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1.Introduction 

The ELEVATE-WISE initiative (101178121 — ELEVATE-WISE — ERASMUS-EDU-2024-CBHE- 

Empowering Ladies in STEM through varied approaches for technological excellence – Women in STEM 

empowerment) aims to stimulate female students' interest in STEM careers and their prospects for 

accessing these demanding market niches, while helping them to reduce dropout rates in these fields. 

The consortium of six partners (including two European HEIs, one from Spain and one from Portugal, 

and four HEIs from sub-Saharan Africa, two from Ivory Coast and two from Cape Verde) will work 

together to achieve the following results: 

• Updated report analyzing the needs of universities in Ivory Coast and Cape Verde; 

• ELEVATE-WISE STEM for Women Mentorship program and training; 

• ELEVATE-WISE HANDBOOK: promoting an enriched learning experience conducive to the 

understanding of STEM subjects in various educational contexts; 

• ELEVATE-WISE Hub: A platform that serves as a dynamic and informative reference point; 

• ELEVATE-WISE School of Change (Training of Trainers): An online course to empower 

STEM mentors, enabling them to become effective trainers, and the ELEVATE-WISE Service-

Learning Implementation and Good Practice Manual. 

• ELEVATE-WISE Service-Learning Implementation Manual and best practices. 

This will be achieved through the adoption of a practical and active methodology that enables students 

to solve real problems, in particular the challenges they face in Ivory Coast and Cape Verde. 

The main objective of the ELEVATE-WISE project is to stimulate female students' interest in STEM 

careers and their prospects for accessing these demanding market niches through their education. This 

objective is perfectly in line with the objective of the action, improving the quality of higher education 

in the beneficiary universities, while strengthening their relevance to the labor market and society, and 

with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), focusing in particular on quality 

education and gender equality (Goals 4 and 5), but also contributing to other goals related to eradicating 

poverty (Goal 1), reducing inequalities (Goal 10), and promoting peace, justice, and strong institutions 

(Goal 16). Similarly, it is aligned with Agenda 2063, The Africa We Want, specifically aspirations 6. An 

Africa whose development is people-centered, relying on the potential of African people, especially the 

potential of women, youth, and where children are treated with dignity, and 1. A prosperous Africa 

based on inclusive growth and sustainable development. 
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The main added value for beneficiary universities will be promoting women's interest in STEM subjects, 

increasing their career opportunities in these niches, developing their skills to become role models for 

students at an earlier stage, and strengthening their social commitment to contribute to the ethical and 

economic development of their societies. The project will address the above aspects mainly through the 

development of STEM-focused training resources, mentoring models with training programs, in-service 

learning programs implemented by universities, train-the-trainer courses, and workshops targeting key 

stakeholders in order to secure their commitment to the project and its objectives. The ELEVATE-WISE 

program will therefore provide a holistic and multi-level approach, covering the years before, during, 

and after women's access to higher education. Consequently, the main results of the project will meet 

the priority of sustainable growth and employment, as follows: 

• Empower women by improving their STEM skills and developing new skills for life and work; 

• Reduce gender gaps in access to STEM careers; 

• Improve the quality of education, especially for women, while ensuring equal participation in 

STEM jobs; 

• Support the improvement of skills among young people. 

To address the challenges described above, the consortium is working together to achieve the following 

specific objectives (SO), which are directly related to the objectives of the call for proposals to which it 

applied: 

• SO1. Promote in-depth learning about the current situation of the universities involved, including 

studying the individual needs of women at university and mapping the main stakeholders.  

o KPI.1. At the end of the project, both the project's target group and stakeholders in the 

countries involved will increase their knowledge of the current situation of female 

university students and their needs. 

• SO2. Provide a mentoring model for girls that functions as a STEM Education HUB, offering a 

comprehensive program of activities before and during university studies.  

o KPI.2. At the end of the project, the HEIs involved in the project will have a tested 

mentoring model to improve girls' access to and university experience in STEM careers 

• SO3. Bridge the educational gap by developing and implementing an online course, in the form of 

micro-credentials, in STEM education for mentoring women.  

o KPI.3 At the end of the project, the six HEIs will have a tested MOOC to improve 

mentoring skills for girls in STEM careers. 
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• SO4. Pave the way for a smooth and realistic implementation of service-learning developed by 

university students to promote scientific vocations and improve girls' attitudes towards STEM 

careers, laying the foundation for an operational strategy.  

o KPI.4. At the end of the project, the HEIs involved in the project will have a structure 

tested in real scenarios (in 4 schools) to apply the service-learning methodology in their 

studies. 

• SO5. Build common and validated reference material and teaching resources for the 

implementation of service learning.  

o KPI.5. At the end of the project, the HEIs (Higher Education Institutions) involved will 

have at their disposal tested reference material for use in service-learning experiences 

to increase girls' interest in STEM careers (at least 16 good practices). 

• SO6. Maximize the reach of the initiatives and resources developed to maximize awareness of the 

project's objectives and achieve the greatest possible impact.  

o KPI.6 At the end of the project, HEIs and stakeholders in the countries involved will 

increase their knowledge of ELEVATE-WISE topics and how to maximize their 

objectives. 

• SO7. Measure the impact generated in the institutions involved during the project life cycle but 

also contribute to the medium-term sustainability strategy of the initiatives developed in future 

scenarios to achieve greater impact on the target group and society in general. 

o KPI.7 By the end of the project, the four sub-Saharan HEIs involved will have developed 

an extended regional network that promotes women's empowerment, improving their 

STEM skills and developing new life and work skills; in addition, all HEIs involved will 

have developed a strong international network. 

Furthermore, addressing these challenges at the academic level will require a collective effort from all 

stakeholders in the consortium countries. This is precisely why ELEVATE-WISE aims to establish a 

global network covering all essential profiles. In collaboration with the consortium, this network will 

participate in the design of specific interventions. These interventions will focus on empowering Ivory 

Coast and Cape Verde to increase women's participation in STEM careers and thus cultivate a more 

diverse and innovative workforce. Finally, in the European landscape, although the gender balance is 

equitable, there is still a shortage of women in STEM careers in most European countries, so the 

participation of the two universities in the project will serve to reinforce these aspects in their faculties 

and review educational practices in favor of equity. In addition, the need for internalization and 
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cooperation within European University processes (the so-called Alliances) will be mutually reinforced 

within the scope of ELEVATE-WISE. 
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2.Updated Needs Analysis report for Universities in 

Cape Verde 

2.1. Executive summary 

This report presents a quantitative and qualitative analysis of women's experiences in STEM (Science, 

Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) in Cape Verde, based on questionnaire surveys of female 

university students, interviews, and focus groups among managers/teachers, researchers/technicians, 

and students. This study was carried out by systematically comparing two major higher education 

institutions in the country that are part of the ELEVATE-WISE Project (101178121 — ELEVATE-WISE 

— ERASMUS-EDU-2024-CBHE): the University of Cape Verde (Uni-CV) and the University of Santiago 

(US). The study emerges in a context of accelerated digital transformation and growing recognition of 

the importance of gender diversity in scientific and technological fields for national development. In 

quantitative terms, this survey includes descriptive statistics, cross-tabulations, effect-size measures, 

and colored visualizations.  

At the institutional level, both universities are perceived as inclusive and collaborative environments. 

The striking difference is that the US is described as “A Home for All,” with visible equality in leadership, 

while Uni-CV is seen as an entity that “emphasizes gender equality as an institutional priority.” 

The results show an overrepresentation of girls in the health sciences and an underrepresentation in 

engineering. Common barriers to girls' access to STEM are cultural and gender stereotypes deeply 

rooted in Cape Verdean society, motherhood and the lack of support structures such as daycare centers, 

the lack (or low visibility) of female role models in STEM, and ineffective communication of existing 

support programs. To address this, they propose strengthening scholarships and social support, 

initiatives such as the university daycare project, and structured affirmative action policies.  

The results also demonstrate a clear awareness of the challenges at both universities and the measures 

being implemented to promote gender equality in STEM, recognizing that it is a slow process that 

requires time and continuous action. 

Key findings: most respondents are Uni-CV undergraduates (mean age ≈ 21); the institutional 

inclusiveness score averages 3.57/5; financial pressure and family responsibilities are the top barriers; 
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interest in mentoring is very high; and significant differences exist between universities in participation 

in STEM promotion programs (χ², p<0.001; medium effect by Cramer's V). 

Keywords: STEM, women, and gender. 

2.2. Methodology and data 

The report presented here, as already mentioned, is the result of qualitative and quantitative research. 

Quantitative data was collected through online surveys of female university students and aims to obtain 

information in an exploratory manner, to understand the current status of gender representation in 

STEM and identify specific challenges in each sub-Saharan country. Surveys conducted with female 

university students from the universities of Cape Verde/to understand the current situation of gender 

representation in STEM areas and identify specific challenges in each sub-Saharan country participating 

in the project. The surveys were conducted with university students from the two Cape Verde 

universities participating in the project: University of Cape Verde (Uni-CV) and University of Santiago 

(SCC-US). 

The dataset contains 141 valid responses with 44 variables, including demographic information, 

academic background, support systems, perceived inclusiveness, barriers and challenges, mentoring 

interest, and role-model questions. 

• University of Cape Verde (Uni-CV): 95 responses (67.4%) - reflecting its role as the main public 

university and the largest in numerical terms in the country; 

• University of Santiago (SCC-US): 45 responses (31.9%) - representing an institution with a 

specific regional focus; 

• One from the Open University (0.7%). 

The questionnaire consists of six sections, as shown in the table below: 

Section Components 

Section 1 Academic and Socio-Demographic Profile 

Section 2 Motivations and Career Aspirations 

Section 3 Self-Efficacy and Institutional Climate 

Section 4 Barriers and Dropout Risks 

Section 5 Support Systems and Student Recommendations 

Section 6 Final Reflections 

Table 1 Sections and components of the survey 
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After administering the questionnaire, descriptive and inferential analysis of the data was performed 

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Excel was used to prepare the graphs.  

The choice of nonparametric comparison tests, notably Mann-Whitney U and Cliff's delta, was 

particularly important, as they do not merely identify whether there are differences, but seek to quantify 

the magnitude of those differences accurately. 

Therefore, the use of quantitative methodology facilitated understanding of the relationship between 

the data. Quantitative research allows us to describe trends, examine relationships between variables, 

and test theories based on statistically analysed numerical data (Creswell, 2014). 

The combined use of hypothesis tests significantly strengthened the validity and interpretation of the 

research results. 

As for qualitative data, interviews and online focus groups were conducted with a predefined audience, 

namely educators, researchers, policymakers, and industry representatives, on gender-related issues in 

STEM education and online focus group discussions, to explore the experiences and perceptions through 

male and female group interactions (students, researchers, teachers). 

To this end, 11 interviews (seven at Uni-CV and four at US) and two focus groups (one at Uni-CV and 

one at US) were conducted.  

The interview survey (semi-structured script) brings two or more people together to gather a wide 

range of objective and subjective information. It is one of the most valuable data collection techniques 

in qualitative research. According to Minayo (2018), they provide information that constitutes a 

representation of reality in the form of ideas, beliefs, opinions, feelings, behaviours, and actions, that is, 

about ways of thinking, feeling, acting, and projecting the future. Due to their flexibility, this study used 

semi-structured interviews conducted according to a script with guiding questions, together with the 

target audience. The aim was for the interviewees in this study to engage in free dialogue with the 

interviewer on the topic, sharing their experiences, views, expectations, perceptions, among others. 

Even if this meant going beyond what was initially questioned, allowing them to be free and 

spontaneous (Minayo, 2018).  

Before its implementation, the selected individuals were contacted in advance by email and telephone, 

where the project, its objectives and assumptions, and the team involved were presented. Next, the best 

date for its implementation was scheduled, and the individuals were sent the link according to the 

scheduled date and time. On the appointed day, the assumptions and objectives of the project were 

explained again and all questions were clarified. Permission to record was requested and granted by all 
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those involved. At the end of the interview, thanks were given, with a commitment to send the final 

report when completed. 

To ensure anonymity, the names of the people who participated in the interviews and focus groups were 

coded and are listed in the table below: 

Institution Technical Profile   Categorization 

Uni-CV Interviews Teacher E1-M-DOC-CV 

Management E2-F-GEST-CV 

Management E3-M-GEST-CV 

Teacher E4-F-DOC-CV 

Management E5-F-GEST-CV 

Government   E6-M-GOV-CV 

Entrepreneur E7-F-B-CV 

FG Student GF1-EST-CV 

Teacher GF2-DOC-CV 

Teacher GF3-DOC-CV 

Teacher GF4-DOC-CV 

Teacher GF5-DOC-CV 

Technical GF6-DOC-CV 

US Interviews Management E8-F-DOC-US 

Teacher E9-M-GEST-US 

Teacher E10-F-DOC-US 

Management E11-F-DOCT-US 

FG Teacher A GF7-DOC-US 

Teacher B GF8-DOC-US 

Teacher C GF9-DOC-US 

Teacher E GF10-DOC-US 

Student A GF11-EST-US 

Table 2 Coding table 

With regard to data processing in the qualitative approach, methodological triangulation was favored, 

that is, we sought to explore the findings in parallel or, at least, in a complementary manner, without 

neglecting the importance of each method operating autonomously (Flick, 2013). The results of both 

individual and group interviews were analyzed using discourse analysis (DA) and content analysis (CA) 
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techniques. As we know, interviews give us access to the most common type of qualitative data, which 

is text. This is subjected to critical analysis, which can be done using different ways of looking at the 

data, namely DA and CA (Gibbs, 2009).  

CA, according to Bardin (1979), refers to a set of communication analysis techniques that comprise an 

instrument aimed at describing the content of messages through systematic and objective procedures 

in order to obtain indicators and infer knowledge about how a given reality is produced and received 

through such messages. In turn, DA goes beyond the content of the text, that is, the identification and 

description of what has been stated about a certain subject. That is, in addition to addressing the 

transmission of messages, it consists of taking the discourse itself (both what is said and what is not 

said) as a complex process in which the interlocutors situated in the reality under study constitute 

themselves as subjects and produce specific meanings, as is the case with girls' participation in STEM 

(Orlandi, 2000; Vergara, 2005). Both data processing techniques aim to analyze the messages 

underlying the narratives of the interlocutors/interviewees. In this sense, the transcription of 

interviews and/or conversations is fundamental, since it allows us to begin exercising these techniques 

by inferring “[…] ways of signifying, with men speaking, considering the production of meanings as part 

of their lives, whether as subjects or as members of a particular form of society.” (Orlandi, 2000). 

Interviews give us access to the most common type of qualitative data, which is text. This is the subject 

of critical analysis, which can be done by looking at the data in different ways (Gibbs, 2009). According 

to Bardin (1977), CA refers to a set of communication analysis techniques that comprise a tool aimed at 

describing the content of messages through systematic and objective procedures in order to obtain 

indicators and infer knowledge about how a given reality is produced and received through such 

messages. 

The content and discourse analysis of the interviews and focus groups was carried out after applying a 

semi-structured script to the established target audience. The analysis of the interviews focused on the 

obstacles, challenges, and facilitating processes for the participation of girls and women in STEM in Cape 

Verde, as well as some proposals for measures to mitigate the obstacles, promote opportunities, and 

encourage their greater participation. 

Finally, pauses and cuts during speech were categorized in order to identify these moments in the 

interview excerpts for better understanding. They are represented by the following symbols: 

• Pause:  [...]  

