have fewer representatives than the other internal 

stakeholder groups. TREY has also criticised the way students have been excluded from 

serving as chairpersons of certain administrative bodies (For example, a student cannot be 

appointed as the vice chairperson of the Academic Board, because this role has been 

reserved for professors).  

In the Equality and Non-discrimination Policy, the sections discussing management and 

operational culture identify the promotion of digital and physical accessibility as an overall 

goal. The Accessibility Working Group has questioned why accessibility efforts are focused 

on students and employees’ perspective are largely overlooked. A report prepared by the 

Ministry of Education and Culture also states that accessibility is usually not discussed from 

the perspective of staff in the equality policies of higher education institutions and the 

reasons for focusing on certain areas of accessibility are not identified (Tanhua 2020, 27). 

The University and the student union marked the Pride week by flying the rainbow flag for 

the first time in September. The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy discusses gender 

diversity and how non-binary and transgender people are taken into consideration in the 

University’s activities and when developing the organisational culture. One goal is to enable 

the members of the university community is to define their gender marker that  appears in 

the University’s information systems. Changing one’s gender marker and name as they 

appear in the University’s systems should only require a notification after the person’s 

identity has been verified. HR staff have looked into this and found that it will take time 

before these changes can be implemented as the systems rely on standards. There are 

interdependencies between the systems and the process of designing systems is rigid. Data 

protection must also be considered. For example, the Haka login system used by Finnish 

universities is based on personal identity numbers that are used to identify users. The Haka 

system and the nationwide Virta database are important as they allow the social security 

institution Kela to access information about students’ academic progress and thereby verify 

their eligibility for student financial aid. 

According to the University’s ICT Services, there are nine staff registers that are used at 

Tampere Universities, and the same person can appear in multiple registers. To maintain 

comparability, the information about an individual that is stored in all these registers must 

be identical. Only the gender identity terms confirmed by the Digital and Population Data 

Services Agency of Finland are used in the registers. This makes it possible to automatically 

update the information retrieved from the Digital and Population Data Services Agency of 

Finland. In the future when there will be 50,000 people using these systems, it is critical that 

the updates can be managed automatically. According to ICT Services, when changes that 

will have a significant impact on the processing of personal data are considered, it is 

important to consult with ICT Services, Education and Learning and HR Services.  

Gender neutral toilets and dressing rooms are some of the practical questions that have 

stirred up discussion among students. A news article listing the locations of gender-neutral 

toilets across the campuses was published on the intranet in the autumn of 2020. There is 

only one gender-neutral toilet on the Hervanta campus. In 2021, Facilities Management has 
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listed all the toilets that are located in the unrestricted areas on campus and marked some 

of them as gender neutral.  

 

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy highlights the importance of utilising the results 

of staff well-being surveys and other similar findings to foster a diverse and pluralistic 

organisational culture. To ensure we have access to data that supports our continued 

equality efforts, background variables should be used to filter the results of surveys. For 

example, the results of the latest staff well-being survey have not been analysed by gender. 

It would be easier to identify areas for development if respondents were asked to provide 

their gender and (when surveys are conducted among employees) their staff group. Other 

background variables should also be included so we can, for example, collect input that 

supports age management. The student union conducted an equality survey among students 

in 2021, and the results can be utilised in later follow-up activities.  

Docent Anne Mäkikangas and her research group have been conducting a study titled Well-

being survey 2020 – Working during the coronavirus pandemic that examines the 

experiences of working and studying remotely among the university community. The study 

looks at stress and workload among staff and students, their personal resources and social 

support as well as the functioning of the Tampere Universities community. The results of the 

study indicate, among other things, that teaching and research staff have experienced more 

stress during the Covid-19 pandemic than support staff and that the pandemic has affected 

their work capability more than that of support staff. Another study that could be helpful is 

Tampere Universities: Longitudinal study on staff adjustment to change, which is headed by 

Jukka Lipponen. The project includes feedback sessions and workshops. One of the themes 

of these sessions and workshops could be equality and non-discrimination. The University’s 

own Innovation Culture development project could also provide useful information in this 

area. The current themes covered by the project are sustainable development and equality. 

Researchers at the University are conducting the Nordic Centre of Excellence Nordwit’s 

(https://nordwit.com/)  subproject that explores the careers of women in technology-driven 

research and innovation in and outside of academia. The findings could help to identify  the 

particular challenges that women face especially when pursuing careers in the fields of 

engineering. The subproject is headed by Marja Vehviläinen. 
 

Staff recruitment, pay equality, career advancement and research 
Recruitment activities, career paths and salaries are extensively discussed in the Equality and 

Non-discrimination Policy. As these themes overlap with the research section of the Policy, 

they are all discussed in the same chapter in this report. This chapter focuses on recruitment 

training and guidelines, occupational well-being, the recruitment of tenure-track staff and 

equal pay. 

The report by the Ministry of Education and Culture, which was referred to earlier in this 

report, notes that the equality policies of higher education institutions make no mention of 

whether flexible work arrangements have a negative effect on career advancement and how 

this could be addressed. Recruitment activities are generally discussed in the policies but not 

in any detail. The report proposes that higher education institutions should collect 

https://nordwit.com/
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information, for example, about the genders and nationalities of successful and unsuccessful 

candidates and compile transparent statistics that would make monitoring easier. (Tanhua 

2020; 30,33) 

One of the development actions included in the University's Equality and Non-discrimination 

Policy was the provision of staff training to improve supervisors’ recruitment competencies. 

The team responsible for recruitment guidelines has offered recruitment training, in 

particular, to new HR staff and supervisors in the service units. These groups have also 

hoped for more training. Training is also available to the faculties, but it is provided by their 

on-site HR staff who participate in recruitment activities. Supervisors tend to have questions 

about recruitment when they are in the process of hiring new staff. This is why guidance and 

advice are often provided individually. The need for training is often reconsidered when the 

ongoing recruitment process has been completed. A recruitment survey has been conducted 

among supervisors as part of the efforts to develop the University’s recruitment procedures.  

There is a need to create a toolkit for supervisors that would give them easy access to all the 

instructions and information they need to successfully manage recruitment processes. Both 

the instructions and practices are being developed. 

The existing university-wide recruitment guidelines2  do not describe the goals relating to 

equality and non-discrimination, such as affirmative action to address gender segregation. 

Equality and non-discrimination are described in the guidelines as principles that govern 

recruitment decisions. As for the recruitment process, the guidelines state that the 

provisions set out in the Equality Act must be considered when appointing members to 

appointment committees and that and women and men should be equally assigned to 

specialist roles during recruitment processes. 

When this follow-up report was compiled, a message was sent to the faculties to inquire 

whether they have given preferential treatment to minority job candidates. The Equality and 

Non-discrimination Policy states that preferential treatment is possible if men or women 

make up less than 40% of the group in question. So far, preferential treatment has not been 

given to minority job candidates, although it has been discussed during recruitment 

processes.There are concerns that preferential treatment could be construed as 

discrimination. 

Efforts to support the integration of international staff into the university community were 

also mentioned in the recruitment section of the Equality and Non-discrimination Policy. The 

HRD team conducts some of the coaching programmes and training sessions in English. The 

team also organises Finnish-language courses. The integration of international staff into the 

university community is discussed in the HR programme, which aims to help international 

staff and their families settle in Finland and support the development of internationalisation 

and intercultural skills among staff through training (HR programme 2020-2021, 6-7). The 

Equality and Non-discrimination Policy encourages international recruitment. However, it is 

not immediately clear how international recruitment promotes equality and non-

discrimination. The Ministry of Education and Culture’s report states that 

internationalisation does not necessarily promote equality as referred to in the Equality Act, 

such as ethnic equality between citizens of Finland (Tanhua 2020, 57). 
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The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy states that working conditions should, under the 

Equality Act, be developed to suit both women and men. This goal has been translated into 

practice by implementing actions to improve and monitor occupational well-being. The 

faculties have discussed the results of the staff well-being survey and organised 

development sessions and workshops for their units. The HRD team has provided assistance 

with carrying out the development actions. The practical development actions have 

included, for example, the development of supervision through supervisory training, the 

establishment of a post-doc community to support researchers at different stages of their 

career path, and efforts to raise awareness of the guidelines for addressing harassment 

among research group leaders. The need to reduce stress and workload among staff has 

frequently come up, and solutions have been sought, for example, by developing meeting 

procedures (advance preparations) and rethinking the  schedule of work and research to 

give staff a better sense of control. Tasks must be prioritised. When further areas for 

development have been discussed, the opportunities and resources of the faculties to 

develop their own activities have been brought up as well as their need to receive more 

assistance from support staff. While carrying out reforms, it is also important to maintain 

dialogue and tap into the specialist expertise of the University’s teaching and research staff. 