• Cut: <...>  
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After analyzing the data, the results of the study were analyzed and discussed.   

2.3. Analysis and discussion of results 

2.3.1. Academic and Socio-demographic Profile 

i. Age distribution 

At this point, we sought to understand the sociodemographic profile of the target population surveyed, 

using variables such as gender, age, area of residence, university affiliation, year and field of study, 

among others. 

The age histogram shows a marked concentration of students between the ages of 18 and 23, with a 

peak around 20–21 years old. There is a long tail up to the age of 40, evidencing the presence of older 

students or those with non-linear paths, but in smaller numbers. The distribution is skewed to the right, 

typical of courses where students of the “traditional” undergraduate age predominate, with some cases 

of re-entry or professional retraining. 

 

Figure 1 Age distribution (histogram + KDE) 

N Mean Std Min Q25 Median Q75 Max 

141 22.5 4.62 18.0 20.0 21.0 23.0 40.0 

Table 3 Age - descriptive statistics 

It was found that 95 students responded that they were from Uni-CV, while 45 stated that they were 

from the US. There was one response stating that the student was from Universidade Aberta (Portugal), 

but we decided to keep it in the sample. The presence of students over the age of 25 may indicate more 
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diverse educational trajectories, including those who resumed their studies after professional or 

personal experiences, such as starting a family, having children, needing to interrupt their studies to 

work to support their family, lack of financial resources, among others. 

ii. Universities of affiliation 

Universities N % (141) 

University of Cape Verde 95 67.4% 

University of Santiago 45 31.9% 

Open University (Portugal) 1 0.7% 

Table 4 Universities of belonging 

iii. Year of study 

The distribution by year of study is relatively balanced across the years of the degree: 22.0% in the 1st 

year, 30.5% in the 2nd year, 23.4% in the 3rd year, and 22.7% in the 4th year. There are also 0.7% of 

12th-year students and 0.7% of graduates (in this case, it may mean that the response considered the 

completed degree for a student who is still attending the first year of university). The survey is thus 

cross-sectional across the various years of training, with a slight predominance of the 2nd year. 

The predominance of the second year may be related to higher retention rates at that level, which may 

be associated with the number of courses left undone in the first year, plus those in the second year, 

which may contribute to their retention at that level. On the other hand, the relatively balanced 

distribution across the final years of study suggests positive retention rates at both institutions. 
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Figure 2 Year of study 

iv. Current residence 

Most respondents live at home with their families (70.2%), live off campus (16.3%), and 13.5% live on 

campus. The predominance of living with family may reflect Cape Verdean cultural patterns of family 

cohesion and possible economic constraints. 

 

Figure 3 Current residence 

The relatively low percentage of campus residence may indicate limitations in the residential capacity 

of institutions. In fact, there is high demand for residences from students coming from other islands and 

other municipalities in the country, due to their more affordable prices compared to private residences. 

In view of this situation, the government program is currently building student residences in the city of 

Praia, in the Palmarejo Grande neighborhood, Zone K, with two blocks of seventy-eight apartments each, 

next to the University of Cape Verde, and in São Vicente (Ribeira de Julião), seven studio apartments 

(one block of seventy-seven apartments) at affordable prices, which may change this scenario, even if 

not entirely. Therefore, Resolution No. 67/2025 of the Council of Ministers (Official Gazette No. 64, 

Series I of 07-23-2025) “authorizes the allocation to the Ministry of Education of apartments in the”Zona 

K" development in Palmarejo, Praia, and apartments in Ribeira de Julião, Mindelo City, for exclusive use 

as university residences.” These are in an advanced stage of construction. According to Article 3, No. 1 

of the resolution,” The management of university residences is the responsibility of the Fundação Cabo-

verdiana de Acção Social Escolar (FICASE), under the supervision of the Ministry of Education." 

v. First-choice program 
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Entering higher education reflects a moment of (un)certainty, curiosity, expectations, and goals for 

those entering for the first time. At this point, it is interesting to note that, for almost half, the course 

they are attending was not their first choice. According to Chickering and Reisser (1993), the transition 

to university represents a significant developmental milestone, often characterized by a whirlwind of 

emotions, ranging from excitement to anxiety and fear of the unknown. It is a period of redefining 

identity, setting new goals, and navigating a world of new freedoms and responsibilities. 

First-choice program Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Yes 72 51,1% 

No 68 48,2% 

I am not sure 1 0,7% 

Table 5 First-choice program - frequency table 

About 51% of students indicate that their current course was their first choice, while almost the same 

proportion say it was not their first choice (48.2%). Only 0.7% say they are unsure. This suggests a very 

divided universe between students who are in their preferred option and students who arrived at the 

course via an alternative route (second choice, reorientation, available places, etc.). 

vi. Mother/female guardian education 

The level of education of mothers and fathers can influence access and choices. In this regard, it is 

observed that primary education is the most common level (36.9%), followed by secondary education 

(20.6%) and graduate degree (19.1%). Together, these three levels represent more than three-quarters 

of the responses, suggesting that most students come from families with low to average levels of 

education, although there is a significant group of mothers with higher education (bachelor's degree, 

master's degree, postgraduate degree, and postdoctoral degree). 

Education level 

(mother/female guardian) 

Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Primary education 52 36,9 

Secondary education 29 20,6 

Graduate degree 27 19,1 

Technical/vocational training 14 9,9 

No formal education 9 6,4 

Postgraduate degree 7 5,0 

I don't know 1 0,7 

Postdoctoral degree 1 0,7 
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Master's degree 1 0,7 

Table 6 Mother/female guardian education - frequency table 

vii. Father/male guardian education 

As in the case of mothers, primary education is the most common level among male parents or guardians 

(36.2%), followed by secondary education (19.1%) and a graduate degree (17.0%). The presence of 

technical/vocational training (14.9%) is slightly higher among fathers, while the category “no formal 

education” and the responses “I don't know” together account for about 11.4% of the observations. This 

pattern reinforces the idea of family contexts with predominantly low to intermediate levels of 

education, but with a significant proportion of parents with higher education. 

Education level 

(father/male guardian) 

Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Primary education 51 36,2 

Secondary education 27 19,1 

Graduate degree 24 17,0 

Technical/vocational 

training 

21 14,9 

No formal education 8 5.7 

I don't know 8 5,7 

Master's degree 2 1,4 

Table 7 Father/male guardian education - frequency table 

In summary, data on parental education indicate that, although many students are first-generation 

college students or come from families with early interrupted schooling, there is also a core of 

households with higher educational capital. This heterogeneity is relevant for interpreting differences 

in academic support, family expectations, and self-confidence throughout the university trajectory. 

Parents' education and first-choice programs are summarized in the frequency tables delivered 

alongside this report. 

2.3.2. Motivation and career aspirations 

This section sought to answer the following questions: 

• What were the main reasons that led you to choose to study a STEM subject? 

• Do you feel you had a real choice when selecting your field of study? 

• How confident are you about your academic future in this field? 
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• What are your academic or professional aspirations after graduation? 

 

i. Fields of study 

Although there are a variety of disciplinary areas, it is noted that the majority attend the Biology course, 

that is, 42 (29.8%) and 34 from Health Sciences (24.1%). In third place is Computer Engineering with 

9.2% (13), Computer Science/ICT appears in fourth place with 7.1% (19), and in fifth place is Civil 

Engineering with 7 responses (5.0%). The other areas not mapped are represented with values between 

3 and 1, accounting for 22.0% of the total. It should be noted that these values do not differ greatly from 

the academic reality, considering, however, that basically the courses with the highest number of female 

students represented here are areas where girls are overrepresented, when compared, for example, 

with engineering. In fact, the data show that engineering courses are mostly attended by men, with 

around 7 out of 10 students at Uni-CV being male in the last academic year. In Biological Sciences, on 

the other hand, girls represent 83%. 

Area of study N % (141) 

Biology / Biological Sciences 42 29.4% 

Health Sciences 34 24.1% 

Computer Engineering 13 9,2% 

Computer Science / TIC 10 7.1% 

Civil Engineering 7 5.0% 

Business and Organizational Sciences 4 2.8% 

Other / not mapped 31 22.0% 

Table 8 Area of study - frequency table 

An analysis by field of study shows that the number of girls is increasing in STEM fields, although their 

choices are still predominantly in specific areas. This is evident from the interviews and focus groups, 

although they believe there is still a long way to go:  

What I have noticed, especially now, is that there is a trend for girls to join too. There 

are quite a few, we could say... a satisfactory number, if we compare it, for example, with 

2009 [...] when it was an area almost entirely dominated by boys. Today we have more 

girls, although we haven't reached [...] I don't think we've reached parity yet, but I 

believe there is a significant increase in girls not only taking an interest in these areas, 

but also joining, achieving success and developing interesting projects in this area, 

despite all the social and cultural issues that still continue to interfere and mean that, 
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in the exact sciences in general, there are still fewer girls, despite all the work that has 

been done by CIGEF (Center for Research and Training in Gender and Family), ICIEG 

(Cape Verdean Institute for Gender Equality and Equity) and all other partner 

organizations of ICIEG and CIGEF, in order to break taboos and prejudices that 

somehow affect not only the entry but also the permanence of girls in these areas related 

to technology. (E5-F-GEST-CV) 

The E2-F-GEST-CV interview questions inequality in access to this field, given that more girls are 

completing secondary education, making it difficult to understand why boys are more prevalent in STEM 

fields: 

Perceptions vary from year to year, but we can say that, in fact, we have more girls in 

science subjects, in the subjects we have in general. But what happens is that normally 

when we go to [...] discriminate the areas [...] We continue to see that most girls tend to 

go into health and biology and do not have a very strong inclination towards 

engineering, unless it is chemical-biological engineering or food engineering. I have had 

the opportunity to teach both biological science courses and courses in [...] and it is 

noticeable that the percentage of girls in biochemistry classes is higher than in 

computer science classes nowadays. I think we should have more girls, especially 

because, according to the Statistical Yearbook of Education, we already have more girls 

completing secondary education, and yet we still have more boys in certain areas. (E2-

F-GEST-CV) 

In this regard, interview E5-F-GEST-CV reflects on how socialization processes and cultural issues can 

influence choices, with women tending to choose areas related to caregiving and boys tending to choose 

other areas, such as engineering: 

Theoretically, women are guided or socialized in some way to gravitate more towards 

areas of care, a kind of extension of what they already do at home, which is why we have 

more women in the social sciences, humanities, and arts than in science and technology 

in general, and, more specifically, in the field of technology. The issue of [...] this 

mentality that we still continue to pass on, that women are more inclined towards 

caregiving, know how to care more, so we have this, this cultural issue that in a way 

encourages girls to seek courses more related to these areas and boys to seek other 

areas. (E5-F-GEST-CV) 
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This is a reality perceived both by those interviewed at Uni-CV and in the US, where, despite the trend 

toward an increase in girls in STEM, they still identify the challenge of their underrepresentation in 

specific areas, such as engineering, which are more associated with men: 

So, there are 99, therefore, 99% are basically <...> female, but the interesting thing here 

is that, in fact, computer engineering courses or these STEM courses work, so it's a bit 

like a funnel. So, they start with a lot of students, and then it narrows down. The 

interesting thing is, above all, that in recent years we are finding many more girls. I 

don't think [...] basically, especially in Cape Verde, there is the issue of stereotypes, both 

social and cultural, that still need to be worked on <...> to improve this situation, there 

are some issues, for example, providing scholarships [...] for girls. Therefore, in these 

areas, they necessarily functioned as catalysts or as a lure [...] for girls, both in these 

areas and even in related areas. (E3-M-GEST-CV) 

Despite all the barriers they face, they believe that girls achieve better results than boys and are more 

likely to reach the fourth grade. As mentioned in the following interview: 

Well, ah, ah, basically girls in these areas always face resistance because in engineering 

courses there are always more boys than girls. But despite this, these few girls always 

show themselves to be embracing this support, these projects, and also show 

commitment <...> yes, because at the University of Cape Verde we are still seeing a low 

presence of women in STEM courses, especially in engineering. We already know that in 

computer engineering courses, female students are in the minority. Despite this, what 

do we notice? I feel motivation and commitment among them <...>. Just to give an 

example in an industrial course before the fourth year, for example, we had, ah, we had 

the best grades in the class from two girls. Although we have more boys, they stand out. 

<...> The girls who enroll in this course basically do so because they like it. They like the 

course, so they basically always try to keep up with the boys or do better than the boys. 

<...> we have very few girls, but when we do have them, they really want it. They know 

what they want. (E1-M-DOC-CV) 

I usually teach classes in telecommunications, [...] electrical engineering, and the girls 

are more committed in terms of skills [...] they have a focus. I don't know, something that 

guides them, to say, I have to finish this as soon as possible. So they end up having a 

success rate [...] I wouldn't say higher, but success is achieved earlier when compared to 

the boys. (E2-F-GEST-CV)  
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ii. Reasons to choose STEM 

The main reasons given for choosing a STEM subject are personal interest (96), followed by job 

prospects or career opportunities (91). These are followed by reasons such as scholarship opportunities 

(25), encouragement from a teacher or mentor (24), family influence or expectations (20), and limited 

access to other academic fields and program accessibility (14 and 8, respectively). 

Reasons for choosing STEM N % (141) 

Personal interest 96 68.1% 

Employability/opportunities 91 64.5% 

Scholarship 25 17.7% 

Teacher/mentor encouragement 24 17.0% 

Family influence 20 14.2% 

Limited access to other areas 14 9.9% 

Program accessibility 8 5.7% 

Interesting 1 0.7% 

I like this 1 0.7% 

Table 9 Decision factors (top 10) 

The primacy of “personal interest” over “job prospects” is encouraging, suggesting a genuine scientific 

vocation. However, the proximity between these two factors reveals the pragmatism of Cape Verdean 

students, who balance scientific passion with employability considerations.  

Like the other interviewees, interviewee E7-F-B-CV believes that contact with STEM subjects should 

begin before university, i.e., in secondary school (some even suggest primary and preschool). Speaking 

from her own experience, she states the following: 

So I studied mechanical engineering in São Vicente for four years, but before that I had 

already studied at a technical school in Santa Catarina, also in the field of mechanical 

engineering. Yes, raise awareness, but this awareness should never happen at university, 

it should happen right at the beginning of secondary school, because I think that many 

women and girls don't know what they want. But they also don't know what they want 

because they always hear that taboo about technology being complicated [...] 

preparation in secondary school, promotion of employment, raising awareness of 

different types of jobs and different types of areas. 
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The interview highlights the importance of promoting STEM subjects in secondary education, 

demystifying the complexity often associated with them and giving girls the opportunity to learn more 

about the professions available in these fields. 

iii. Freedom to choose the degree 

About 8 out of 10 respondents stated that their choice of course was entirely free (80.1%), and 22 stated 

that their choice was partially free (15.6%). 

Freedom of choice of course N % (141) 

Yes 113 80.1% 

Partially 22 15.6% 

No 6 4.3% 

Table 10 Freedom of degree choice 

This is a significant percentage; insofar as free choice can be a factor in success and in achieving the 

objectives initially set. 

iv. Confidence level (academic future) 

Table 96 indicates the level of confidence among respondents. It shows that around 3 out of 4 say they 

are very confident (42.6%) and quite confident (31.2%). 