The goals set out in the Equality and Non-discrimination Policy include the development of 

working conditions and the implementation of a shared tool for monitoring occupational 

well-being in Finnish higher education institutions. The University has a long tradition of 

using the staff well-being survey developed by the pension insurance company Varma but is 

now implementing other methods. It seems that the tools provided by the occupational 

health services provider will be increasingly utilised to promote well-being among staff. 

In the autumn of 2020, the salaries and job titles of staff were harmonised following the 

university merger, and the related changes will take effect at the beginning of 2021. 

According to HR Services, the process was not analysed from the perspective of gender 

while it was underway. 

The harmonisation is also connected to career advancement through the development 

actions identified in the University’s HR programme (2020-2021; 10). As a part of the 

harmonisation, a new model will be introduced to clarify the job requirement levels of 

support staff and open up opportunities for support staff to advance to specialist or 

supervisory roles. A further goal is to increasingly consider demanding specialist tasks, and 

not only supervisory responsibilities, when assigning staff to job requirement levels. This will 

partly satisfy the goal to enable career advancement in specialist roles despite the reduction 

in the number of supervisory positions. 

 

 
 

2  The general recruitment principles are available on the University’s public website: 
https://www.tuni.fi/en/about-us/working-at-tampere-universities/tampere-university-as-an-employer 

https://www.tuni.fi/en/about-us/working-at-tampere-universities/tampere-university-as-an-employer
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When salaries are assessed and determined, it is useful to have access to statistics that 

illustrate possible differences in earnings between women and men. Salary assessments are 

challenging due to reasons relating to gender and employee appreciation. If scientific output 

is given more weight than teaching and administrative duties and if female professors have 

a higher teaching and administrative load the male professors, the result can be a gender 

pay gap. How can we identify and recognise commitment to the university community when 

determining salaries? All in all, the impact of gender on salary-related assessments is not 

fully understood. This information could help to make the assessments more gender 

sensitive. 

New tenure-track staff 

The chapter on staff recruitment focuses on the recruitment of tenure-track staff. A 

reasonable number of new tenure-track staff were recruited in the period under review. In 

the appointment committees that manage recruitment processes, female members tend to 

be a minority with the exception of the Faculty of Education and Culture. Based on the 

information that was available, roughly 40% of the persons serving on appointment 

committees were women3. The situation varies greatly between appointment committees. It 

appears that efforts were made in the period under review to appoint at least one woman 

to each appointment committee. However, the composition of appointment committees 

may also change during recruitment processes due to, for example, conflicts of interest.  

In all the faculties where multiple tenure-track positions were filled (and the gender of the 

successful candidate could be verified), the successful candidates included both women and 

men. In the period under review from 2019 to 2020 (late 2020 is not included), 14 women 

and 21 men were appointed to tenure-track positions. The share of women appointed to 

tenure-track positions is not significantly higher even in the faculties where women make up 

the majority of staff. It was not possible to verify the gender of all new tenure-track staff for 

the purposes of this report, because some of the recruitment processes were still underway.  

No candidate groups were given preferential treatment in these processes. 

The collection of follow-up data and the development of the collection process would 

enable the University to identify future development trends. A simplified analysis, as the one 

presented in this chapter, does not reveal gender disparities and cultural differences 

between different disciplines or highlight the diverse recruitment contexts that affect both 

recruitment processes and their outcomes.     
 

 
 

3  It is possible that some persons served on multiple appointment committees, but this could not be 
determined based on the available data. 



18  

Pay and differences in pay between men and women 

This chapter examines and compares the average salaries of women and men at Tampere 

University. When this report was drawn up, statistical data was available for the year 2019 

and until the end of September in 2020. The data precedes the harmonisation of salaries 

and job titles. It would be very important to analyse the impact that the harmonisation of 

salaries and titles has had on men and women. This pay analysis is based on payroll 

statistics. It was not possible to go over all the payroll processes used throughout the 

organisation while compiling this report, which would have shed more light on the 

differences in earnings that were identified. The following tables show the average salaries 

of teaching and research staff and support staff, respectively, in 2019 and 2020. Base 

salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System and the related job requirement levels 

and performance levels are presented first. Later tables show average overall salaries among 

staff. The data is placed into context by presenting the average ages of female and male 

employees in the different staff groups. 

The information is based on the University’s payroll data, which has been provided by HR 

Services. Payroll data is presented in a tabular form, and the shares of women and men in 

different staff groups have been calculated.  

 The information presented in this chapter describes, rather than explains, the differences in  

earnings between women and men. In the future, it might be advisable to focus on median 

salaries that discount the extremes at either end of the pay scale. Some of the staff groups 

included in the analysis are so small that even small differences have a major effect on the 

average salaries.   

Any pay gaps that were identified mainly favour men, although there were some groups 

where the women received higher salaries. The tables present base salaries and overall 

salaries, but an even more detailed analysis of different pay components to investigate, for 

example, how different salary allowances are distributed among male and female 

employees is required. When overall salaries are compared, the pay gap tends to favour 

men. The differences in earnings between men and women with certain job titles should be 

analysed further. We must also consider how we evaluate the performance of employees 

who perform the same tasks or work of equal value. What constitutes work of equal value 

must also be considered in connection with the harmonisation of salaries and job titles. The 

ultimate goal is to determine whether unexplained pay gaps exist that should be closed to 

ensure the equal treatment of men and women. 

The Ministry’s report that examined the equality policies of Finnish higher education 

institutions notes that the main focus should be on promoting equal pay rather than on 

conducting analyses and reviews. Measures that address the different dimensions of non-

discrimination have also been lacking from higher education institutions. (Tanhua 2020; 24, 

30) 

Salaries of teaching and research staff (Finnish University Salary System) 

When the base salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System4 were analysed, the 

results showed that women earn, on average, slightly less than men. Compared to 2019, this 
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gap widened slightly in 2020.  The gender pay gap was slightly wider among researchers who 

had advanced further along their research careers as opposed to researchers who occupy 

entry-level positions. The pay gap had also widened among teaching staff at the Tampere 

University Teacher Training School. Other teaching and research staff is a diverse category 

that includes not only early-career researchers but also experienced researched and 

teachers. Employees who hold the same title may be at different stages of their research 

career or belong to the category of other teaching and research staff. Despite having the 

same title – such as university instructor, researcher or project researcher – employees may, 

in fact, be at different stages of their research career.  

In 2019, the base salaries of women among our teaching and research staff were 2 

percentage points lower than those of men (Table 1). On average, the salaries of women 

and men are most balanced when they are at the first stage of the research career 

(researchers working on their doctoral dissertation). In this category, men were generally 

assigned the title of doctoral student (tohtorikoulutettava) and women the title of doctoral 

researcher. The number of employees with the title of doctoral researcher has increased 

significantly, but the number of employees with the title of doctoral student has dropped. 

This is partly because job titles have been harmonised. The second largest group comprises 

project researchers, of whom the majority are men. The third largest group is university 

instructors, of whom the majority are women. At the later stages of the research career 

model (levels 2-4), women's salaries are 1-3 percentage points lower than men. In 2020, the 

base salaries of women were 3 percentage points lower than men (Table 2). At the research 

career levels 3-4, the gender pay gap in 2-4 percentage points in favour of men.  

The number of men who hold the position of associate professor (tenure track), which is the 

third rank on the tenure track, is much higher that the number of women: from 2019, the 

number of men increased from 26 to 37, whereas the number of women was still much 

lower despite a slight increase (from 5 to 13). There is reason to assume that this is partly 

because academic staff are more commonly hired on the tenure track on the engineering 

oriented Hervanta campus where the majority of staff are men. In this group of employees, 

the most common job titles among women are university lecturer, senior research fellow 

and clinical instructor and among men university lecturer, senior research fellow and 

assistant professor (tenure track). Compared to 2019, the gender pay gap shrunk by 1 

percentage point  at the research career level 2 in 2020. Based on this data, it is difficult to 

identify a single reason that would explain the differences in average salaries, but there 

have been changes in the largest staff groups, as the number of university instructors 
 
 

 

4  The salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System can include the following components: job-
specific pay (depends on the job requirement level), performance-based pay (depends on performance), 
guaranteed pay, transitional allowance, lecturer allowance and job requirements allowance. 
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has increased, especially the number of women. An increasingly larger number of men work 

as postdoctoral research fellows than women. Overall, the number of tenure-track staff 

assigned to level 2 has decreased, and difference between the number of women and men 

has decreased.  The same goes for staff with the title of project researcher. 

Among other teaching and research staff, the pay gap is quite clearly in favour of women.  

This seems to be mainly due to the staff structure: this group mainly comprises research 

assistants (2019 N=236, 2020 N=245), of whom 73% were men both in 2019 and 2020. In 

the fields of engineering, which are heavily male dominated, research groups often hire BSc 

and MSc students as research assistants. 

The majority of teaching staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training School are 

women, and most of them hold the title of lecturer. In 2020, 74% of the 19 full-time hourly-

paid teachers were women. Hourly-paid teachers earn less than other employees in this 

group. By 2020, the number of full-time hourly-paid teachers had declined; 69% of them are 

women. There were no employees with the title class lecturer (luokanlehtori), but two more 

men had been appointed as lecturers. The average salaries based on the Finnish University 

Salary System in 2020 also include the salaries of vice principals and vice presidents. 

Table 1. Average salaries among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
 

Teaching and research staff 2019 
Average pay based on the University Salary System  
 Men Women Total 

 
Women’s pay 
from men’s pay 
% 

 

Teacher Training School 4,362.86  4,179.51  4,228.88 96% 

Other teaching and research staff 2,345.54 2,919.70 2,578,58 124% 

Research career level 1 2,728.67 2,735.05  2,731.14 100% 

Research career level 2 3,896.36 3,832.68  3,867.28 98% 

Research career level 3 4,804.01 4,636.87  4,722.20 97% 

Research career level 4 6,899.73 6,841,64  6,883.76 99% 

Total €3,938.38 €3,856.53 €3,903.82 98% 
 
 

Table 2. Average salaries among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2020 by 
gender. 

 

Teaching and research staff 2020 
Average pay based on the University Salary System 
 Men Women Total 

 
Women’s pay 
from men’s pay 
(%) 

 
Teacher Training School 4,530.38 4,260.35  4,330.49  94% 

Other teaching and research staff 2,365.48  2,855.10  2,537.73  121% 

Research career level 1 2,743.92 2,724.54  2,735.25  99% 

Research career level 2 3,875.38  3,843.97  3,861.03  99% 

Research career level 3 4,853.72 4,644.99  4,746.88  96% 

Research career level 4 6,988.25  6,881.77  6,957.88 98% 

Total €3,952.80 €3,824.05 €3,896.05 97% 
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Both male and female members of teaching and research staff are most commonly 

assigned to the job requirement levels 6, 5 and 2 (in this order). When the figures for 2019 

and 2020 are compared, the most noticeable change is the increase in the share of women 

assigned to the job requirement level 2 (Figures 12 and 13). 

 

 
 

 

Figure 12. The most common job requirement levels among teaching and research staff in 2019 by gender. 
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Figure 13. The most common job requirement levels among teaching and research staff in 2020 by 
gender. 

 

Male members of teaching and research staff were typically assigned to a higher job 

requirement level than women (Tables 3 and 4). To maintain anonymity, staff assigned to 

the job requirement level 11 could not be included in the tables. 
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Table 3. Assignment of teaching and research staff to the higher job requirement levels in 2019 by gender. 
 

Category women (N=1,046) % men (N=1,431) % total (N=2,477)% 

job 
requirem
ent level 
7 

5 7 6 

job 
requirem
ent level 
8 

2 5 4 

job 
requirem
ent level 
9 

5 7 6 

job 
requirem
ent level 
10 

1 2 2 
 
 

Table 4. Assignment of teaching and research staff to the higher job requirement levels in 2020 by gender. 
 

Category women (N=1,136) % men (N=1,441) % total (N=2,577)% 

job 
requirem
ent level 
7 

6 7 6 

job 
requirem
ent level 
8 

2 5 4 

job 
requirem
ent level 
9 

2 7 6 

job 
requirem
ent level 
10 

1 2 2 
 
 

In addition to a job-specific pay component that depends on the job requirement level, the 

salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System comprise performance-based pay.  

Women and men are typically placed in the performance category 2. It is more common for 

women to be placed in category 1 than men. It is more common for men to be placed in 

category 3, but there is an equal number of women and men placed in the highest category   

(Tables 5 and 6). The category 4 is rarely used, and in the period under review only 35-40 of 

all teaching and research staff were placed in this category.  

Table 5. Assignment of teaching and research staff to the performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
 

Category in the 
Finnish 
University 
Salary System 

women (N=1,046) % men (N=1,431) 
% 

total (N=2,477)% 

1 23 21 22 

2 56 54 55 

3 20 24 22 

4 2 2 2 

Table 6. Assignment of teaching and research staff to the performance categories in 2020 by gender. 
 

Category in the 
Finnish 
University Salary 
System 

women (N=1,136) 
% 

men (N=1,441) % total (N=2,577)% 

1 27 24 26 

2 53 51 52 

3 19 23 21 

4 1 2 1 
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Performance percentages among women and men were examined with the help of average 

percentages (Tables 7 and 8). In both 2019 and 2020, men’s performance was rated, on 

average, 1 percentage point higher than women. The difference in performance ratings was 

clearest among teaching staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training School, and the 

gap widened further in favour of men from 2019 to 2020. As for other teaching and research 

staff, the gap in favour of women narrowed in 2020. 

Table 7.  Average performance percentages among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 
2019 by gender. 

 

Average performance% Men  Women Total 

Teaching staff at the Tampere 
University Teacher Training School 

 25 22 23 

Other teaching and research staff  20 23 21 

Research career level 1  24 22 24 

Research career level 2  25 24 24 

Research career level 3  30 29 30 

Research career level 4  29 29 29 

Total  26 25 25 
 
 

Table 8. Average performance percentages among teaching and research staff in the performance categories 
in 2019 by gender. 

 

Average performance% Men  Women Total 

Teaching staff at the Tampere 
University Teacher Training School 

 27 22 24 

Other teaching and research staff  20 21 20 

Research career level 1  24 22 23 

Research career level 2  24 23 23 

Research career level 3  30 28 29 

Research career level 4  30 29 30 

Total  25 24 25 
 
 

Overall pay for teaching and research staff and their average age 

The tables presented earlier in this report show salaries that are based on the Finnish 

University Salary System, but salaries are not only determined by an employee’s role and 

performance. There are also different allowances that employees may receive. The average 

overall salaries include both personal and job-specific allowances. When we look at overall 

salaries in 2019, we can see that the difference in the average overall salaries between 

women and men is smaller than the difference in their average salaries based on the Finnish 

University Salary System among teaching staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training 

School, whereas in 2020 the difference in average overall salaries is exactly the same as the 

difference in average salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System. All in all, men 

receive higher overall salaries than women. Looking at the salaries of all teaching and 

research staff, the gender pay gap was 3 percentage points in 2019 and 5 percentage points 

in 2020. (Tables 9 and 10). 