Confidence level N % (141) 

Very confident 60 42.6% 

Quite confident 44 31.2% 

Neutral 30 21.3% 

Not very confident 6 4.3% 

Not at all confident 1 0.7% 

Table 11 Confidence level 

The generally positive levels of confidence (“very” or “quite” confident) contrast with the various 

challenges reported, which we will see later, suggesting remarkable resilience within this group. 

v. Trust & Freedom 

The following table shows that free choice has a positive correlation with greater confidence, while 

feeling neutral is more associated with being partially confident. This result can be supported by the 
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statement by Santos and Ferreira (2021), according to which the perception of free choice of course 

correlates positively with higher levels of academic confidence. 

Freedom  % N Notes 

Yes 48.7%  

Partially 13.6%  

No 33.3% N small 

Table 12 Confidence and freedom highlights 

First-year students show themselves to be more confident, with an average of 4.35. Third- and second-

year students are relatively close, with 4.12 and 4.07 respectively. It should be noted that fourth-year 

students have the lowest level of confidence, perhaps because they are in their final year, have already 

had various experiences over the previous years, and are beginning to experience moments of 

expectation and uncertainty about their entry into the labour market that lies ahead. 

vi. Year of study – change in confidence 

Year n media median 

1st year 31 4.35 5.00 

2nd year 43 4.07 4.00 

3rd year 33 4.12 4.00 

4th year 32 3.91 4.00 

Table 13 Statistics by year 

Cross-referencing with areas of study shows the top four areas of greatest confidence. Specifically, civil 

engineering students have the highest level of confidence, approaching level 5 on the Likert scale, 

followed by health sciences and biology students, with ICT students in last place. 
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Figure 4 Average confidence by study area 

vii. Post-graduate aspirations 

Another important issue addressed in this questionnaire concerns aspirations for postgraduate studies. 

In this case, more than half aspire to pursue postgraduate studies (57.4%) and 24% wish to work in the 

STEM field. A considerable number are unsure (21) and 9 aspire to work outside the country. 

Aspirations N %  

Master's/PhD in the same field 81 57.4% 

Working in STEM 24 17.0% 

Not sure 21 14.9% 

Working abroad 9 6.4% 

Changing fields 5 3.5% 

Many options / indecision 1 0.7% 

Table 14 Aspirations after graduation 

The aspiration for postgraduate studies, and consequently in the same field, reveals a taste for research, 

which can be encouraged with concrete policies such as scholarships, start-ups, student involvement in 

extracurricular activities throughout their undergraduate studies, mentoring, etc. This can be positively 

related to free choices, demonstrating that a taste for the chosen field can positively influence interest 

in continuing in the same field. 

viii. Average confidence by aspiration 
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Average confidence is highest among students who intend to work abroad or pursue a master's or 

doctoral degree in the same field, with scores close to 4.3–4.5 on a scale of 1 to 5. Those who wish to 

work in STEM professions have an average confidence score of around 4.0. In contrast, students who 

want to change fields or who are unsure about their future have lower confidence levels, close to 3.0–

3.2. 

Aspirations Average confidence N 

Many options / indecision 5.00 1 

Working abroad 4.56 9 

Master's/PhD degree 4.37 81 

Working in STEM 4.00 24 

Not sure 3.24 21 

Changing fields 3.00 5 

Table 15 Average confidence by aspiration 

Personal interest and employment prospects dominate as motivations; scholarships and mentoring 

encouragement play secondary but relevant roles. 

2.3.3. Self-efficiency and institutional climate 

I am here because someone inspired me back then;  

and if I can inspire and be the role model that this new generation  

and future generations need... why not, 

it doesn't cost us that much. (E2-F-GEST-CV) 

 

This section sought to find out whether the interviewees considered that their gender influenced their 

experience as STEM students and, if so, in what way. It also sought to understand who their role models 

are, their sense of belonging at university, the level of inclusion at their university, and institutional 

support. 

i. Female role models → greater confidence? 

Firstly, of the 102 responses obtained, 76 pointed to female role models and 26 to male role models. 

Others who did not respond are not included in the table below. The data only refers to those who 

presented their role models. 

Group N 
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Female role model 76 

Male role model 26 

Table 16 Role models by gender 

The results clearly show the influence of female role models. However, analysis of the results of the 

interviews and focus groups reinforces the paradoxical perception that, although there are many 

women in academic research, there is a perceived lack of female role models in positions of high power 

and status. They also consider that the visibility of successful women within universities, such as Uni-

CV, is still insufficient to inspire young women. 

Furthermore, we have gender stereotypes, dear. Therefore, it is something that the 

University of Cape Verde should work on raising awareness about. I think CIGEF has 

played a very important role in strengthening the presence of women in science and 

technology and should continue to do this work. Then we also have inspiring role models 

that we are not managing to bring forward. The media should also make our young 

women feel that they have the ability. Note that international standards for teaching 

and learning mathematics argue that every student has the ability to learn 

mathematics; it just depends on how it is taught. Mentoring programs and support 

networks. So, I've seen the ELEVATE project. I was very happy. We have groups like 

Women in Science, Women in Tech, all of that. We are able to get guidance and share 

experiences and create networking opportunities, right? Then we also have these female 

mentors, these female mentors who could help reinforce confidence and persistence in 

challenging environments. (E4-F-DOC-CV) 

In general, there is recognition of the relevance of role models in boosting girls' confidence in STEM 

subjects, and projects such as Elevate Wise help to reinforce the identification of role models through 

lies. 

ii. Inclusivity by university 

To be inclusive, the university must meet a set of requirements related to support structures, the profile 

of teaching and non-teaching staff, initiatives, measures implemented, specific programs such as 

scholarships, accessibility conditions, among others. Analysis of this point, on a scale of 1-5, reveals 

slight differences between the two universities in terms of inclusiveness. It should be noted that the 

University of Santiago has a higher score than Uni-CV (4.11 versus 3.59, respectively). This result is also 
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perceived by the interviewees. According to interviewee E3-M-GEST-CV, our university is inclusive and 

does not differentiate in terms of gender.  

Interviewee E7-F-B-CV reinforces the inclusion that exists at the University of Cape Verde: “I never felt 

excluded in the field because I am a woman.” 

Universities N Media 

University of Santiago 45 4.11 

University of Cape Verde 95 3.59 

Table 17 Inclusiveness by university (1-5) 

Support services are considered useful among those who use them, but overall uptake is limited, as we 

will see later. / Support services are considered useful among those who accessed them, but overall 

uptake is limited. 

2.3.4. Barriers and dropout risk 

In this subsection, we sought to understand whether any of the respondents had ever considered 

dropping out of their STEM program, and if so, why and what challenges they had faced as women in 

STEM. We also asked about the main barriers that hinder the success of women in STEM at their 

university. These are multiple responses, some of which stand out from the rest. 

i. Considering dropping out 

The cross-referencing of data showed that the likelihood of dropping out is slightly higher among 

students who did not receive support. That is, around 40% compared to 37.5% for those who did receive 

support, a percentage difference of approximately 2.5%. It can be said that support can influence the 

reduction in dropout rates. However, what can be said is that we have a significant dropout rate for both 

situations, as 4 out of 10 without support and 3.8 with support thought about giving up, which may 

mean that there are factors behind these intentions that should be analysed and studied with a view to 

taking concrete incentive measures. 



 

 

 

 

34 

 

Figure 5 Considering dropping out, % 

In this regard, in the following interview, we can see that there are several reasons that can cause 

dropout, such as family commitments, if inclusive measures are not taken to prevent this: 

A clear example: let's imagine we are in a position that is a research grant. Ah, we have 

a candidate who is very, very good, but for some reason she has other family 

commitments. If we don't create inclusive conditions, she probably won't feel 

comfortable giving her best in this position and will very easily decline because, 

unfortunately, society is still more [...] How can I put it? More suited to men making 

decisions without thinking about other aspects of their lives. We have to weigh 

everything up and come to a conclusion before making that decision. (E2-F-GEST-CV) 

The fact that around 38% of female students have considered dropping out represents a significant 

retention challenge. This high percentage suggests an urgent need for support interventions and 

mechanisms for early detection of difficulties. They therefore suggest a set of measures that they believe 

could support these girls and prevent the risk of dropout, such as adequate maternity leave, nurseries, 

and other support structures, considering the presence of many young mothers in higher education and 

the lack of such support structures: 

So, if we had adequate maternity leave, daycare centers, and higher education 

institutions, note that this semester I saw in the class I worked with that we had a 

pregnant student, OK, and then another who had a child, I mean, these are difficult 

situations. The university could rethink this, how could we support this process? 

Together with the government, right? And policies that recognize the structural 
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inequalities that support it. We will always have support, but how am I going to balance 

my professional and family life? It's something very important in the research I've been 

doing. (E4-F-DOC-CV) 

The lack of childcare at the university affects women's retention” (E5-F-GEST-CV) 

ii. Reasons for dropout consideration 

 

Figure 6 Reasons for dropout consideration (top 10) 

Among the students who considered dropping out, the most cited reasons are: mental health or stress 

(23.4%), financial problems (21.3%), lack of motivation or interest (15.6%), academic difficulties 

(13.5%), and family responsibilities (8.5%). Other factors, such as lack of institutional support, 

discrimination, maternal responsibility, and a demanding routine, appear with lower percentages, but 

should not be neglected. Taken together, these results show that the risk of dropping out is strongly 

influenced by economic, emotional, and family factors. 

iii. Challenges faced 

There is a wealth of challenges presented by our research participants. Since it was an open-ended 

question, they were able to present different reasons which, after being grouped, allowed us to identify 

the most relevant ones, that is, those that were repeated most frequently. 
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Figure 7 Top 10 challenges 

The graph on the main challenges faced by women in STEM shows that the difficulty in balancing studies 

with domestic tasks is the most frequent problem (29.8%). This is followed by sexist comments or 

behaviours (22.0%), pressure or demotivation from family (18.4%), feelings of isolation or 

displacement (14.9%), and unequal treatment by teachers or staff (8.5%). The lack of female mentors 

or role models is also relevant (8.5%). These data point to a combination of domestic overload, sexism, 

and a lack of specific support networks for women. Pressure or demotivation from family was reported 

by 7.6% of respondents, and 6.2% reported feeling isolated or displaced. Family pressures can range 

from expectations about family members' choices and academic results, comparison with peers, 

pressure to complete the course as quickly as possible, among others, which can manifest as challenges 

for those subjected to them. 

Challenges such as unequal treatment by teachers and the lack of female mentors or role models have 

quite low percentages, at 3.5% each. Motherhood is considered a challenge by an equally small 

percentage of respondents, namely 0.3%. Other challenges account for a total of 41.2%, challenges 

which, individually, have values below 0.3%. 
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Issues related to motherhood, gender stereotypes, sexist comments, and psychological pressure appear 

with 0.7% each, although a relatively small percentage, they deserve special attention, considering the 

influences they may have on gender (in)equality. As an example, Nascimento (2017) states that: 

Sexist prejudice fosters the dichotomy of "private for women and public for men," as 

demands for stereotypical behaviors act as moral standards, amplifying the value of 

those who perform their "role" correctly and diminishing all those who deviate from the 

rule (pp. 99-100). 

It also concluded that there is a visible presence of biological discourses among men and women that 

incite sexist behaviours, reinforcing this issue of inequality between men and women, stating that, 

The study demonstrated that the biological discourse that seeks to justify social 

differences between men and women is still quite present today, but that there is already 

a tendency, mainly through feminist studies, to problematize this situation by pointing 

to social conditioning factors as triggers for sexist behaviors and, consequently, for the 

maintenance of power inequality between men and women (op. cit., 141). 

Nascimento (Op. cit.) further reinforces those sexist behaviors were observed in both men and women, 

and it was possible to note that the diagnosis presented here points to some normative and heterosexist 

tone in the statements of at least one of the interviewees. For interviewee E5-F-GEST-CV, 

It's noticeable that women are more inclined to care, they know how to care more, so 

we still have this cultural issue that somehow encourages girls to seek courses more 

related to these areas, and boys to seek, for example, other arts. [...] I believe there is still 

a certain prejudice/stereotype, and sometimes women, those who manage to overcome 

this cultural barrier [...] entering these programs, however, face a set of stereotypes, not 

only in academia while they are training, but they manage to overcome these obstacles 

and graduate successfully. This means that for women it is double the work not only to 

enter but also to remain in these courses. 

We can see that few girls choose STEM fields, but when they do enter these courses, they overcome 

stereotypes and sexist behaviours. This information is corroborated by interviews that indicate there 

are few girls in STEM courses, but many excel in terms of grades (success in academic performance) and 

are resilient until the end of the course. For example, interviewee E1-M-DOC-CV stressed that there is a 

reduced presence of women in computer engineering courses at the University of Cape Verde, with 

women representing a significant minority; however, he highlighted that female students frequently 
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excel academically, exemplifying with the case of two students who obtained the best grades in the 

fourth-year class, mentioning that two fourth-year students obtained the best grades in the class, 

despite being only five women in a class of 21 students. 

I usually teach in the telecommunications field, you know, electrical engineering, and 

the girls are more committed in terms of skills. They're stuck here, but they have a focus. 

I don't know something that guides them to say, I have to close this as soon as possible. 

So they end up having a success rate or? Oh, I wouldn't say higher, but success is 

achieved earlier, when compared with the boys. (E2-F-GEST-CV) <...>"Those who 

manage to get in usually go all the way to the end, and they go all the way to the end 

with rare exceptions" (E3-M-GEST-CV)<...> "In the 1st year computer engineering 

course: 99 students, 29 are women" (E3-M-GEST-CV) 

"In the fourth grade, the best grades in the class are from two girls" (E1-M-DOC-CV) 

These results are corroborated by focus groups, which state that there are fewer women in certain 

engineering fields, however, those who do enter are more resilient and have the highest success rates. 

The obstacles still lie in their entry into the job market after graduation. In fact, despite a higher 

percentage of girls in higher education and higher success rates, labor market data indicate that the 

employment and activity rate is higher among men. This can be reinforced by the following interview: 

Another obstacle has to do with, for example, after they finish their training and enter 

the job market, there is still some apprehension on the part of society, not in a 

generalized way, but there is still some apprehension, for example, about the skills of 

girls in these areas; we can have a team, for example, with 3 participants in a project 

between a company, and there are still people who believe in the ability of that young 

man, who is part of the company, to do a certain service, for example, and they still 

request young men instead of a young woman. In some situations, we have these 

situations. This means that women, girls, face barriers not only in access and 

permanence, but also in entering the job market itself, when they are in these areas. (E5-

F-GEST-CV) 

This situation can lead to demotivation, frustration, and sometimes even psychological problems, such 

as depression, as evidenced by interview E2-F-GEST-CV: 

After finishing my studies, I couldn't find work in any company in Cape Verde. Then I 

started feeling depressed and sad because I had nothing to do. E7-F-B-CV 
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Focus groups corroborate the perception that gender stereotypes still influence the choice of courses 

and social expectations such as "women cannot fail," an academic environment that is sometimes 

hostile, where women need to "prove dual competence," and difficulties in integrating women into male-

dominated courses. 

They also raise the issue of the lack of reporting mechanisms in cases of harassment, and reinforce the 

lack of flexibility and conciliatory support, especially the rigid schedules and the lack of childcare. 

Although, for example, maternity leave is three months, many students need to resume their studies in 

record time after motherhood in order to keep up with the content. 