 

Table 9. Average salaries among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
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Overall pay on average Men Wome
n 

Total                     Women’s pay 
from men’s 
pay (%) 

 
 
 

 

Teacher Training School 4,340.94 4,207.16 4,243.18 97% 

Other teaching and research staff 2,351.42 2,920.24 2,582.29 124% 

Research career level 1 2,735.70 2,744.14 2,738.97 100% 

Research career level 2 4,019.82 3,914.94 3,971.93 97% 

Research career level 3 4,930.07 4,689.75 4,812.44 95% 

Research career level 4 7,222.86 6,933.85 7,143.43 96% 

Total €4,038.31 €3,899.86 €3,979.85 97% 
 
 

Table 10. Average salaries among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2020 by gender. 
 

 

Teacher Training School 4,530.38  4,254.91 4,326.46  94% 

Other teaching and research staff 2,374.22  2,855,10  2,543.39  120% 

Research career level 1 2,747.91  2,725.94 2,738.08  99% 

Research career level 2 3,977.30  3,912.79  3,947.83  98% 

Research career level 3 4,967.12  4,678.86  4,819.57  94% 

Research career level 4 7,305.59  6,957.99  7,206.44  95% 

Total €4,043.87  €3,853.71 €3,960.04€ 95% 
 
 

When we look at the average ages of staff, we can see that male members of other teaching 

and research staff are young, which is due to the large number of BSc/MSc students who 

are employed as research assistants. In this staff group, the average age among men was 29 

in 2019 and 2020. The average age among women was 35 in 2019 and 34 in 2020. 

Otherwise the average age among staff does not explain the differences in the earnings 

between men and women. The clearest change was detected among teachers at the 

Tampere University Teacher Training School, where the average age among women 

increased by two years in 2020.  The average age among men increased by one year. Age 

differences do not explain the differences in the pay of teaching staff at the Tampere 

University Teacher Training School. Besides the increase that was mentioned earlier, the 

average age among men only increased by one year at the research career level 4 in the 

period under review. Women were, on average, older than men when they reached the 

research career levels 2 and 3. 

Table 11. Average age among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
 

Average age Men  Women Total 

Teacher Training School  43 45 45 

Other teaching and research staff  29 35 31 

Research career level 1  32 33 33 

Research career level 2  41 41 41 

Overall pay on average Men Wome
n 

Total Women’s pay 
from men’s pay 
% 
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Research career level 3  48 47 48 

Research career level 4  55 55 55 

Total  40 41 40 
 
 

Table 12. Average age among teaching and research staff in the performance categories in 2020 by gender. 
 

Average age Men  Women Total 

Teacher Training School  44 47 46 

Other teaching and research staff  29 34 31 

Research career level 1  32 33 32 
 

Research career level 2 41 42 41 

Research career level 3 48 48 48 

Research career level 4 56 55 56 

Total 40 41 40 

 

Salaries of support staff (Finnish University Salary System) 

Support staff at Tampere University are an exceedingly diverse group of employees and 

includes administrative staff, support staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training 

School, maintenance and facilities staff, IT staff, library staff, laboratory staff, and staff who 

support teaching and research activities. To enable salary comparisons, we decided to divide 

administrative staff into three groups (directors, managers and others) to yield more 

accurate results. However, it must be noted that this division is based on employees’ job 

titles and not their duties and functions. Thus, this review does not account for differences in 

employee responsibilities, such as whether a director or a manager supervises employees or 

not. However, without this division the differences in earnings among administrative staff 

would be much greater. In the future, we could consider conducting different types of 

hierarchy-related analyses among staff groups to generate as detailed data as possible. As 

for support staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training School, we decided to only 

present women’s average salaries because the number of men employed in these positions 

was very small. Because the group of male employees is so small, it is not possible to divide 

the staff further into different groups based on the organisational hierarchy. 

All the members of maintenance and facilities staff were men in 2019 and 2020. In addition, 

the number of employees in this group was reduced in the period under review. 

When we look at support staff, women’s salaries based on the Finnish University Salary 

System were 3 percentage points lower than men’s in 2019. This gap shrunk by 1 percentage 

point in 2020. (Tables 13 and 14). The smallest pay gaps are found among administrative 

staff (other than directors and managers) and IT staff.  In this group, typical job titles among 

women are specialist, coordinator and assistant. Typical job titles among men are senior 

specialist, coordinator (education) and controller, but there are only a few men who occupy 

these positions. Women among IT staff typically hold the positions of ICT designer and 

systems specialist and men the positions of systems analyst, IT support and systems 

specialist. In this group, all manager positions are occupied by men. The clear majority of IT 

staff are men (80%). 
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The gender pay gap was in favour of women among teaching and research support staff. The 

gap was wider in 2019 than in 2020. Men typically have job titles such as research assistant 

and senior laboratory technician, whereas women typically have titles such as research 

nurse, research assistant and research physician. By 2020, the number of research assistants 

in this group has declined significantly, especially the number of male research assistants 

although the number of female research assistants has likewise declined. The majority of 

research physicians are women, and their number has grown from 13 to 15. The number of 

male research physicians declined from 3 to 2. In this group, more women occupied director-

level and manager-level positions than men in the period under review. 

 

Of all administrative staff, the widest gender pay gap in favour of men was found among 

directors and managers and laboratory staff in 2019. The gap had shrunk significantly by 

2020. There had been few job title changes among directors, but there was one fewer 

woman working as a director in 2020. The share of directors among administrative staff is 

low, so even a few staff changes can have a considerable impact on average salaries. The 

levelling off of the differences in earnings between women and men was not as obvious 

among managers. Compared to 2019, there were ten fewer women working as managers in 

2020, and the number of men in this group had increased by two. The overwhelming 

majority of laboratory staff are men, and their share increased further by one percentage 

point from 2019 to 2020. The most common laboratory positions occupied are men are 

those of laboratory engineer and senior laboratory technician, but the number of senior 

laboratory technicians dropped in 2020 and research engineer became the second most 

common title among male laboratory staff. The most common job titles among female 

laboratory staff were laboratory technician and laboratory analyst. 

The gender pay gap among library staff (judging by salaries based on the Finnish University 

Salary System) grew by one percentage point in favour of men. This group remained largely 

unchanged: the number of women working as managers at the University Library declined 

by one in the period under review. The largest staff groups at the Library (information 

specialist and information services adviser) remained unchanged. These are heavily female 

dominated positions, but these titles are also held by the majority of men working at the 

Library. The majority of library staff were women (74-76%) in the period under review. 

Table 13. Average pay based on the Finnish University Salary System among support staff in 2019 by gender. 
 

Average pay based on the Finnish 
University Salary System 

Men Women Total Women’s 
pay from 
men’s pay 
(%) Administrative staff: directors 6,040.71  5,350.84  3,476.22  89% 

Administrative staff: managers 5,170.33  4.710.12  4,859.87  91% 

Administrative staff: others 3,314.32  3.238.84  3,260.00  98% 

Support staff, Teacher Training School  2.814.25  2,814.25   

Maintenance and facilities staff 2,621.32   2,621.32   

IT staff 3,414.50  3 358,45  3,402.83  98% 

Library staff 3,334.12  3 231,85  3,256.82  97% 
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Laboratory staff 
Teaching and research support  

3,249.31 
 

2,788.09 
€ 

2,954.20 
 

3,237.77 

3,046,73  
 

3,087.88 

91% 
 

116% 

Total €3,741.59 €3,612.04 €3,313.99 97% 
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Table 14. Average pay among support staff in 2020 by gender. 
 

Average pay based on the Finnish 
University Salary System 

Men Women Total Women’s 
pay from 
men’s pay 
(%) 

Administrative staff: directors 6,107.16  6,018.40  6,062.78 99% 

Administrative staff: managers 5,176.87  4,821.83 4,951.21 93% 

Administrative staff: other 3,419.89 3,298.12 3,330.60 96% 

Support staff,Teacher Training 
School 

 2,842.54   

Maintenance and facilities staff 2,727.41  2,727.41 0% 

IT staff 3,456.58 3,355.63 3,433.46 97% 

Library staff 3,371.90 3,246.38 3,279.57 96% 

Laboratory staff  

Teaching and research support  

         3,348.25 
 

3 162,37 
€ 

    3,024.35 
 

3,435.02 

3,127.41 
 

3,356.02 

90% 

109% 

Total €3,846.30 €3,755.29 €3,783.56 98% 
 
 

Members of support staff were most commonly assigned to the job requirement levels 6, 9 

and 8 (in this order). The table shows the assignment of staff to the job requirement levels 

by gender in ascending order. Between 2019 and 2020, the share of both women and men 

assigned to the most common job requirement levels increased slightly (Figures 14 and 15). 
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Figure 14. The most common job requirement levels among support staff in 2019 by gender. 

 

r. 
 

 

Figure 15. The most common job requirement levels among support staff in 2020 by gender. 

Men were more commonly assigned to the highest job requirement levels than women 

(Tables 15 and 16). To maintain anonymity, staff assigned to the job requirement level 14 

could not be included in the tables. Staff assigned to the job requirement level 14 could not 

be included in the 2020 table (Table 16). Men were more frequently assigned to the highest 

job requirement levels in 2020 than in 2019. As for women, only their assignment to the job 

requirement level 10 became more common. 

Table 15. Assignment of support staff to the higher job requirement levels in 2019 by gender. 
 

Level women (N=885) % men (N=359) % total (N=1,244)% 

level 10 9 12 10 

level 11 6 9 7 

level 12 1 3 2 

level 13 0 1 0 
 
 

Table 16. Assignment of support staff to the higher job requirement levels in 2020 by gender. 
 

Level women (N=902) % men (N=345) % total (N=1,247)% 

level 10 10 13 11 

level 11 6 11 11 

level 12 1 2 2 
 
 

In addition to a job-specific pay component that depends on the job requirement level, the 

salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System comprise performance-based pay. 
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Women and men are typically placed in the performance category 2. Women’s previously 

more common placement in the category 3 levelled off between 2019 and 2020 The 

placement of both women and men in category 3 was not as common in 2020 than in 2019, 

but their placement in category 1 became more common. (Tables 17 and 18). 

Table 17. Assignment of support staff to performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
 

Category women (N=885) % men (N=359) % total (N=1,244)% 

1 22 23 23 

2 45 50 47 

3 30 25 29 

4 3 2 2 
 
 

Table 18. Assignment of support staff to performance categories in 2019 by gender. 
 

Category women (N=885) % men (N=359) % total (N=1,244)% 

1 27 27 27 

2 42 44 43 

3 28 27 28 

4 2 2 2 
 
 

Performance percentages among women and men were examined with the help of average 

percentages (Tables 19 and 20). As for support staff at the Tampere University Teacher 

Training School, we decided to only present women’s average salaries because the number 

of men employed in these positions was very small. Overall, the average performance 

percentage was slightly higher among women in both 2019 and 2020. The clearest 

differences were found among laboratory staff and teaching and research support staff.  

Especially in the latter group, the gap shrunk in 2020. 

Table 19. Average performance percentages among support staff in 2019 by gender. 
 

 
 
Average performance% 

 
 

Men 

  
 
Women 

Total 

Administrative staff  26 25 25 

Support staff, Teacher Training School   20 20 

Maintenance and facilities staff  24  24 

IT staff  26 26 26 

Library staff  20 23 22 

Laboratory staff 
Teaching and research support staff 

 23 
 
25 

32 
 

29 

29 
 

28 

Total  24 26 25 



 

Table 20. Average performance percentages among support staff in 2020 by gender. 
 

 
 
Average performance% 

 
 

Men 

  
 
Women 

Total 

Administrative staff  27 24 25 

Support staff, Teacher Training School   19 19 

Maintenance and facilities staff  20  20 

IT staff  26 24 25 

Library staff  21 23 22 

Laboratory staff 
Teaching and research support staff 

 24 
 
27 

32 
 

30 

29 
 

29 

Total  24 25 24 
 
 

Overall salaries of support staff and their average age 

When looking at average salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System and average 

overall salaries, it important to note that support staff are a diverse group of employees.  

Administrative staff was again divided into three groups (directors, managers and others) to 

generate more accurate results. This division is based on employees’ job titles and not their 

duties and functions, so the differences in employee responsibilities are not taken into 

account in this analysis. Still, it seems that salaries are distributed as assumed based on the 

hierarchical structure, so the observations can be considered relatively accurate. Without 

the division of administrative staff into three groups, the differences in earnings would be 

greater. The titles of men and women who are part of the University’s support staff were 

discussed earlier in this report when their salaries based on the Finnish Salary System were 

compared, and the differences can be placed in this context. The average overall salaries of 

men and women also include personal and job-specific salary allowances. Tables 21 and 22 

present the salary comparisons by year. 

As for support staff at the Tampere University Teacher Training School, we decided to only 

present women’s average salaries because the number of men employed in these positions 

was very small and the hierarchical differences have a significant effect on average salaries. 

Because the group of male employees is so small, it is not possible to divide the staff further 

into different groups based on the organisational hierarchy. All the members of 

maintenance and facilities staff were men during the period under review. 

As for staff who support teaching and research, the comparison of their salaries based on 

the Finnish University Salary System and the comparison of their overall salaries yield largely 

the same results. The gender pay gap, which in this group was clearly in favour of women in 

2019 and 2020, was almost the same regardless of whether the comparison was made 

between salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System or overall salaries. It can 

therefore be assumed that salary allowances are distributed evenly between women and 

men in this group. 

The biggest differences between the earnings of women and men were found among 

administrative staff working as directors in both 2019 and 2020. The pay gap narrowed 

slightly in 2020, but the differences between the overall salaries of women and men were 

even more noticeable than the differences between their salaries based on the Finnish 

University Salary System., The same holds true for the staff group that has the second 



 

Overall pay on average Men Wome
n 

Total 
 

Women
’s pay 
from 
men’s 
pay 
% 

Overall pay on average Men Wome
n 

Total 
 

Women
’s pay 
from 
men’s 
pay 
% 

widest gender pay gap, namely laboratory staff. 

It is noteworthy that the differences between the earnings of male and female 

administrative staff were more noticeable when their average overall salaries were 

compared as opposed to their salaries based on the Finnish University Salary System.  

Overall, it appears that men receive a larger share of salary allowances which widens the 

gender pay gap. Women’s pay is 97-98% of the average male salary based on the Finnish 

University Salary System but 92% of the average overall male salary. This shows that the 

distribution of salary allowances should be investigated in more detail. It would also be 

useful to analyse the job titles of men and women and examine how salaries and salary 

allowances differ between male and female employees with the same title.  