The graph on the main challenges faced by women in STEM shows that the difficulty in balancing studies 

with domestic tasks is the most frequent problem (29.8%). This is followed by sexist comments or 

behaviours (22.0%), pressure or demotivation from family (18.4%), feelings of isolation or 

displacement (14.9%), and unequal treatment by teachers or staff (8.5%). The lack of female mentors 

or role models is also relevant (8.5%). These data point to a combination of domestic overload, sexism, 

and a lack of specific support networks for women. 

 

Figure 8 Challenges faced by women is STEM 
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Despite all these challenges, which are also evident in the interviews and focus groups, they consider 

universities to be inclusive and non-discriminatory. 

Yes, so I think our university is inclusive, so it is inclusive and above all, so I don't see a 

differentiation, let's say, in terms of gender. So, this is open and this disparity, in my 

perspective, is becoming more pronounced. Here, above all, conditions are created so 

that everyone has access in an equal way. Basically, if we look at the regulations for 

access and permanence here at the university, we find basically none. (E3-M-GEST-CV) 

In short, the treatment of girls in higher education institutions does not constitute a permanent barrier 

to access or to the completion of their education. They face barriers of other kinds, as we can see in the 

following point. 

iv. Institutional barriers 

Regarding institutional barriers, the following stand out: financial pressure (35), family or caregiving 

responsibilities (33), gender stereotypes and cultural expectations, and low self-esteem or lack of 

encouragement, each with 31. Note that in the previous point we had already drawn attention to the 

family or caregiving responsibilities that are delegated to women, transforming their work shifts into 

double or triple shifts, relegating other things to the background, such as formal education, insertion 

into the labor market, self-care, among others. Dynamics among colleagues or social exclusion (11) also 

deserve special attention, as we are talking about something that should be inclusive. Moreover, SDG 4, 

Education for All, clearly addresses non-exclusion, and this is evident in point 4.3, which states that "by 

2030, ensure equal access for all men and women to quality technical, vocational and tertiary education, 

including university," reinforced in point 4.5, which states that "by 2030, eliminate gender disparities 

in education and ensure equal access to all levels of education and vocational training for the most 

vulnerable, including persons with disabilities, indigenous populations and children in vulnerable 

situations”. 

One of the main goals of the ELEVATE-WISE Project is to create a mentorship program where girls will 

have the opportunity to interact and work with mentors, encouraging them to pursue careers in STEM 

fields. In this case, 10 of our interviewees indicated limited access to female mentors or role models. It 

is important to mention here that this does not necessarily mean the non-existence of these mentors, 

but rather the limited access to them. In fact, this issue was evident in some of our interviews, as the 

problem, more than the scarcity of mentors, is the limited access that girls may have to them. 
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Figure 9 Institutional barriers (top 10) 

The interviews and focus groups addressed the main barriers, identifying cultural and social barriers, 

particularly gender socialization that perceives STEM as a masculine field and directs girls towards 

caregiving roles; the lack of support structures such as day-care centres at or near universities, as well 

as in the communities where young mothers attending universities reside; the overload of domestic and 

care work, with children and dependent individuals (elderly and people with disabilities) that 

disproportionately falls on girls and women, acting as obstacles to their academic and professional 

progression. The low representation of women in technical positions was also highlighted. 

In addition to academic challenges, the E1-M-DOC-CV stressed that cultural issues and the lack of female 

representation in technical positions that could inspire young girls can affect women's participation in 

engineering. He also highlighted the importance of family and academic support. For him, subjects such 

as mathematics, physics and programming represent significant challenges for all students, but can be 

particularly challenging for women due to cultural issues and the lack of female representation, 

reinforcing those cultural issues, such as the male predominance in technical profiles, can affect 

women's self-confidence and sense of belonging, hindering their participation in engineering courses. 

The E2-F-GEST-CV stated that if we do not create inclusive conditions, she probably will not feel 

comfortable giving her best in this position and will very easily decline because unfortunately society is 
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still "more suited for men to make decisions without thinking about other aspects of their lives? We 

have to weigh everything up and read a book before making this decision. Another obstacle is the 

centralisation of opportunities. Praia and Mindelo (2018) concentrate the main and largest employment 

opportunities, making access more difficult for women from rural areas and other municipalities and 

islands. 

According to those interviewed, successful women in STEM fields do exist. However, what is lacking is 

their visibility, which is not sufficiently explored to inspire future generations. 

There is the issue of social and cultural stereotypes that still need to be addressed (E3-

M-GEST-CV) 

The absence of female role models in technical or teaching positions contributes to this 

perception (E1-M-DOC-CV) 

E10-F-DOC-US acknowledges that despite the lack of difference in ability between genders, the choice 

of nursing as a career is still influenced by perceptions that it is a more feminine profession. Financial 

difficulties and the distance between residences and urban centres where universities are located (more 

pronounced in the US) are also cited as obstacles. Despite social and financial support, they understand 

that there are no specific policies aimed at women. Support exists, but it is general and without 

distinction. Added to this is the lack of disaggregated data for the formulation of public policies. 

In fact, having more women or girls with skills [...] but I think that also has to do with 

the reformulation of education that we have to do. Of course, we have to acknowledge 

that our educational system has been good, because if we have this gender equality it's 

because the country invested in the education of its human resources. That way, I can 

easily have a man or a woman in a certain position, because both have the merit to be 

there; but now what we are specifically discussing is how to increase the preference for 

STEM. Perhaps it's time to rethink the educational system so that, for example, like we 

had that old Web-Lab project, which was actually meant to bring in, perhaps have those 

specific areas so that people can experiment, because I'll never choose something I don't 

know, and put people in contact with it from a very young age so they gain knowledge 

and affinity, and from there, yes, naturally, these choices will emerge. (E2-F-GEST-CV) 

In conclusion, the interviews make it clear that girls' participation in STEM is influenced by a set of 

cultural factors and gender stereotypes, and its realization depends on interventions from secondary 

school (even basic education), with clear and robust institutional support policies, namely care 
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structures such as nurseries, where the role of mentors is fundamental. This can be schematically 

represented in the following figure. 

 

Figure 10 Key Factors Influencing Girls’ Participation in STEM 

2.3.5. Support systems 

i. Received any support 

This subsection seeks to answer questions related to the type of support received during STEM studies 

and to evaluate the usefulness of available support systems. 

When asked if they received support during their studies, 56.7% answered affirmatively, 37.6% said no, 

and 5.7% were unsure. Although most felt some kind of support, about four in ten students do not 

perceive it clearly or consistently, which is concerning given the weight of stress, financial difficulties, 

and gender challenges. 
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Figure 11 Support received during studies, % 

Table 16 reveals a surprising relationship between support and consideration of dropping out. Among 

the 53 students who did not receive support, 21 (39.6%) considered dropping out, while of the 80 who 

received support, 30 (37.5%) considered dropping out. 

Support No (n) Yes (n) Total 

No 32 21 53 

I am not sure 6 2 8 

Yes 50 30 80 

Total 88 53 141 

Table 18 Consistency table between support received and considering dropping out 

The difference is insignificant (only 2.1%), suggesting that receiving support does not substantially 

reduce the intention to drop out. Interestingly, in the group of 8 who were unsure about the support 

received, only 2 (25%) considered dropping out, indicating that the perception or quality of support 

may be more relevant than its mere existence. 

ii. Types of support received 

Among those who received some support, 35 stated they received financial aid or scholarships, 13 

received tutoring or academic explanations, the same number received support from peers or student 

associations, 8 received psychological or well-being support, and the same number received mentoring 
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from professors or professionals. Even though in small numbers, we have support from friends and 

family. Note that one respondent expressed concern about the amount of tuition fees for the second year 

that were overdue, considering that she only managed to get a scholarship in the third year. In fact, many 

students enter higher education with this expectation of obtaining a scholarship. However, this does not 

always happen in the first year, which causes debts to accumulate, often reaching the end of the course 

with amounts still to be paid, which affects their graduation and obtaining their diploma. Through the 

Cape Verdean Foundation for School Social Action (FICASE), efforts are being made to minimize these 

challenges by granting scholarships/subsidies to both undergraduate and postgraduate students. 

However, it is noted that more policies are still needed in this regard. As an example, Uni-CV organized 

a charity dinner on October 17th, which included the official launch of the Uni-CV Donation Platform, 

aiming to encourage contributions from potential donors to improve the conditions of its students 

through various means, particularly food, tuition fees, transportation, health, etc. 

(https://doacao.unicv.cv/). The platform is open and, in monetary terms, as of October 19th, had raised 

987,891 CVE, which is approximately equivalent to 8,959 Euros. This is a new initiative, and it is 

expected that the results will contribute to improving the overall conditions of students. At the US, 

support policies include scholarships, discounts and tuition negotiation, institutional support, and 

efforts to prevent dropout. 

In summary, it is important to say that financial scholarships are the most common support, followed 

by academic tutoring and peer groups; psychological and mentoring support remain less frequent. 

 

Figure 12 Types of support received 

In Cape Verdean society, women culturally assume the responsibility of caring for children, the elderly, 

the sick, and people with disabilities. In this sense, in addition to financial support, girls typically need 



 

 

 

 

46 

more assistance, particularly regarding childcare, in order to reduce abandonment. The E5-F-GEST-CV 

report cites the lack of childcare centres as one of the major obstacles: 

<...> and the girls, being in school, not having daycare nearby, for example, or even in 

their residential area, at the university, there wasn't one in their residential area; the 

girls would have to rely on informal support, such as relatives, neighbors, and friends. 

We know that this has worked, but ah [...] certainly it wouldn't be something that 

provides 100% security. I can count on a neighbor, a friend, but often only in specific 

situations; so they are left only with the grandmothers or parents to help with childcare 

<...> 

The interviewees reinforce the need to provide care structures that can support girls who have this 

responsibility, stating that there are cases of girls who stop studying, suspend their studies, or even 

abandon them altogether, pursuing other careers, simply because they do not have a formal care 

structure that allows them to feel secure, leaving the children so that they can not only be at university, 

but also carry out their activities. 

The issue is that there are private day-care centres, the cost of which exceeds the financial capabilities 

of most of these students. Hence, the alternative is to use support from family members, neighbours, 

friends, or even bring babies/children to the classrooms: 

<...> in fact, private facilities have the resources, but they are sometimes expensive, and 

many women, especially those from families with higher levels of vulnerability, may not 

be able to afford childcare … (E5-F-GEST-CV) Hence, they suggest, for example, 

community nurseries or other similar projects to support these girls. 

For example, community day-care centres or projects to subsidize families who have [...] which doesn't 

allow them, for example, to pay for, access private day-care centres [...] so that they can have the financial 

conditions to access private care with co-financing from the Municipal Councils. I would even say that 

at the government level, through the Ministry of Family, they should have structures in all areas [...] I'm 

thinking, for example, of Praia, the distances, for example, from one area. The other isn't so great, but in 

rural areas, for example, the distance a person might travel to reach a place that has a day-care centre 

is far, or even more, sometimes they don't even exist. 

This is also a finding associated with people who have elderly people and children with disabilities 

under their care. Therefore, they also recommend that measures be taken to support families in this 

case, emphasizing institutional coordination for a more comprehensive response. 
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<...> But I would also talk about senior centers because there are people who have 

elderly people at home who require specific care and who, for example, don't have a 

facility nearby where they can leave these elderly people and be assured that they are 

being cared for. The same applies to children with disabilities or who have some 

condition that limits them, for example, from attending school or being accompanied by 

a family member or someone in the community who needs to be in a specialized 

institution to care for those children. So, it's important to have coordinated work 

between central and local government, families, and community associations in order 

to create the conditions so that people can have access, remain, and develop their 

professions. 

iii. Usefulness of support services 

Among existing support systems, 26.2% of students report not having used any service. Among those 

who did use them, 36.9% consider them "somewhat useful" and 31.2% "very useful," while only 5.7% 

rate them as not very useful. This suggests that the available mechanisms are generally well-rated by 

those who use them, but that their reach is still limited and could be extended to more students. 

 

Figure 13 Usefulness of support services (frequency) 

2.3.6. Mentoring & Role models 

This study sought to determine if the respondents would be interested in participating in a mentoring 

or peer support program specifically for women in STEM, and what their opinion was on what their 

university could do to better support women in STEM. 

• ROLE MODEL GENDER 
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Regarding the role models they follow, 77.3% of respondents say they have a role model, 13.5% report 

not being sure if they have a role model, and only 9.2% say they have no role model. These data indicate 

that the existence of role models, preferably female ones, is important to inspire other girls. 

In any professional field, the figure of a role model is important to inspire young people. This figure is 

even more relevant in STEM fields, where women are underrepresented. This fact is confirmed, since 

most respondents acknowledge that they have a role model, 8 expressed uncertainties regarding this 

issue, and only 4 responded that they have no role model. 

 

Figure 14 Role model gender 

Among those who have a role model, 65.8% cite a female figure, 23.9% a male figure, and 10.3% prefer 

not to say. This confirms the importance of female role models in STEM, but also shows that male allies 

continue to play an important role. 

In this sense, the interviews and focus groups reinforce this idea, and the interviewee E3-M-GEST-CV 

reports that having a role model is important. 

Therefore, I think that the issue of role models is so important that we have people who 

are both successful in these areas and who act as a beacon, so to speak, for girls, 

basically telling their story, their paths, the challenges and problems they faced and how 

they found to solve them (E3-M-GEST-CV) 

Interviewee E2-F-GEST-CV mentions the importance of having a female role model, emphasizing, 

however, that this person should be humble and capable of adding value to others, so as not to 

undermine the mentees' dreams: 
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It's about connecting people and defining clear models, but clear, humble models, 

because sometimes—I don't know if you've ever had this experience, but I at least 

have—of the kind where you approach a female model and ask for help. And that helps? 

There was none. Up to that point, everything is fine, because the person may simply not 

be available, but sometimes [...] There's a model who ends up deconstructing your entire 

dream. Because besides not giving you help, she also makes you lose faith in yourself. I 

think that's something we have to change. We need to have more humble role models, 

capable of adding value to the people they will come into contact with, and by providing 

access to certain areas very early on for students. This would also help, and naturally 

it's possible to have programs. Having clear role models so that the younger generation, 

who are still in the process of deciding what they want from their careers, can actually 

have clear information about what they want to do. And if we identify, or the programs 

identify, that there are girls who have an affinity for a particular area, then yes, involve 

them in specific programs to foster the development of skills more quickly. (E2-F-GEST-

CV) 

In this case, according to one of the people interviewed, the absence of a model can make things more 

difficult: 

Yes, it's noticeable that women usually tend to support other women, and when we're 

in a situation where we can't get that support, at least not from someone else we identify 

with, it can sometimes be quite difficult. E2-F-GEST-CV 

Test 1 — Female Role Models → Greater Confidence? 

We conducted an exercise on the most frequently cited words regarding the role of role models, and it 

can be noted that the words "person," "always," "by the way," "woman," "students," and "follow" stand 

out. This may reflect the qualities they most wish to see or that they see in their role models and that 

inspire them. Words such as "help," "resilience," "inspires," "supports," and "confidence" may reflect, for 

example, what these role models convey and what they consequently admire in them. 
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Figure 15 Word cloud - role model 

Several interpretations can also be made of the following figure. A very brief exercise on the most 

frequently cited words regarding STEM experiences highlights the words "woman," "women," "STEM," 

"support," "university," "science," and "mentoring," which we can associate with the appreciation of the 

role of women in STEM, the support they could represent for mentees, the interest in mentoring on the 

part of the respondents, and we can also associate the word "generation," which could signify a bridge 

between the two generations of women and the success and achievements of previous generations as 

incentives for new generations, among others. 

 

Figure 16 Word cloud - STEM experiences 

• INTEREST IN MENTORING 

Interest in mentoring programs is very high: 72.3% of female students responded that they would like 

to participate, 24.1% said "maybe," and only 3.5% rejected the idea. 
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Figure 17 Interest in mentoring 

There is, therefore, sufficient latent demand to justify the creation of institutional mentoring programs. 

The heat map in Figure 18 cross-references the students' level of confidence in their academic future 

with their perception of freedom in choosing their field of study. Among those who report having had 

freedom of choice ("Yes"), almost half (48.7%) declare themselves very confident and about 30.1% quite 

confident, that is, nearly 80% of this group is concentrated in the two highest levels of confidence, with 

a lack of confidence being practically residual (0.9%). In contrast, among the students who felt only 

partial freedom, the profile is more ambivalent: although there is a significant portion at the very and 

quite confident levels (about 50%), a very high proportion of neutral responses stands out (45.5%), 

which suggests greater uncertainty about their academic future.  

Among those who say they did not have freedom ("No"), confidence is more dispersed: about two-thirds 

are between very and quite confident, but with relevant percentages at intermediate levels (neutral and 

slightly confident). Relationship between perceived freedom of choice and academic confidence. 
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Figure 18 Cross-tabulation map of the level of confidence in the future and the perception of freedom 

of choice 

Taken together, the pattern points to a positive relationship between autonomy in course choice and 

higher levels of academic confidence, even though some students manage to rebuild their confidence 

even when they did not feel completely free in their initial decision. 

2.3.7. Initiatives 

Throughout the interviews, the interviewees highlighted several initiatives that can be used to foster 

and encourage participation in STEM, including the Information and Multimedia Technology Week 

(TIM), the Mathematics Campus, various laboratory projects, the House of Science. 

The Information and Multimedia Technology Week (TIM) is an event that includes conferences, 

workshops, and presentations of student projects, providing a bridge between academia and companies, 

encouraging the participation of students, including women. Interviewee E1-M-DOC-CV highlights that 

it is an annual event that includes conferences, workshops, and presentations of student projects, 

providing a space for students to showcase their projects and interact with companies. Companies 

participate in TIM Week to learn about the projects developed by students, creating a bridge between 

academia and the job market. She also highlighted the case of a student who, after being invited to the 

smart solutions lab, won a scholarship to study in Portugal, exemplifying the positive impact of support 

initiatives, especially for female students, through the discovery of new talents. 
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The interviewees also highlighted several projects of the lab, including initiatives in the area of 

agriculture, highlighting the participation of women in these projects. The interviewee presented an 

electronic voting project that is being developed for the Government of Cape Verde, highlighting the 

participation of women in these projects. She highlighted the participation of women in the lab's 

projects, citing that the lab coordinator is a woman and that there are female students involved in the 

projects. 

The contribution to the promotion of gender equality through an inclusive pedagogical approach and 

encouraging the participation of female students in projects and events such as TIM Week and the 

Science Open Day was highlighted. 

TIM Week was a week-long event, and I joined the government in 2016, around the time 

I was going to organize that TIM Week, and I thought it was spectacular. Why? Because 

it was something made for and by students. Of course, we always had outside guests, but 

it was designed so that students had a platform. To show what they were doing in the 

areas of computer science, multimedia, and often they don't just show things that are 

confined to a specific, restricted area. They show, "OK, I'm in multimedia and I'm 

contributing to a health project. I'm in multimedia and I'm working, for example, on a 

product that will go to the City Hall. Or that will go to agriculture." This is very good 

because it shows that these are areas where we can contribute with our skills. E2-F-

GEST-CV. 

Despite this, they are aware of the challenges that exist and require special attention. For example, the 

E1-M-DOC-CV recognized that initiatives to promote gender equality are not yet widely visible or 

accessible within academia, highlighting the need to improve institutional communication, mentioning 

that many students are unaware of existing actions or do not know how to participate in them. They 

emphasized the need to improve institutional communication to increase the visibility of initiatives, 

suggesting the integration of these actions into the course plan and academic activities. Those 

interviewed believe there is still a long way to go and that awareness is one of the fundamental strategies 

that contributes to gender equality. 

In terms of facilitations, I think there is work already being done that has to do with 

raising awareness in society in general about the issue of gender equality; for example, 

this awareness could lead women and men to also assume this responsibility in a shared 

way, <...> E5-F-GEST-CV 
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Furthermore, they also believe it is necessary to identify the girls' areas of interest and that incentive 

programs should be followed up. Otherwise, they will not have the desired effects. Therefore, they 

propose some suggestions that they consider important to attract more girls to this area, actions that 

they believe should be continuous to avoid disruptions: 

Nobody knows the right recipe yet. There are certain countries I've been to. It was a 

conversation with colleagues here on the continent where we're going to have to have 

many subsidized programs and say it's a program about women to see if it actually 

makes a difference. But the perception that has been growing over time is that even 

these subsidized programs, which are only for women, sometimes don't get enough 

participants, and sometimes when they do, they don't follow through. So many women 

end up taking advantage. Having clear role models so that the younger generation, who 

are still deciding what they want from their careers, can actually have clear information 

about what they want to do. And if we identify, or the programs identify, that there are 

girls who have an affinity for a particular area, then yes, involve them in specific 

programs to foster their skills more quickly. Why? Just having a program and saying, 

"Look, you come," but then it doesn't follow through. The person doesn't have an affinity. 

What happens? Many of them end up giving up halfway through, and for some, it's 

something small that we have to start not at university, it's something we have to start 

lower down... E2-F-GEST-CV 

Similarly, they believe it is important to make girls feel included and valued, and not just another 

number to fill quotas, enabling them to be agents of change: 

Oh, in fact, besides feeling included, they are also contributing because that's often not 

the case at our university. Sometimes we have girls or female representation just to 

make up the numbers, and they end up there, but there's no growth, and I don't like that. 

I think that, regardless of the inclusion policies that the institution itself has, when we 

are in a situation where we have a person, we should make that person feel valued, 

because that's what will contribute to changing mindsets and improvements in the 

future. SSE2-F-GEST-CV. 

Finally, they believe there must be consistency between discourse and practice, and this largely depends 

on the sensitivity and political will of those in leadership positions: 

Regarding gender politics and equality, defining policies is one thing; putting them into 

practice is another, because it often depends heavily on who is leading a particular 
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program and their sensitivity to the cause. Therefore, I can't speak in that way. That 

university itself, even in practice, needs something very concrete, even visible, and that 

could go far beyond what is done within. CIGEF.E2-F-GEST-CV. 

Mentoring interest is encouraged by student participation, including women, through awards and 

incentives, noting that many female students participated in the event this year. Very high; most 

students report having a role model, predominantly female professors. 

2.4. Final reflections 

This report highlights both the remarkable resilience of Cape Verdean women in STEM fields and the 

multidimensional challenges they face. The data reveal clear opportunities for evidence-based 

interventions that can transform the STEM landscape in the country. 

The data analysed paint a picture of a group of mostly young, motivated, and confident STEM students, 

but exposed to strong external pressures. The choice of field is generally vocational, made with a high 

sense of autonomy, and most plan to continue their studies or work in STEM-related professions. 

However, a high proportion have already considered dropping out, mainly due to mental health reasons, 

financial problems, and an overload of family responsibilities. 

From an institutional policy perspective, the results indicate the need to: strengthen financial support 

and mental health services; expand and make existing support systems more visible; institute formal 

mentoring programs, with particular attention to female role models in STEM; and promote pedagogical 

practices and internal policies that are more sensitive to gender issues and the different family and 

economic realities of students. 

The complementarity between the institutions studied suggests that coordinated strategies at the 

national level, respecting institutional particularities, can produce powerful synergies. The high interest 

in mentoring and the strong presence of female role models constitute solid foundations for building 

more inclusive and diverse scientific communities. 

The challenges identified - from mental health to financial barriers - require holistic approaches that 

recognize students as whole individuals with complex lives. The solutions must be as multidimensional 

as the challenges. 



 

 

 

 

56 

Final Perspective: Cape Verde is at a pivotal moment in transforming its STEM ecosystem. Women 

represent not only beneficiaries of this transformation, but essential agents of it. Investing in their 

success is not just a matter of equity, but of strategic intelligence for national development. 

2.4.1. Recommendations 

Considering all the challenges and findings made throughout our interviews and focus groups, a set of 

recommendations emerged, which we have tried to summarize below. 

First, it should be said that family and academic support is important to facilitate women's participation 

in STEM. Thus, an inclusive and motivating learning environment is fundamental to the success of 

female students. According to E1-M-DOC-CV: 

The University of Cape Verde has some initiatives to promote gender equality, but lacks 

a structured and continuous program specifically in STEM fields. We refer to debates, 

awareness campaigns, and research projects focused on gender, to promote gender 

equality. 

This interviewee highlighted the absence of a structured and continuous program specifically in STEM 

areas, stating that current initiatives are carried out in a more informal and sporadic way. Hence, the 

need for more training for teachers on gender-sensitive pedagogical practices: 

They also mention that academic culture is still transforming, suggesting the creation 

of specific programs and events to address the topic, since these issues occasionally arise 

in informal contexts. 

Interviewee E5-F-GEST-CV understands that something is being done, but that more 

needs to be done: There is an immense amount of work that I believe we need to do, 

which is especially important during the holidays. How can we develop ourselves? 

Programs, [...] developing mini-courses, for example, developing activities that would 

raise awareness among girls, especially because there are areas that we consider still 

need to take a leap forward, developing programs that allow girls to realize how 

important it is for them to be there, to realize that they can contribute, to realize that 

it's not something that some still think, like, it's a monster. This is not an area that I can 

do, just like the others, that is, to do all the inclusive work. I'm talking about that. At the 

CIGEF level, developing a set of activities to raise awareness of the area. What work is 

done in the area? I learned about the participation of women in these areas, which can 
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be used during the summer period, for example, to conduct short courses, lectures in 

these areas. I know they have a technology week (TIM), for example, but it's something 

that happens, for example, once a week each academic year, but it could be something 

more continuous[...] To do it, it's important that this is done, for example, during the 

celebration of the University's anniversary, during the Christmas holidays. That is, take 

advantage of the period, do activities aimed at[...] in order to awaken greater interest 

in the young people who are there, obviously, but who can also, through these young 

people, sensitize other people, other young people who are not at Uni-CV but who are 

interested in coming, including. I can do it again, including students who may be a little 

unsure if it's exactly the course they wanted. 

According to E5-F-GEST-CV, the work must be coordinated among the various stakeholders, and more 

funding is needed for its implementation: 

Together with CIGEF, because they raise awareness, they can make the program more 

widespread, but with CIGEF we look at the gap, in terms of the gender gap, for example, 

we can think about how together we can create measures that can, in some way, 

minimize the effects of the discrepancies or inequalities that exist considering gender? 

Not thinking exclusively at the Uni-CV level, but in a general way, I think that institutions 

and organizations that work in the field of gender need more funding to be able to 

develop their activities. There is still a lot to be done, we have already done some things 

and we have good practices that can somehow influence others. 

E2-F-GEST-CV goes a step further, highlighting, among other things, the need to rethink the education 

system: 

Indeed, we do have more women or girls with skills, but I think this also has to do with 

the reformulation of education that we need to do. Of course, we have to recognize that 

our educational system has been good, because if we have this gender equality, it's 

because the country invested in the education of its human resources. So, I can easily 

have a man or a woman in a certain position, because both have the merit to be there. 

But now that we are specifically discussing how to increase the presence of STEM 

students, perhaps it's time to rethink the educational system so that, for example, like 

we had that old Weblab project, which was really about bringing in specific STEM 

subjects so that people could experiment, because I'll never choose something I don't 
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know; it's about putting people in contact with these things from a very young age so 

they gain knowledge and affinity, and from there, naturally, these choices will emerge. 

Combating structural barriers is fundamental; the construction of day-care centres would largely 

minimize the obstacles to girls' participation in STEM fields. Educational and awareness-raising actions 

are also crucial, including campaigns promoting shared responsibility and division of household chores, 

and integrating a gender perspective into school curricula from preschool to higher education. In this 

case, it is emphasized that contact with STEAM programs should begin in basic education with 

experimental programs, such as those offered by the House of Science. 

The House of Science presents itself as a structure for promoting scientific and technological culture, 

promoted by the University of Cape Verde, connecting the scientific community and society. This project, 

developed on the islands of Santiago and São Vicente, with the implementation and promotion of the 

House of Science in Praia and the House of Science in Mindelo, has as partners various public and private 

organizations and entities. To promote the proper functioning of these interactive science centres, 

involving society as a whole and within the scope of the mission of the various entities involved, a 

funding model based on a network of partners is created, who will share the project's objectives and 

where each can contribute to the funding of the House of Science as well as actively participate in 

monitoring the operation of its activities. 

The creation of accessible day-care centres (public or subsidized) in universities and communities, and 

the decentralization of programs and job opportunities to geographically marginalized areas is another 

strategic recommendation. 

At the Uni-CV level, it is proposed to hold regular events such as lectures, short courses, and thematic 

weeks to spark interest in and give visibility to women in STEM. All of this will be possible through 

partnerships, and funding is one of the recommendations for the successful implementation of these 

activities. 

It is also recommended to create mentoring programs and networks of female role models, which aligns 

with one of ELEVATE's main objectives. In this case, it is considered that this already exists informally, 

however, its formalization is recommended, with measurable programs and objectives that will allow 

for the evaluation of impacts and the enhancement of improvements. 

The interviews and focus groups also recommend: 

• Greater visibility for female role models, for example, giving visibility to the RS2 Lab program at 

Uni-CV, which is led by a woman, including creating specific strategies for engaging women; 

https://www.unicv.edu.cv/pt/sobre-casa-da-ciencia
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• Teacher training in gender-sensitive pedagogy; 

• Research on the effectiveness of TIM Week could also be interesting; 

• Scholarships, workshops, and activities that show how women can succeed in traditionally 

male-dominated fields such as Civil Engineering and Computer Science; 

• Enhancing events such as TIM Week and the Mathematics Campus; 

• Positive discrimination: temporary quotas as a balancing mechanism; 

• "Role models are important - successful people in these fields who act as beacons" (CB); 

• Structured mentoring program. 

At the institutional policy level, they recommend: 

• Ongoing programs, not one-off events as has been happening; 

• National campaigns to deconstruct stereotypes, strengthening career guidance in high school, 

strengthening partnerships with municipalities for care structures, and scholarships for women 

in STEM fields; 

• Systematic dissemination of female success stories; 

• Interdisciplinary projects such as GeoGebra; demonstrating how it can be used to demystify 

mathematics and attract girls; 

• Development of an action plan for gender equality in STEM; 

• University Extension Projects to bring Science to Schools and the Community; 

• Strengthening mentorship programs in the first year with the sharing of testimonials from 

successful women, creating support groups and women's networks within the university; 

• Leveraging successful women within the university to become mentors, promoting a climate of 

general respect among peers; 

• Creation of a mentoring program “Women in STEM - Uni-CV”, for students from the first year to 

professors, researchers and technicians in the area; 

• Organize lecture series “Female Talent in STEM” to give visibility to internal role models, 

produce a diagnosis with existing data on enrolment and graduation by course and by gender; 

• Launch an extension project “STEM from childhood”; 

• Advocate for the implementation of the Uni-CV Gender Equality Plan foreseen by CIGEF, with a 

specific focus on STEM;  

• Establish a robust system for collecting and analysing gender-disaggregated data to monitor the 

process; 
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• Encourage female leadership. Give women opportunities in decision-making positions so they 

can serve as role models and inspire others. Expand initiatives like the US Mundi program to 

attract more women; 

• ELEVATE Mentorship Program focused on first-year students; 

• Action plan for gender equality in STEM at Uni-CV. 