Table 21. Average pay among support staff in 2019 by gender. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Administrative staff: directors 6,313.0
0  

5,013.99 5,486.36 79% 

Administrative staff: managers 5,279.2
8 

4,669.12 4,841.56 88% 

Administrative staff: others 3,643.7
6 

3,291.21 3,335.51 90% 

Support staff, Teacher Training School  2,894.25 3,286.80  

Maintenance and facilities staff 2,795.5
2 

 2,795.52  

IT staff 3,529.8
2 

3,423.92 3,507.76 97% 

Library staff 3,411.7
4 

3,265.56 3,301.25 96% 

Laboratory staff 3,542.1
6 

2,988.28 3,161.96 84% 

Teaching and research support 2,867.2
0 

3,350.61 3,189.47 117% 

Total €3,922.
81 

€3,612.12 €3,656.24 92% 

 
Table 22. Average pay among support staff in 2020 by gender. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Administrative staff: directors 6,382,44 5,428.89 5,852.69  85% 

Administrative staff: managers 5 286,93 4,741.08 4,895.20 90% 

Administrative staff: others 3,789.66  3,324.09 3,373.47 88% 

Support staff Teacher Training School  2,842.54  3,144.00  

Maintenance and facilities staff 2,829.41  2,829.41  

IT staff 3,507.83 3,384.52 3,479.59 96% 

Library staff 3,442.77 3,270.49 3,316.04 95% 

Laboratory staff 3,603.96 3,057.46 3,231.34 85% 

Teaching and research support staff 3,268,72 3,567.69  3,481.06 109% 

Total €4,013.96 €3,702.10 €3,733.64 € 92% 
 
 

Support staff were, on average, six years older than teaching and research staff. Female 

employees were generally older than men, except in 2020 when the average age among 



 

male administrative staff was higher. As for support staff at the Tampere University Teacher 

Training School, the number of male employees is so small that any differences are easily 

noticeable. The clearest age difference was found among library staff: women were, on 

average, six years older than men in 2019 and five years older than men in 2020. This age 

difference does not translate into a pay gap in favour of women, although the women 

among library staff were, on average, assigned to a higher performance percentage than 

men. The age difference levelled off among teaching and research support staff in 2020. It 

might be useful to examine whether this levelling off has contributed to the fact that the 

pay gap in favour of women shrunk slightly in 2020. The average age among maintenance 

and facilities staff declined significantly in the period under review, which may be because 

the number of these employees was reduced.  (Tables 23 and 24). 

Table 23. Average age among support staff in 2019 by gender. 
 

Average age Men  Women Total 

Administrative staff  46 47 46 

Support staff, Teacher Training School  61 51 53 

Maintenance and facilities staff  45  45 

IT staff  45 48 46 

Library staff  45 51 49 

Laboratory staff  44 46 46 

Teaching and research support   38 44 42 

Total  44 46 46 

 
Table 24. Average age among support staff in 2020 by gender. 

 

Average age Men  Women Total 

Administrative staff  47 46 46 

Support staff, Teacher Training School  57 47 49 

Maintenance and facilities staff  36  36 

IT staff  45 47 46 

Library staff  45 50 49 

Laboratory staff  45 47 46 

Teaching and research support   44 47 46 

Total  45 46 46 
 

 

Preventing inappropriate behaviour, harassment and bullying 
While compiling this report, we have looked into the measures that have been put in place 

to prevent inappropriate behaviour, harassment and bullying at Tampere University. The 

goal for the period under review was to update the instructions for responding to 

inappropriate behaviour, harassment and bullying and develop shared response procedures 

for the University and the student union. As for the development of the shared procedure, 

the student union is waiting for the University to clearly identify the parties responsible for 

developing the procedure on the University’s behalf. One of the key issues is that there does 

not seem to be a single party that is responsible for addressing harassment experienced by 

students.  

 

Teaching has been delivered in different formats due to the Covid-19 pandemic, which has 

created new challenges in this area. The current practices and models for responding to 



 

inappropriate behaviour are no longer enough. To give an example, a student has shared 

lecture chat conversations on social media in a disparaging tone. The teacher was contacted 

by several concerned students who were afraid of being identified. Besides endangering 

students’ safety, inappropriate behaviour can have ripple effects outside of the University. 

How can we guarantee the safety and well-being of students and the freedom of teaching 

and research? The case described above raised several questions: The University does not 

have an established procedure or guidelines for responding to situations where a student 

offends minority groups during class, or guidelines that stipulate how and whether virtual 

lectures and chat conversations during virtual lectures can be shared via social media, or 

guidelines for responding to online harassment (such as attacks against researchers who 

specialise in gender studies of research on racism). If a student behaves inappropriately 

during class, under which terms can he or she be allowed to continue the course? What type 

of disciplinary action can the University take? There is a risk that this type of inappropriate 

behaviour continues. 

A further goal is to make sure all staff are aware of the procedures for preventing and 

addressing harassment. It is also important that there are both male and female harassment 

contacts. 

The University has designated harassment contacts. Staff can also contact the members of 

the occupational safety team to report harassment, which makes it easier to find a suitable 

contact person and lowers the threshold for reporting harassment. The student union TREY 

also has designated harassment contacts that students can get in touch with. Students can 

contact the designated persons to report harassment and other types of inappropriate 

behaviour that they experience during classes or their free time or while participating in the 

activities of the student associations. The persons are contacted about ten times per month.  

Before the former two universities were merged to create Tampere University, the results of 

an equality survey conducted by the local student unions in 2018 demonstrated that 40%   

of students did not know how to respond if they were subjected to inappropriate behaviour 

in class. Staff have also contacted the student union with questions about inappropriate 

behaviour, which raises the question whether staff are aware of the procedures for 

addressing and responding to inappropriate behaviour. 

The occupational safety team has been contacted with questions about harassment, 

bullying and inappropriate behaviour during the period under review. According to the 

occupational safety representatives, staff generally contact them approximately 20 times a 

year to inquire about a variety of issues, such as conflicts in the workplace or bad behaviour.    

The representatives are asked to provide support and advice during the different stages of 

the process. Sometimes they are not contacted until after the incident has been formally 

reported. Often the incidents have already been discussed for the first time before the 

occupational safety representative becomes involved. The number of times staff contacted 

the occupational safety representatives increased in the autumn of 2020. It is possible that 

problems have been piling up over time before they were reported in the autumn.  

The occupational safety team advises who to contact and provides information, for 

example, on how to respond to conflicts and inappropriate behaviour, whereas the 

harassment contacts take the matter further after a formal harassment report has been 

filed. The employer has a duty to respond to reports of harassment and take corrective 

action. The occupational safety representatives can take part in the process, for example, as 

the support persons of the parties involved. Their role as support persons has been 



 

highlighted to increase awareness of the availability of this type of support. During the 

period under review, the University has developed and clarified the procedures and related 

roles and sought to increase awareness of occupational health and safety.   

As a practical measure, the risks and hazards in the workplace have been assessed in all the 

units and faculties. The risk assessment includes a section focusing on psychosocial stress, 

which also includes questions as to whether the respondent has experienced 1) harassment 

and inappropriate behaviour, or 2) discrimination. Risk assessments are carried out as a 

collaborative effort involving the entire work community, which may affect the responses.  

The identified risks are reviewed by the representatives of the unit, a safety specialist and 

the occupational safety manager. 

Workplace surveys and inquires sent by staff give the occupational safety team an overall 

picture of the types of challenges faced by our staff. The occupational safety manager and 

representatives convene regular meetings, and their shared goal is to improve well-being at 

work. Workplace surveys are conducted in all the units/faculties approximately every three 

years. The survey is a confidential and anonymous webropol survey that asks the 

respondents if they have experienced or witnessed harassment of inappropriate behaviour 

in the workplace. The results are reported in aggregate form only so that individual 

respondents cannot be identified. The results are discussed by organising a feedback session 

first for the unit/faculty management and then for all staff in the unit/faculty. At the 

feedback sessions, the concept of inappropriate behaviour is discussed, and the University’s 

early support model is introduced to the participants. All staff members in the faculty/unit 

are invited to attend the feedback session after a workplace survey. 

The occupational safety representatives pointed out that incidents of inappropriate 

behaviour and conflicts in the workplace often continue over an extended period of time, 

and the individual incidents may appear minor but, in fact, constitute a bigger set of 

problems. Inappropriate behaviour that has been reported has included repeated outbursts 

of emotion, shouting, repeated exclusion of an individual, withholding information and 

inappropriate behaviour by a supervisor. Conflicts often begin with disagreements over 

work-related questions or are the results of personality clashes or different styles of 

working. The problems should be addressed early on before they escalate. 

It is important that supervisors take action and are able to address these issues, and 

supervisors typically take part in responding to the problems. When the results of workplace 

surveys are presented to staff, they are informed of the procedures for responding to 

inappropriate behaviour. One of the risks identified by the occupational safety team is high 

stress levels among employees and the related lack of personal resources, which can affect 

not only the behaviour of individuals but also how they perceive the behaviour of others.  

Further risks can be posed by unclear responsibilities and poor supervisory work. Other 

factors, such as problems with work capability, can also contribute to problematic 

behaviour. 
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One solution presented by the occupational safety team is the development of the culture of 

interaction and collaboration within the teams and units: how we talk to one another, how 

we support good behaviour and address  problems, and how we create a safe physical and 

social space. 

According to HR Services, the guidelines for responding to discrimination, harassment and 

bullying have not been changed but they are kept up to date. Efforts to improve processes 

and the flow of information are currently underway. For example, a dedicated email address 

for reporting harassment has recently been set up: häirintäilmoitus.tau@tuni.fi. The new 

procedure will be soon taken into use. 

Staff are informed of the efforts to prevent and address harassment when they attend staff 

training sessions and new employee orientation and take part in team/unit support sessions 

and whenever problems are discussed. The University has adopted an early support model 

that staff are informed of when they attend staff training (such as Osaava coaching for 

supervisors). The HRD specialists estimate that awareness of the early support model has 

increased considerably in the past few years. Supervisors ask and receive support from HR 

Services for using the model and raising difficult issues. When we return to campus after the 

Covid-19 pandemic, the intention is to also implement the Sirius tool that supports work 

capability management, which will also help to raise awareness of the early support model.  
 

Education and learning 
The accessibility of teaching, students’ opportunities for participation as well as teaching 

methods and materials are extensively discussed in the Equality and Non-discrimination 

Policy. For the purposes of this follow-up report, we contacted the University’s Education 

and Learning unit to inquire about equality and non-discrimination in the context of 

curriculum development, the information systems used by students, the equality of the 

student admissions process and possible areas for development. This chapter discusses 

curriculum development, student admission and the availability of information about digital 

and physical accessibility. Due to the pandemic, the University has transitioned to new 

teaching and learning practices at least on a temporary basis. The pandemic  has also made 

it necessary to provide further support for students and teachers. Staff at Education and 

Learning have estimated the situation based on their expertise, and input has also been 

provided by the student union, the Accessibility Working Group and staff who support 

remote teaching.  

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy discussed the competency-based curriculum, 

which describes the levels of competence that students must demonstrate to achieve 

different grades and thereby strives to ensure equitable grading. This has also been 

considered in the Degree Regulations, the Guidelines for Student Assessment and the 

Guidelines for Curriculum Development. According to staff at Education and Learning, the 

process of describing the criteria for achieving different grades has started and will be 

completed during the curriculum period 2021-24. The delay is due to the prioritisation of 

development activities. The assessment criteria must be described in the curriculum and/or 

course catalogue for the grades 1, 3 and 5 or Pass, in case the grading scale is Pass/Fail.   

mailto:häirintäilmoitus.tau@tuni.fi
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In the spring of 2019, the Academic Board confirmed the generic skills that all students who 

graduate from Tampere University should possess. But how do we ensure that different 

learners acquire these skills?  

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy emphasises the importance of non-

discrimination in the contexts of student assessment and academic advising. Based on 

specialist assessments, students have equal access to academic advising services. When 

guidance is provided on a first-come-first-served basis, accessibility has been improved by 

offering guidance through multiple channels. For example,  appointments can be scheduled 

via the Bookings app and by email. The Efecte system will be introduced in late 2020, which 

will also increase the transparency of queuing. 

The accessibility and the obstacles that are hindering students’ academic progress have 

been mapped out by conducting an accessibility survey among students. The  survey was 

open until late November 2020. The survey was based on the  criteria identified during the 

OHO! project5. The survey focused on the accessibility of teaching and student guidance. 

The University's Accessibility Working Group will review the results and identify areas for 

development. The results will be out in early 2021 at the latest. In addition, surveys will be 

conducted especially among students on their second year and their fourth year. These 

surveys are still being developed, and staff at Education and Learning have suggested that 

questions relating to equality and non-discrimination should also be included in the surveys. 

The new student survey includes questions about well-being and the student experience, 

and these questions could be specified further. The results of a survey conducted among 

doctoral students in April 2020 highlighted the effect of funding sources on the perception 

of equality and non-discrimination.   

The student union occasionally receives inquiries about the accessibility of the campuses 

and exam venues. The student union forwards this feedback to Facilities Management. 

The new Act on the Provision of Digital Services6 also imposes demands on higher education 

institutions to enhance accessibility. The law obligates higher education institution to 

promote the accessibility of digital services. For the University this means, for example, that 

websites and learning materials (such as file formats and captioning)  must comply with 

accessibility requirements. Increasing emphasis is being placed on digital accessibility. 

According to staff at Education and Learning, the efforts to increase the flexibility of learning 

– which is one of the goals included in the Equality and Non-discrimination Policy and aims 

to help students balance their personal life, work and studies – have been taken into 

account while defining the goals of the Education and Learning Development Programme. 

They have also been integrated into the curriculum development process. Alternative 

modes of course completion are an example of flexible arrangements. Because of the Covid-

19 pandemic, teachers have had to create and offer more alternative modes of completion 

much quicker than was originally planned. In addition, students may have injuries or 

illnesses that necessitate special arrangements. According to the Equality and Non-

discrimination Policy, it is  important to increase awareness of special arrangements among 

teaching staff and students. 

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy highlights the importance of using teaching 
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methods, materials and technologies that are equally available and accessible. The staff who 

support learning and teaching note that the competencies to deliver teaching remotely vary 

between teachers and, for example, accessibility issued may have been overlooked because 

the switch to new operational practices was so sudden. 

According to staff who support learning and provide student guidance, the special 

arrangements procedure and the persons who provide students with related information 

and advice have been discussed with the faculties in the autumn of 2020. In addition, it has 

been decided that a discussion event will be organised for teachers each semester. The first 

event took place in October 2020. The intranet page that describes the procedure for 

requesting special arrangements will be edited to make it clearer. 
 

 
 

5  The project Opiskelua, hyvinvointia ja osallisuutta korkeakouluissa (English: Studying, well-being and 
involvement in higher education institutions) was a collaborative effort between multiple Finnish higher 
education institutions. The guide prepared during the project is available at (accessed on 24 November 
2020):  https://ohohanke.fi/oho-opas/ 

6   https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2019/20190306 

https://ohohanke.fi/oho-opas/
https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2019/20190306
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Effects of the Covid-19 pandemic on teaching and learning 
The switch to remote teaching has been the most visible consequence of the Covid-19 

pandemic. The situation has raised questions about the position of first-year students and 

their integration into the university community. First-year students have been offered some 

in-person classes on campus. Remote studying has made it challenging to combine studies 

with personal life as students’ personal circumstances vary. Problems with the functionality 

of equipment has also been brought up by students. The results of a Covid-19 survey 

conducted among students by the student union TREY demonstrate that students’ 

experiences are consistent with the observations made by staff who support remote 

teaching. 

Based on the student union’s report (autumn 2020), the Covid-19 restrictions, such as 

restricted access to the campus facilities and the switch to remote teaching, have mainly 

had a negative effect on students’ well-being and accessibility. Access to software and the 

laboratory facilities and equipment that students need was restricted, for example, in the 

weekends and evenings. This made it difficult to fit study around work and increased the risk 

of contracting Covid-19 because students had to use the campus facilities at the same time 

during the limited opening hours. Access to social support was diminished, and help for 

completing, for example, assignments was not as readily available as usual as there were no 

casual encounters on campus. International students had largely similar experiences but not 

as much as Finnish students, which is likely due to the fact that some international students 

did not study in person in Tampere.  

Social support from fellow students is very important for students’ well-being, and the 

pandemic has increased feelings of loneliness and anxiety among students. First-year 

students have struggled with integrating into the university community. 

The pandemic restrictions have meant that student-priced meals are no longer available in 

the evenings, which has taken a toll on students’ finances and affected their nutrition and 

the amount of food they consume. Having lunch on campus is also an important social event 

for students. 

The majority of students have experienced at least some difficulties with studying remotely. 

They have had problems relating to the physical study environment, such as noise and lack 

of equipment, and problems with self-direction, such as difficulty concentrating and 

managing their time. The majority of students reported that remote learning has had a 

negative effect on their studies and that their ability to study has declined at least slightly.  