A longitudinal study on the trajectory of girls in STEM, with a comparative analysis: 

• E8-F-DOC-US (US): Empowerment workshops, presence of female mentors as inspiration. 

Enhance the "Entre Elas" program (women's club for exchanging experiences), collection of 

disaggregated data, visibility of women in STEM; 

• E9-M-GEST-US (US): University extension programs (Archipelago Routes), institutional 

inclusion policy. Better articulate university extension with specific courses. 

• FG (US): Improve communication of incentive programs. The environment within the US is 

collaborative, however, the external market is still challenging. 

• Deconstructing stereotypes from the basics; 

• Including modules on gender and STEM in relevant, current areas alongside higher education 

institutions to deconstruct stereotypes and promote technological fields among young women. 

Participants were also invited to provide additional observations through the open-ended question, “Is 

there anything else you would like to share about your experience as a woman in STEM at your 

university?” Their comments and suggestions are summarized below: 

• Expand targeted mentoring programs led by female faculty; 

• Increase scholarships and emergency funds to mitigate financial pressure; 

• Implement awareness and anti-harassment policies with clear reporting channels;  

• Promote peer support networks and student associations;  

• Improve visibility of female scientists and role models across campuses;  

• Monitor inclusiveness indicators annually to track progress. 

In light of the above, and based on a summary by university, we list below specific interventions 

proposed for each university. Ultimately, suggestions for one university may be useful for another. 

2.4.2. Specific findings for Uni-CV and US 

Uni-CV: 

1. "Women in Scientific Leadership" Program: 

• Evidence Base: 62.5% have female role models vs. need for greater visibility; 
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• Implementation: Research grants, recognition awards; 

• Success Metrics: Number of beneficiaries, progression to postgraduate studies. 

2. Expansion of Personalized Academic Support: 

• Evidence Base: 17.3% cite academic difficulties; 

• Implementation: Peer tutoring, learning centres; 

• Success Metrics: Improvement in academic results. 

US:  

1. "Inclusive Environments in STEM" Program: 

• Evidence Base: 40.5% report negative gender influence; 

• Implementation: Teacher training, codes of conduct, reporting systems; 

• Success Metrics: Reduction in incidents, improvement in institutional climate. 

2. Expansion of Personalized Academic Support: 

• Evidence Base: Narratives on balancing studies and motherhood; 

• Implementation: Flexible schedules, family spaces, specific support; 

• Success Metrics: Retention of student mothers. 

In summary, the results demonstrate a clear awareness and recognition of existing problems, as well as 

awareness of recommendations for improvement. Regarding universities, the results show that the 

environment is favourable to gender equality, however, its potential needs to be maximized. The 

evidence validates the relevance of ELEVATE-WISE Project in the Cape Verdean context. Its 

effectiveness depends on the capacity to implement practical and direct actions such as mentoring. 

The cross-referencing of data points to the following: 

• Both universities acknowledge the underrepresentation of women in technology/engineering, 

but the US has a more optimistic perception of the evolution of this phenomenon; 

• Motherhood is a critical factor in both, but the US is more advanced in the search for concrete 

solutions (e.g., day-care); 

• Uni-CV has a more formal and political approach, while the US acts in a more organic and 

welcoming way; 

• Both identify communication as a failure: programs exist, but they don't reach those who need 

them most; 

• The Cape Verdean cultural context is the biggest common obstacle, but also the greatest 

potential for change, given the openness to dialogue. 
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In summary, here are the recommendations for Joint Action: 

• Create an inter-university network of women in STEM to share best practices; 

• Develop a national mentoring program aimed at high school girls; 

• Conduct a joint study on the impact of motherhood on academic careers; 

• Launch an integrated communication campaign on support programs. 

Specifically for US: 

• Advance the implementation of the university day-care as a pilot project; 

• Formalize and expand the "Entre Elas" club to more courses. 

Specifically for Uni-CV: 

• Strengthen the integration of gender issues into STEM course curricula; 

• Create a gender and STEM observatory for continuous monitoring. 

With these measures, it is possible to gradually increase the participation of girls in STEM and ensure 

gender equality and non-discrimination in access to balanced education at all levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

63 

3.Updated Needs Analysis report for Universities in 

Ivory Coast 

3.1. Executive summary 

This report presents updated quantitative and qualitative evidence on the situation of women in STEM 

at Université Alassane Ouattara (UAO) and Université Félix Houphouët‑Boigny (UFHB), based on a joint 

student survey and institution‑specific interviews and focus groups. The survey describes a relatively 

homogeneous age group (around 21 years on average) and confirms that women remain 

under‑represented in several STEM fields, with important differences in family background, residential 

conditions and first‑choice study programmes. Overall, quantitative indicators reveal relevant levels of 

interest in STEM alongside persistent barriers related to financial constraints, academic difficulties, 

family responsibilities and doubts about institutional inclusiveness. 

Qualitative findings show that, at UAO, six interviewed staff members and 11 focus‑group participants 

perceive women’s presence in STEM as fragile but gradually changing, with 50% of interviewees 

describing the situation as generally unfavourable and 66.7% considering that progress remains 

limited. Institutional mechanisms for gender equality (policies, awareness activities, mentoring, 

structures against gender‑based violence) exist and are recognised by about two‑thirds of interviewees, 

yet half underline their low visibility and limited translation into everyday academic practices. 

Focus‑group data indicate heterogeneous experiences of barriers: around 70% of UAO students 

mention few or moderate obstacles, while a smaller group accumulates many references to difficulties, 

particularly regarding time management, classroom participation and subtle forms of exclusion. 

Structural and cultural challenges, such as rigid timetables, gender stereotypes and an academic culture 

that oscillates between neutrality and partial engagement, contribute to uneven feelings of belonging 

and a strong reliance on informal coping and peer support. 

At UFHB, the five interviews and focus group with 10 students portray a similarly fragile profile for 

women in STEM, albeit with some specific emphases. Sixty percent (60%) of interviewees judge the 

situation of female students in STEM to be weak, and 80% believe that the changes observed over time 

are modest and not yet transformative. Structural and cultural barriers, including persistent 

stereotypes, scarcity of female role models and non‑inclusive teaching practices, are identified by 60% 

of staff as the main obstacles to women’s academic success, even though a minority highlight enabling 
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elements such as family support and individual motivation. Focus‑group analyses (63 barrier citations, 

64 on belonging, 48 on support and 47 on proposals, for 10 respondents) show that obstacles and 

feelings of limited recognition are widespread but vary in intensity, while support is present yet 

fragmented and often informal. Students call for more visible, structured and gender‑sensitive 

institutional action in STEM, including mentoring programmes, targeted scholarships, inclusive clubs, 

curriculum reforms that integrate gender‑equality content, and clearer mechanisms to monitor equity. 

Across both universities, the Ivory Coast needs analysis converges on several key messages. Women’s 

participation in STEM remains below potential, and improvements in access have not yet translated into 

fully equitable experiences or outcomes. Existing institutional initiatives on gender equality are 

important but not sufficiently visible, structured or connected to STEM‑specific challenges, which leads 

students to depend heavily on informal networks and personal resilience. The findings therefore 

confirm the relevance of ELEVATE‑WISE in Ivory Coast and point to the need for coordinated actions—

such as strengthened mentoring, clearer communication of support systems, gender‑sensitive teaching 

practices and explicit integration of gender equality into STEM curricula and governance—to create 

more inclusive pathways for women in STEM at UAO and UFHB. 

3.2. Methodology and data 

The Ivory Coast’ needs analysis combines quantitative and qualitative methods, building on a common 

survey applied in both partner universities and institution‑specific interview and focus‑group exercises. 

The quantitative component is based on an online questionnaire administered to female students 

enrolled in STEM programmes at Université Alassane Ouattara (UAO) and at Université Félix 

Houphouët‑Boigny (UFHB), using the same instrument and structure as in Cape Verde. The survey 

captures socio‑demographic and academic characteristics, motivations and career aspirations, 

perceptions of institutional climate and inclusiveness, barriers and dropout risk, support systems, 

mentoring and role models, and final reflections and recommendations. Descriptive statistics and 

cross‑tabulations were used to summarise the data, following the analytical logic already applied in the 

Cape Verde chapter. 

The qualitative component was designed to deepen understanding of the mechanisms behind the survey 

patterns and to reflect institutional specificities. At UAO, six semi‑structured interviews were conducted 

with staff members occupying different roles (from high or mid‑level responsibility to operational 

positions), and one focus group was organised with 7 teachers, 3 students and 1 administrative staff 

member. At UFHB, five interviews with institutional actors and a focus group with 10 students were 
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carried out. In both universities, the interview and focus‑group guides covered comparable thematic 

blocks: institutional role and profile of women in STEM; gender perceptions and participation; barriers 

and exclusion; structural and cultural challenges; existing support systems and sense of belonging; and 

reflections and proposals for action. 

Transcripts were coded and analysed using a combination of content analysis and simple quantitative 

coding of occurrences per theme and respondent, allowing for both interpretative and descriptive 

treatment of the material. For each block, the total number of citations (GR) and the number of 

respondents (N) were recorded and summarised in tables showing distributions of occurrences, 

frequencies and percentages, which inform the interpretations presented in the qualitative findings' 

sections for UAO and UFHB. Due to organisational and internal constraints, the qualitative datasets from 

the two Ivorian universities were analysed separately by each partner, and the present report integrates 

these institution‑specific analyses into a common structure, while preserving their distinct perspectives. 

3.3. Analysis and discussion of results 

3.3.1. Quantitative findings 

i. Descriptive analysis of age 

The mean ≈ 21.1 years and the median = 21 years. The two values are very close, which implies that the 

distribution is relatively symmetrical around 21 years. This corresponds to undergraduate students. 

N Mean Std Min Q25 Median (50%) Q75 Max Variance 

68 21,09 1,98 17 20 21 22 26 3,93 

Table 19 Age Statistics 

The minimum age is 17 and the maximum is 26. The age range goes from the youngest university 

entrants to slightly older students (probably at the end of their bachelor's or beginning of their 

master's). The 25th percentile is 20 years old and the 75th percentile is 22 years old, so 50% of students 

are between 20 and 22 years old. The higher percentiles (90%, 95%, 99%) correspond to a few older 

students up to 26 years old, but they are rare dispersion. 

The standard deviation is 1.98, indicating that the students' ages vary little around 21 years, which 

shows a homogeneous age group. Furthermore, the variance is 3.93, which confirms the low dispersion. 

The population is homogeneous because most of the respondents are young students (~21 years old). 

Furthermore, the distribution is slightly skewed towards older ages. Indeed, there are a few older 
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students, probably in the final years of higher education. There is also a predominance of ages 20 to 22, 

which represent 50% of the sample.  

In conclusion, the majority of participants are around 21 years old, followed by a minority aged between 

24 and 26. This corresponds to students who generally finish high school at 17 and immediately enter 

higher education. 

ii. Descriptive analysis of the participants’ universities 

Among the 68 valid responses, 36 participants (≈ 53%) come from Alassane Ouattara University (UAO) 

and 32 participants (≈ 47%) are from Félix Houphouët-Boigny University (UFHB). Thus, the distribution 

of respondents between these two universities is relatively balanced, allowing their responses to be 

compared in subsequent analyses. 

 

Figure 19 Participants' HEIs 

iii. Distribution of participants by year of study 

The majority of the students are enrolled in undergraduate programs (L2 and L3), with fewer students 

in the master's cycle and almost no participants at the doctoral level. This distribution reflects the typical 

profile of a sample of undergraduate and graduate students. 

 

Figure 20 Year of study distribution 
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Regarding the year of study, most students are in the undergraduate program, with 17 in L2 (25%) and 

21 in L3 (≈31%), followed by 10 in L1 (≈15%). In the master's cycle, 13 students (≈19%) are in M1 and 

6 (≈9%) in M2, while only one participant is in a doctoral program. This distribution confirms that the 

sample is mainly composed of undergraduate and graduate students, which is consistent with the 

observed age range. 

iv. Main fields of study 

Among the 68 valid responses, there is a wide diversity of STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and 

Mathematics) fields: 

- Mathematics has the largest number of students with 12 participants (≈ 17.7%); 

- This is followed by Health Sciences with 11 students (≈ 16.2%), then Biology with 8 students (≈ 

11.8%); 

- Other fields, such as Physics, Chemistry, Computer Science/ICT, Geology, or Electrical 

Engineering, are represented by 1 to 4 students each (≈ 1.5% to 5.9%). 

 

Figure 21 Participants' specialities 

The majority of participants are concentrated in the fields of Mathematics, Biology, and Health Sciences, 

which reflects a female overrepresentation in these areas compared to fields traditionally dominated by 

men, such as Engineering or Applied Physics.  
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Although there is a diversity of fields, the majority of participants are in Mathematics with 12 students 

(≈ 17.7%), followed by Biology with 8 students (≈ 11.8%) and Health Sciences with 11 students (≈ 

16.2%). Other fields such as Physics, Chemistry, Computer Science/ICT, Geology, or Electrical 

Engineering are represented by 1 to 4 participants each (≈ 1.5% to 5.9%). 

These proportions fairly accurately reflect the local academic reality and show that the majority of 

participants are concentrated in a small number of traditional scientific fields, while technological and 

applied disciplines remain marginal. This may indicate a preference among female students for certain 

fundamental sciences and a low appeal of technical and engineering fields. 

v. Place of residence  

Among the 68 valid responses, the distribution is as follows: 

- 51.5% (35 participants) live with family; 

- 36.8% (25 participants) live off-campus; 

- 11.8% (8 participants) reside on campus. 

Where do you live? Number 

With family 35 

Off-campus 25 

On-campus 8 

Table 20 Place of residence 

Most female students still live at home, which is common among Ivorian students. A notable proportion 

lives off-campus, probably in private housing or shared apartments. Only a minority reside directly on 

campus, reflecting the limited capacity of university housing or personal choice. 

vi. First choice of degree 

Among the 68 participants: 

- 47 students (≈ 69.1%) report that the program they are pursuing was their first choice; 

- 14 students (≈ 20.6%) indicate that it was not their first choice; 

- 7 students (≈ 10.3%) answer “Not really,” suggesting a mixed or constrained choice. 

Most female students follow the program they initially wanted, which can promote their motivation and 

engagement. However, nearly a third of participants follow a course of study that was not their first 

choice, which could affect their satisfaction and persistence in their academic path. 
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Figure 22 First-choice degree 

vii. Highest level of education obtained by the mother or female guardian 

Among the 68 valid responses: 

- 20 participants (≈ 29.4%) indicated that their mother/guardian had no formal education; 

- 15 participants (≈ 22.1%) reported primary education; 

- 12 participants (≈ 17.6%) have a mother/guardian with secondary education; 

- 13 participants (≈ 19.1%) reported a university degree. 

 

Figure 23 Highest level of education obtained by mother/female guardian 
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education and 22% having only a primary level. This reflects historical and social disparities in access 

to education, especially for women in Ivory Coast. 

A significant number (≈ 17.6%) reached secondary school, indicating broader access to education in 

some families. 19% of mothers/guardians have a university degree, which shows that some students 

benefit from a family environment supportive of higher education. The categories 
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'technical/professional qualification' and 'CM2' (fifth grade) are minority, but reflect alternative 

educational paths. The education level of mothers/guardians can influence students' motivation, 

academic support, and choice of STEM fields. 

viii. Highest level of education obtained by the father or male guardian 

Among the 68 valid responses, it can be noted that: 

- 22 participants (≈ 32.4%) report having a university degree; 

- 3 participants (≈ 4.4%) have a postgraduate degree; 

- 8 participants (≈ 11.8%) have secondary education; 

- 7 participants (≈ 10.3%) have primary education; 

- 14 participants (≈ 20.6%) have received no formal education; 

- 7 participants (≈ 10.3%) have a technical/professional qualification. 

- Other minority categories include "Physics-Chemistry" and "Quranic school" (≈ 1.5% each). 

 

Figure 24 Highest level of education obtained by father/male guardian 

A significant proportion of fathers/guardians (≈ 36.8%) have attained higher education (university or 

postgraduate), which can provide substantial academic and motivational support for the students. 

However, nearly a third (≈ 31%) of fathers/guardians have a primary level education or no formal 

education, revealing a diversity of family backgrounds. Technical or professional qualifications, though 

less common, indicate alternative pathways valued in the labour market. These data suggest that family 

educational capital is variable, which may influence the students' choice of field, support, and 

persistence in STEM. 
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- Personal interest is by far the most important factor, mentioned 22 times (32.35%); 
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- High employment prospects come next, with 8 direct mentions (11.76%), to which several 

combinations should be added (personal interest + employment prospects, etc.), further 

reinforcing their actual weight; 

- Program accessibility: 4 responses (5.88%); 

- Possibility of obtaining a scholarship: 3 responses (4.41%); 

- Encouragement from a teacher/mentor: 3 responses (4.41%); 

- Family influence or expectations: 2 responses (2.94%). 

Several students gave multiple answers (e.g., Personal interest + employment prospects, Personal 

interest + scholarship). This shows that decisions are rarely motivated by a single factor, but rather by 

a combination where personal interest predominates. 

 

Figure 25 Main factors influencing the decision to pursue STEM 

The decision of the participants to continue their studies is mainly driven by personal interest and the 

employment prospects offered by the chosen field. Factors such as the accessibility of the program, 

family influence, encouragement from teachers, or the possibility of obtaining a scholarship play a 

secondary role, often complementing intrinsic motivation. 

x. Assessment of inclusivity 

The 68 participants evaluated how inclusive their institution is on a scale from 1 to 5. The distribution 
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- 5 points (high inclusivity): 26 participants (≈ 38%). 

The majority give high scores (4 and 5), accounting for ≈ 50% of the responses. The median scores and 

distribution show that the perception of inclusivity is generally positive, but with a notable gap, as about 

23% give a low score (1 or 2). 

The positive perception suggests that most participants feel well integrated. Nevertheless, the presence 

of low scores indicates that some students still face obstacles or perceive certain barriers. 

xi. Perceived usefulness of support services at UFHB and UAO 

The 68 participants evaluated the usefulness of the support services at their institution, and the 

distribution of responses is as follows: 

- Very useful: 22 participants (≈ 32.4%); 

- Quite useful: 25 participants (≈ 36.8%); 

- Not useful: 4 participants (≈ 5.9%); 

- I did not have access to any services: 17 participants (≈ 25%). 

The majority (≈ 69%) of female students who used support services found them fairly or very useful, 

indicating a positive appreciation of these services. However, a quarter of the participants never had 

access to the services, which may suggest a lack of awareness or communication, or limited access to 

the services. 

A minority (≈ 6%) consider the services to be not useful, suggesting that some services may require 

qualitative improvements or better meet the needs of female students. Overall, support services are 

appreciated by those who use them, but there is potential for improvement to increase access and 

impact, particularly for students who have never used these services. 

xii. Consideration of dropping out of the STEM program 

Among the 68 participants: 

- 28 answered “Yes,” or 41.2%, indicating that they had seriously considered dropping out of their 

program; 

- 37 students (54.4%) stated that they had not considered dropping out, while 3 (4.4%) preferred 

not to answer. 

This proportion shows that about 4 out of 10 students have already thought about leaving their STEM 

field, which is relatively high and deserves attention. 

The fact that a significant proportion is considering dropping out may reflect specific challenges faced 

by women in STEM, such as:   
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- Academic and professional pressure;   

- Lack of support or mentorship;   

- Financial or family obstacles;   

- Stereotypes or an unwelcoming environment.   

These findings suggest the need for targeted support measures, such as mentoring, institutional 

support, and promoting a more inclusive environment, in order to encourage the retention of female 

students in STEM fields. 

 Main reasons why female students considered dropping out of their STEM program Among the 30 

multiple responses collected, the following can be noted: 

- academic difficulties: a major factor, mentioned alone (13.3%) or in combination with others (≈ 

30% of responses); 

- financial problems: also, very common (6.7% alone + several combinations ≈ 20%);  

- lack of motivation/interest: about 15–20% when combined responses are grouped; 

- mental health or stress: mentioned several times (≈ 15%); 

- family responsibilities: about 10%; 

- academic problems (lack of success, discouragement); 

- financial problems (tuition fees, precariousness); 

- psychosocial problems (motivation, mental health, family responsibilities). 

The main reasons for dropping out or having difficulty continuing studies are linked to an academic, 

financial, and psychosocial triad. Female students face academic obstacles, compounded by financial 

constraints and personal factors (mental health, family responsibilities), which undermine their 

perseverance. 

xiii. Main challenges & barriers faced by women in STEM 

Among the 68 responses collected: 

- no difficulties encountered: 27 respondents (≈40%) reported not facing any particular 

challenges; 

- lack of female mentors or role models: 12 respondents (≈18%) highlighted the absence of 

inspiring female mentors or role models; 

- family pressure or discouragement: 12 respondents (≈18%) mentioned family pressure or lack 

of support as a major challenge; 

- sexist comments or behaviour: 9 respondents (≈13%) encountered sexist attitudes or remarks; 
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- difficulty balancing studies and household chores: 5 respondents (≈7%) reported that managing 

studies and domestic responsibilities is challenging; 

- feeling of isolation or exclusion: 1 respondent (≈1.5%) feels isolated or excluded in the academic 

setting; 

- unequal treatment by teachers or staff: 2 respondents (≈3%) experienced unequal or 

discriminatory treatment. 

A significant portion of female students (≈40%) did not experience any difficulty, which is a positive 

indicator for inclusion and institutional support. The most frequent obstacles are social and cultural, 

notably the lack of female mentors and family pressure, highlighting the importance of support outside 

of school for the success of female students. Sexism and unequal treatment still exist but affect a smaller 

number of participants. Challenges related to balancing studies and household tasks remain significant, 

although less common, and are often combined with other constraints. 

 For the question about main institutional barriers, the responses are as follows: 

- lack of self-confidence or low self-esteem: 17 combined responses (≈ 25%) indicate that low 

confidence is a major obstacle. This shows that female students sometimes feel insufficiently 

prepared or supported in their academic paths; 

- family or domestic responsibilities: 16 cumulative responses (≈ 23.5%) indicate that balancing 

studies with family responsibilities is a significant barrier, which is consistent with other survey 

results on the challenges faced;  

- limited access to female mentors or role models: 14 cumulative responses (≈ 20.6%) show that 

a lack of female role models and mentoring negatively affects the success of female students; 

- financial pressure: 8 cumulative responses (≈ 11.8%) mention that insufficient funding for 

studies or projects constitutes an obstacle; 

- gender stereotypes and cultural expectations: 9 accumulative responses (≈ 13.2%) highlight 

that social norms and gender stereotypes hinder some female students in their choices and 

success in STEM; 

- Other obstacles: difficulties related to exams, laboratory or classroom environment, limited 

teaching practices, peer dynamics, or social exclusion each represent a small percentage (< 5%), 

but remain points to consider for improving inclusivity. 

The main obstacles are psychological (low confidence), social/familial (household responsibilities, 

stereotypes), and institutional (limited mentoring and support). Institutions should strengthen 

mentoring, offer personalized academic support, facilitate study/family balance, and promote 
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inclusivity to reduce these barriers. Even minor obstacles should not be neglected, as they contribute to 

an overall environment that can discourage women in STEM. 

xiv. Receipt of support in STEM studies and interest in mentoring 

Among the 68 participants, it was found that: 

- 40 students (≈ 58.8%) reported having received some form of support during their studies, 

indicating that the majority benefited from support services, whether academic, psychological, 

or organizational; 

- 20 students (≈ 29.4%) stated that they did not receive any support, highlighting that a third of 

the participants did not have access to these services; 

- 8 students (≈ 11.8%) responded "not really," suggesting that the support received was limited 

or insufficient. 

These results show that, while the majority of female students benefit from support, a significant portion 

still faces insufficient access or ineffective services. It would be useful to cross-check this information 

with the assessment of perceived usefulness of the services (quite useful / very useful) to determine the 

extent to which the support actually meets the students' needs. Finally, the data suggest that support 

policies and programs could be strengthened and better disseminated to ensure that all female students 

can benefit from adequate support tailored to their needs. 

Among the 43 responses from participants who received support: 

- financial support or scholarships: the most common form of support, mentioned by 15 

participants (≈ 34.9%), with combinations with other types of support bringing the total to 20 

responses (≈ 46.5%); 

- academic tutoring or additional courses: mentioned by 6 participants (≈ 14%), including 

combinations, showing that academic support remains an important lever; 

- psychological support or well-being: mentioned by 4 participants (≈ 9.3%), plus 1 or 2 

combined responses, highlighting that emotional support is present but less common;  

- mentoring by professors or peers: 3 participants (≈ 7%) indicated this type of support, with a 

few combined responses, showing that mentoring exists but is not yet systematic;  

- support from peers or student associations: 2 participants (≈ 4.7%) and a few combinations, 

reflecting limited social support;  

- parental support: 1 participant (≈ 2.3%) mentioned this type, showing that it is rare. 

The results show that financial support remains the most accessible and most used, followed by 

academic support. Other types of support, such as mentoring, psychological, and social support, are less 
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common, suggesting areas for improvement in support policies. The analysis also highlights the 

importance of combined approaches, where multiple types of support can be combined to better meet 

the needs of female students. 

Among the 68 participants, it is noted that: 

- 59 students (≈ 86.8%) say they are interested in participating in a mentoring or support 

program; 

- 7 students (≈ 10.3%) respond "Maybe," showing potential interest but with some reservations; 

- 2 students (≈ 2.9%) are not interested. 

Interest in mentoring is very strong, with an overwhelming majority of participants expressing their 

willingness to engage in a mentoring program. This confirms that mentoring is seen as a key tool for the 

academic and professional support of women in STEM.  

The high proportion of "Yes" responses indicates an opportunity for universities to establish formal 

mentoring programs, which could contribute to:  

- strengthening students' motivation and perseverance; 

- improving academic success and inclusion; 

- providing inspiring female role models in fields where they are underrepresented. 

 

The 'Maybe' responses suggest that some students might benefit from awareness campaigns or 

additional information on how mentoring programs work and their benefits. 

Among the 67 participants who answered "Yes" or "Maybe" regarding interest in mentoring: 

- 48 participants (≈ 71.6%) want to be a mentee, that is, to receive support or advice from a more 

experienced person. This proportion shows a strong interest in benefiting from mentoring and 

guidance; 

- Among them, 41 (≈ 61.2%) clearly identify as mentees; 

- 7 (≈ 10.4%) combine the role of mentee with other options, indicating some flexibility; 

- 11 participants (≈ 16.4%) wish to be mentors, that is, to support other students in their journey; 

- 8 (≈ 11.9%) position themselves solely as mentors;  

- 3 (≈ 4.5%) combine the role of mentor with other options;  

- 8 participants (≈ 11.9%) are still unsure which role to choose or are undecided. 

The majority of students wish to receive mentoring, highlighting the importance of support programs 

targeted at mentees. A notable proportion also wishes to take on the role of mentor, which is 
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encouraging for developing a network of support and female leadership in STEM. The flexibility 

observed (combined responses or 'I don’t  know yet') suggests that the mentoring program could offer 

adaptable or evolving roles, allowing participants to transition from mentee to mentor as they gain 

experience. 

Among the 68 participants, it was found that: 

- 52 students (≈ 76.5%) reported having a trainer, professor, or member of the academic staff 

they consider as a role model. This shows that the vast majority of students benefit from the 

presence of an inspiring person in their academic environment, which can have a positive effect 

on their motivation, engagement, and perseverance in STEM fields; 

- 6 female students (≈ 8.8%) report not having an academic role model, highlighting a minority 

for whom the lack of reference or inspiration could limit self-confidence or career projection;  

- 10 female students (≈ 14.7%) respond "not really," suggesting that the connection with an 

academic role model exists to a limited extent or is not perceived as fully influential. 

The high proportion of female students who have a role model highlights the importance of academic 

figures in supporting and motivating women in STEM. For those who do not have a role model, the 

implementation of mentorship programs and the visibility of female role models could help reduce 

psychological and social barriers. These findings complement the interest previously expressed in 

participating in mentorship programs, where the majority of female students wish to be either a mentee 

or a mentor, confirming the importance of these initiatives. 

Among the 57 participants who have an academic role model: 

- 35 female students (≈ 61.4 %) consider their role model to be male, indicating that the majority 

of the inspirational figures identified are men; 

- 18 female students (≈ 31.6 %) indicate that their role model is female, highlighting that female 

role models exist but are less numerous, which may reflect the underrepresentation of women 

in academic STEM positions; 

- 4 students (≈ 7%) prefer not to answer, which may indicate hesitation or uncertainty regarding 

the gender of their model. 
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Figure 26 Predominated gender of the role model the students have 

The predominance of male role models suggests a need to further promote female role models in STEM 

fields to inspire female students. The development of targeted mentoring programs could help balance 

representation and provide female students with tangible female references. These findings are 

consistent with the high interest in mentoring programs, where the majority of female students wish to 

receive or offer mentoring. 

3.3.2. Qualitative findings 

i. Institutional role and profile of women in STEM 

UAO 

The interviews conducted with institutional actors at Université Alassane Ouattara (UAO) as part of 

Elevate-WISE provide a multilayered picture of how the university positions itself in relation to 

women’s participation in STEM fields. In total, six interviews were carried out with staff occupying 

different roles and levels of responsibility, which allows for a diversified view of institutional dynamics 

around gender and STEM. Respondents consistently underline that women remain structurally 

underrepresented in STEM at UAO, both among students and staff, and that their situation is still 

perceived as fragile despite some positive developments. The analysis of Section 2: PERCEPTIONS OF 

GENDER AND PARTICIPATION IN STEM in the interview report shows that around 50% of participants 

perceive women’s participation in STEM as generally unfavourable, and 66.7% consider that observed 

changes over time remain limited. In their view, sociocultural norms and institutional obstacles 

continue to shape access, progression and recognition for women in STEM disciplines. 