In their survey responses, students frequently cited motivational problems as the reason 

why remote learning is challenging. On a positive note, some students stated that remote 

learning offers more flexibility.  
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Students found lecture recordings and instructional videos important as well as the 

opportunity to interact with the teacher, for example, in the form of Q&A sessions. They 

criticised, among other things, the lack of remote instruction and information about course 

practices and found that the remote delivery mode was not suitable for all courses.   

Students who had attended in-person classes were, for the most part, satisfied with the  

safety measures taken to prevent the spread of Covid-19. All in all, students were pleased if 

in-person classes were offered. 

The survey respondents identified the following areas for development: harmonising the 

remote teaching practices, ensuring the availability of lecture recordings, lifting the 

restrictions that apply to the use of the campus facilities, and the possibility to attend in-

person classes, for example, in small groups.  

Admission of students amidst the Covid-19 pandemic 

The equality of student admissions was included as one of the themes of this report due to 

the exceptional circumstances brought on by the Covid-19 pandemic. Staff who support 

teaching and learning have pointed out that the student admissions process is a carefully 

regulated process and intervening in this process, especially when it is already underway, is 

a highly exceptional occurrence. Student admission is governed by a large number of laws as 

well as institutional regulations7. Provisions concerning student admission and the right to 

study are set out in the University Regulations, Degree Regulations and, in particular, in the 

Admission Requirements. 

In 2020, the decisions concerning student admission quotas and extra study places were 

made by the President of Tampere University as set out in the University Regulations8. The 

Faculty Councils decided on other admission requirements, with the exception of the 

University’s general admission requirements and the guidelines concerning the admission of 

students to degree programmes in engineering and architecture9. 

Some changes were made to the student admission procedure in 2020. The Covid-19 

pandemic significantly affected the implementation of the admission procedure. Due to the 

pandemic, the admission requirements had to be amended quickly, and the authority of the 

Academic Board and the Faculty Councils to decide on student admissions was delegated to 

the deans to safeguard admissions.  

The full effects of the pandemic were not known until the application deadline had passed.  

The situation was highly exceptional, because student admission requirements are not, as a 

rule, amended after they have been announced and it is not possible to deviate from the 

procedures described in the admission requirements. 
 
 

 

7  The Universities Act sets out provisions governing student admissions and the right to study. The Universities 
Act mainly governs the admission process of degree-seeking students. The Constitution of Finland (16 § 
Educational rights) also sets out criteria that apply to the admission of students to Finnish universities: “The 
public authorities shall, as provided in more detail by an Act, guarantee for everyone equal opportunity to 
receive other educational services in accordance with their ability and special needs, as well as the opportunity 
to develop themselves without being prevented by economic hardship”. The University decides on the 
admission requirements and the requirements must be consistently applied to all applicants. Owing to their 
different prior qualifications, applicants can be divided into applicant groups. The same admission 
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requirements must be consistently applied to all the applicants in a given group. 
8  The Regulations of Tampere University Foundation set out provisions concerning the decision-making 
authority of the University’s administrative bodies. Under section 6 of the Regulations, the President 
decides on student intake numbers on the recommendation of the faculties. 
9  As set out in the regulations of Tampere University Foundation, the Academic Board decides on admission 
requirements. The Academic Board may delegate this task to a Faculty Council. On 19 April 2018, the 
Academic Board of Tampere University decided on the student admission requirements that come into force 
on 1 January 2019, with the exception of the University’s general admission requirements and the guidelines 
concerning the admission of students to degree programmes in engineering and architecture. 

 

Under normal circumstances, this ensures that applicants can rest assured that the 

announced procedures and schedules will remain valid and that the admission process will 

be conducted according to the announced procedure. Admission requirements must be 

unambiguous, so that applicants understand what abilities are required of them and what 

information they must provide. the requirements must also clearly describe how applicants 

will be ranked. 

Several complaints have been filed to the Parliamentary Ombudsman as a result of the 

amendment of the admission requirements and the decision to increase the number of 

students who are automatically admitted under the certificate-based admission scheme. 

The complaints are still being processed. The Parliamentary Ombudsman will investigate 

whether amending the admission requirements in the spring was lawful and whether the 

rights of applicants were respected.  

It is also possible to appeal against admission decisions under the Administrative Procedure 

Act. According to staff who support teaching and learning, the number of appeals is largely 

the same as last year despite the exceptional situation in the spring. Applicants have filed 84 

appeals against admission decisions concerning Finnish-language degree programmes and 

about 20 appeals against decisions concerning English-language degree programmes. The 

largest number of appeals was filed against admission decisions concerning the licentiate 

programme in medicine and the degree programme in business studies (17 appeals each).  

Only a few appeals were filed against admission decisions concerning other programmes. If 

there are conflicts, for example, between admission requirements or the guidelines, the 

situation is always interpreted so as to favour the applicant. 

The decisions made in the spring have also been assessed internally within the higher 

education sector. The existing admission practices, requirements and entrance examinations 

are not well suited for exceptional circumstances. 

The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) has assessed the impact of the adjusted 

teaching arrangements and the student admission process in the spring of 202010. As for 

Tampere University, the report found that quick decision-making at the University level 

amidst the challenging circumstances and the rapid response to the changing scale of the 

pandemic enabled the University to carry out the student admission process. The report 

found that collaboration between internal stakeholders (such as the faculties, the 

Admissions Office, ICT Services, the Safety Team and Facilities Management) was effective.  

The pandemic has also had a significant effect on applicants who were admitted to English-

language programmes, because the travel restrictions prevented travel. Despite this, more 
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study placed were accepted than the year before. 

 
 

 

10   Report: https://karvi.fi/publication/poikkeuksellisten-opetusjarjestelyjen-vaikutukset-tasa-arvon-ja-yhden- 
vertaisuuden-toteutumiseen/ 
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Monitoring equality and non-discrimination and the next steps 
The Ministry of Education and Culture’s report examining the equality policies of Finnish 

higher education institutions notes that the policies and development actions are often too 

abstract. It can be difficult to identify the problems that the specified actions attempt to 

address (Tanhua 2020). This may partly be due to lack of information. Tampere University 

should develop the data generation process to promote the efforts towards greater equality 

and non-discrimination. The observations in this report should be examined in more 

detailed and translated into practical development measures. The position of different staff 

groups could be analysed in more detail. This aspect is often lacking from the equality 

policies of Finnish higher education institutions (Tanhua 2020,  30). It is also important to 

develop indicators for measuring progress. Do we monitor qualitative or quantitative 

indicators and with what resources? It is also important to consider how different internal 

stakeholders are encouraged to monitor equality. 

The Equality and Non-discrimination Policy complies with the requirements set out in the 

Equality Act, stipulating that the policy must be drawn up in collaboration with staff 

representatives who are selected by staff and that the staff representatives must have 

sufficient opportunities to participate in drawing up the report and influence the report.  

When planning measures to promote equality and non-discrimination in educational 

establishments, it is essential that students are also able to participate. 

When the University's 2021-2022 Equality and Non-discrimination Policy was prepared in 

the autumn of 2020, the schedule was tight, and we were still amidst the Covid-19 

pandemic. Despite this, the intention is to circulate the draft version of the policy for 

comment among the faculties and service units. This is important in order to raise 

awareness of the policy among the university community, which is the key to the successful 

implementation of the policy. The Academic Board and its preparatory councils will also be 

informed of the Equality and Non-discrimination Policy.  

The efforts to promote equality and non-discrimination are closely connected to the other 

activities of the University. The themes of the University's HR programme include the 

promotion of equality and non-discrimination, levelling off any gender imbalance in terms of 

recruitment practices and the development of related procedures. The HR programme 

(2002-2021; 12-13) seeks to promote the active working of the Equal Opportunities 

Committee, increase the opportunities for involvement among international staff and 

improve the working conditions of grant holders. The powers of the Equal Opportunities 

committee and access to information could be further increased to facilitate monitoring 

activities. 
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