Gender of the role model 

Masculin Féminin
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At the same time, participants acknowledge that UAO has begun to assume an institutional role in 

promoting gender equality. The coding of Section 3:  : INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES, PRACTICES, AND 

CULTURE indicates that 66.7% of interviewees recognise the existence of institutional mechanisms and 

policies dedicated to gender equality in STEM, including awareness raising programs, mentoring 

schemes, and measures to support women’s research and leadership. Several respondents refer to 

structures or initiatives related to equal opportunities and the fight against gender based violence that 

contribute to integrating gender into university governance. However, awareness of these mechanisms 

is uneven: about 16.7% of participants explicitly signal an absence of specific policies from their 

perspective, which in practice reflects a lack of knowledge about existing measures rather than their 

complete absence. 

A recurrent theme in the interviews is the gap between the existence of institutional instruments and 

their visibility and impact. Half of the participants (50%) highlight that institutional documents and 

gender related mechanisms are not sufficiently visible or accessible to students and staff, which limits 

their ability to transform everyday practices in STEM. Communication is seen as fragmented, and gender 

equality measures often remain confined to formal texts or isolated projects rather than being 

internalised across departments. This limited visibility contributes to a perception that, although UAO 

formally recognises the importance of gender equality, the university has not yet fully translated this 

recognition into systematic, widely known and easily usable support for women in STEM. 

The academic and departmental culture described by interviewees reflects this tension. In Section 3:  

INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES, PRACTICES, AND CULTURE, 50% of participants describe an academic 

culture marked by female underrepresentation, persistent stereotypes, and institutional efforts that are 

visible but not yet deeply sensitive to gender issues, while 33.3% note that some institutions are 

increasingly integrating gender into their governance. According to them, gender issues are frequently 

addressed informally—through individual mentoring, spontaneous discussions, or personal 

initiatives—rather than through structured pedagogical strategies, curriculum design, or 

departmentwide actions. Perceptions shared in the student focus group partly confirm this view, as 

some students report limited awareness of formal mechanisms and rely instead on informal support 

and their own resilience to navigate STEM pathways. Overall, the qualitative material portrays UAO as 

an institution that recognises the importance of supporting women in STEM and has initiated several 

measures, but where the institutional role is not yet fully consolidated and where the profile of women 

in STEM remains vulnerable and dependent on both sociocultural change and stronger internal 

commitment. 
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UFHB 

At Université Félix Houphouët Boigny (UFHB), the interviews carried out for ELEVATEWISE involved 

five staff members with varied responsibilities, from leadership positions to more operational roles. 

This mix of profiles generates a relatively dense set of references coded under “role and institutional 

profile” (33 citations), reflecting how gender and STEM are viewed from different vantage points within 

the institution. 

Most interviewees describe a situation in which women’s presence in STEM remains fragile. In the 

section on gender perceptions and participation, 60% of respondents characterise the position of female 

students in STEM as weak: they point to numerical underrepresentation, lower visibility in certain 

programmes, and the fact that women often participate less in class discussions. A smaller group (20%) 

goes further, arguing that the institutional context remains structurally unfavourable, with entrenched 

patterns that discourage women from entering and staying in these fields. Although some positive 

changes are acknowledged—such as slight growth in female enrolments—four out of five participants 

consider that these developments have not yet translated into deep or lasting shifts in retention or 

engagement. 

When they analyse what lies behind this situation, interviewees mainly highlight structural and cultural 

constraints. Around 60% emphasise the weight of gender stereotypes, the scarcity of visible women 

scientists or engineers who could act as role models, and teaching practices that do not always actively 

invite women’s participation. Alongside these obstacles, some enabling elements are also recognised. 

For roughly one fifth of participants, supportive families, some forms of mentoring, and the strong 

motivation of certain female students can partly counterbalance a difficult environment, even if these 

factors remain unevenly distributed and rely heavily on individual circumstances. 

The picture that emerges from the focus-group discussions with ten students is broadly consistent with 

the staff perspective. Participants describe a university setting where opportunities and support do 

exist, but where women still encounter limited recognition and unequal visibility in STEM spaces. 

Overall, the UFHB material portrays an institution that hosts important potential and some positive 

initiatives, yet where women’s profile in STEM is still shaped by persistent structural and cultural 

barriers and by changes that, so far, are perceived as modest rather than transformative. 

ii. Barriers, recognition and exclusion in STEM spaces 

UAO 
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The UAO focus group, which brought together 11 participants, provides detailed insight into how female 

STEM students experience barriers, recognition and exclusion in their academic trajectories. The 

quantitative coding of “Block 1 – Recognition and exclusion in STEM spaces” shows a highly 

heterogeneous pattern: 20% of respondents (2 out of 10 valid cases) did not mention any barriers, 

around 30% referred to one barrier, and another 20% mentioned two barriers. Taken together, this 

means that approximately 70% of participants either reported no obstacles or only a small number of 

them, suggesting that, for a majority, barriers are present but not overwhelmingly central. In contrast, 

a minority of cases (two participants, 20%) accumulated 16 and 17 coded occurrences respectively, 

indicating particularly intense experiences of difficulty and exclusion in STEM spaces. 

Numbers of 

occurrences 

Frequency Percentage Valid percentage 

0 2 18.2 20 

1 3 27.3 30 

2 2 18.2 20 

4 1 9.1 10 

16 1 9.1 10 

17 1 9.1 10 

Table 21 Reported barriers in UAO focus groups (number of coded occurrences per participant) 

The nature of reported barriers is diverse. A first set of obstacles concerns the organisation and planning 

of personal schedules, including the challenge of reconciling heavy academic demands with domestic 

responsibilities, family expectations and, for some, health related constraints. Other difficulties, 

mentioned by smaller numbers of participants but still significant, include problems understanding 

certain courses, feeling psychologically drained by the constant need to perform, and the impact of 

menstruation on concentration and comfort during classes and exams. These elements show how 

academic requirements intersect with gendered bodily and social realities, sometimes creating invisible 

burdens that are not recognised in the formal structure of programmes. 

Situations where women feel less visible or taken less seriously are particularly noted in classroom 

interactions. Around 18.2% of focus group participants identify teacher and question and answer 

sessions as moments when female students are more likely to be overlooked, interrupted or not 

encouraged to speak. When invited to describe concrete experiences of discouragement, isolation or 

differential treatment linked to gender, each specific example is cited by fewer than 10% of participants 

but, taken together, they build a picture of subtle exclusion mechanisms that operate over time. Some 

women report feeling that their comments are judged more harshly than those of male peers or that 
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they are implicitly expected to “prove” their competence more often, which can undermine confidence 

and reduce participation in class. 

Interviewed staff and institutional actors corroborate parts of this picture from a different vantage 

point. They emphasise that women in STEM at UAO face a set of sociocultural and institutional obstacles 

that go beyond individual motivation, including gender stereotypes about “appropriate” fields of study, 

limited family support in some cases, and structural constraints in the way courses and evaluation are 

organised. While not all staff report direct observations of exclusion in classrooms, several recognise 

that the academic environment may inadvertently favour male students—for instance when technical 

authority is implicitly associated with men or when teaching practices do not actively counter gender 

bias. Together, the focus group and interview data show that experiences of recognition and exclusion 

in STEM spaces are unevenly distributed: many women navigate their studies with relatively few 

explicit incidents, but a substantial minority encounter a dense accumulation of barriers that can impact 

their progression and sense of legitimacy. 

 

UFHB 

The UFHB focus group, which brought together 10 students, shows that obstacles in STEM are widely 

present, but their intensity varies considerably between participants. In Block 1 on barriers, the coding 

yields 63 citations in total for 10 respondents, with the distribution of occurrences indicating that a 

subset of students refers to barriers many times, while others mention them only occasionally. This 

pattern points to a differentiated experience: for some, obstacles are a background element; for others, 

they are a central feature of their academic trajectory. 

Number of 

occurrences 

Frequency Percentage Cumulative 

percentage 

0 1 10,0 10,0 

6 3 30,0 40,0 

11 2 20,0 60,0 

13 4 40,0 100,0 

Table 22 Reported barriers in UFHB focus group 

The qualitative content behind these codes highlights several recurring themes. Students refer to the 

difficulty of managing heavy academic workloads alongside family and economic responsibilities, as 

well as stress and anxiety linked to tests, grades and the fear of failure. A number of participants also 

mention that they sometimes avoid speaking in class because they anticipate negative reactions or feel 

less legitimate than male peers in technical discussions. Although each specific situation is described by 
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a limited proportion of respondents, taken together these narratives illustrate how academic demands 

and psychosocial pressure combine to create a challenging environment for many women in STEM. 

Staff interviews help contextualise these barriers. In the section on gender perceptions and 

participation, 60% of interviewees consider that female students face a generally unfavourable situation 

in STEM, and 80% believe that the changes observed over time remain limited. When asked about 

obstacles, 60% of participants primarily point to structural and cultural factors—such as gender 

stereotypes, lack of female role models and non-inclusive teaching practices—as the main explanations 

for women’s difficulties in accessing and succeeding in STEM programmes. A minority also acknowledge 

some enabling elements, but insist that these are not sufficient to counterbalance the overall weight of 

barriers. Taken together, the focus-group and interview data suggest that, at UFHB, barriers to women’s 

full participation and recognition in STEM are both frequent and multi-layered, even if their intensity is 

not experienced equally by all students. 

iii. Structural and cultural challenges at UAO 

UAO 

Beyond individual obstacles, the UAO qualitative material highlights a series of structural and cultural 

challenges that shape women’s experiences in STEM. In “Block 2 – Structural and cultural challenges”, 

the focus group analysis shows that a significant proportion of respondents report weak feelings of 

belonging within university structures: around 60% of cases (values 0 and 1 in the coding) are classified 

as “weakly marked”, indicating that these students either do not spontaneously express a strong sense 

of integration or only do so in a limited way. At the same time, 40% of participants show higher values 

(between 6 and 8 occurrences), reflecting situations where female students express a much stronger 

identification with the academic space and a more assertive claim to their place within STEM. This 

distribution suggests that UAO can function both as a space of limited recognition and as a potential 

lever for inclusion, depending on context and individual trajectories. 

Numbers of 

occurrences 

Frequency Percentage Valid percentage 

0 2 18.2 20 

1 4 36.4 40 

6 1 9.1 10 

7 2 18.2 20 

8 1 9.1 10 
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Table 23 Distribution of references to structural and cultural challenges among UAO focus-group 

participants 

Students point to several structural aspects that can reinforce or mitigate inequalities. These include the 

organisation of curricula, the design of assessment systems, the allocation of laboratory work, and the 

existence (or absence) of clear policies and procedures that take gender into account. When timetables 

are rigid, when laboratory tasks are informally distributed, or when institutional rules do not recognise 

the additional constraints that some female students face (for example, family responsibilities or 

economic pressures), women may find it harder to access opportunities on equal terms with male peers. 

In this context, a lack of transparent communication about available support mechanisms and about 

criteria for access to certain academic activities can deepen perceptions of exclusion or unfairness. 

Cultural factors interact with these structural dimensions. Several focus group participants report that 

aspects of classroom and departmental culture tend to favour male students or impose additional 

pressure on women. This includes a persistent association of technical competence and authority with 

men, subtle expectations that women should be less assertive in discussions, and peer norms that 

normalise male dominance in certain STEM subjects. High coding values (6–8 occurrences) in the 

belonging related questions are interpreted in the analysis as signs that some women feel the need to 

insist on their academic belonging as a form of symbolic resistance to these cultural pressures. 

Conversely, the 20% of cases that show no reference to belonging may reflect situations where women 

internalise exclusion or do not see the university as a space where they can fully identify themselves. 

Interviewed staff and institutional actors recognise that university culture is not yet fully aligned with 

gender equality goals. In Section 3: INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES, PRACTICES, AND CULTURE of the 

interview report, 50% of participants describe an academic environment marked by 

underrepresentation of women and persistent gender stereotypes, with institutional and community 

efforts that are visible but still limited in depth. They note that gender related issues are often addressed 

informally, in conversations or isolated initiatives, rather than through systematic integration in 

teaching practices, departmental strategies or institutional communication. Some interviewees mention 

emerging changes—such as the institutionalisation of equal opportunities structures and programs 

against gender-based violence—as signs of gradual cultural transformation, but they emphasise that 

these efforts have not yet reshaped everyday norms in STEM classrooms. Taken together, the student 

and staff perspectives point to structural and cultural challenges that must be tackled jointly if UAO is 

to strengthen women’s participation and sense of belonging in STEM fields. 
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Number of 

occurrences 

Frequency Percentage Valid percentage 

7 1 16,7 16,7 

9 2 33,3 33,3 

10 1 16,7 16,7 

11 1 16,7 16,7 

Table 24 Codes related to institutional policies, practices and culture 

UFHB 

The UFHB materials highlight that structural arrangements and academic culture jointly shape how 

women experience STEM studies. In the focus‑group analysis, Block 2 on belonging and institutional 

culture includes 64 coded citations for 10 students, with an average of 10 references per participant and 

values ranging from 0 to 16. This dispersion indicates that, while some students rarely invoke belonging 

or cultural issues, others talk about them extensively, suggesting very different levels of identification 

with the university and STEM environment. 

Students point to several structural elements that can either reinforce or reduce inequalities. These 

include the way timetables are organised, the design of assessment and laboratory work, and the lack 

of clearly defined mechanisms to support students who face particular constraints. When courses and 

exams are scheduled with little flexibility, or when access to certain academic opportunities depends on 

informal arrangements, women with heavy family or financial responsibilities may find it especially 

hard to participate fully. In addition, the focus‑group results show that support mechanisms, although 

present, are often perceived as fragmented or insufficiently structured, leading many students to rely 

primarily on peers or a few accessible lecturers. 

 

The interview analysis converges with these findings. In the section on policies, practices and 

institutional culture (GR = 53 citations, N = 5), only 20% of interviewees say they can clearly identify 

institutional policies specifically aimed at gender equality in STEM, such as awareness campaigns, 

mentoring activities or support for women’s research and leadership. The large majority (around 

80%) report that existing measures are limited, informal or, in some contexts, practically absent, and 

that their visibility for staff and students is very low. Participants describe an academic culture that 

fluctuates between a rhetoric of neutrality and partial engagement: 40% explicitly characterise this 

culture as marked by persistent stereotypes, female under‑representation and efforts that remain 

superficial or insufficiently sensitive to gender issues. Overall, the UFHB data suggest that structural 
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arrangements and institutional culture currently provide only partial support for women in STEM, and 

that more explicit, visible and coordinated actions are needed to turn isolated initiatives into a genuinely 

inclusive environment. 

iv. Support systems, belonging and informal coping strategies 

UAO 

The qualitative data show that support systems for women in STEM at UAO combine formal institutional 

mechanisms with informal strategies developed by students and staff. Interviewed actors report the 

existence of policies and programs that can indirectly support female students—such as mentoring 

initiatives, awareness raising activities, equal opportunities structures and measures against gender-

based violence—but also underline that these mechanisms are not always clearly visible or widely 

accessed. Around 50% of interview participants consider that institutional mechanisms related to 

gender equality suffer from low visibility or accessibility, which limits their practical impact on daily 

academic life. 

From the students’ perspective, the focus group analysis suggests that the sense of belonging and access 

to support are unevenly distributed. Some participants describe university spaces where they feel 

recognised and supported, for example through positive relationships with certain teachers, peer 

solidarity, or participation in initiatives where women’s presence in STEM is actively encouraged. 

Others report weaker feelings of belonging, linked to limited contact with formal support structures, a 

lack of information about existing services, or previous experiences of not being taken seriously. The 

coding of belonging related questions in Block 2:  INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES, PRACTICES, AND 

CULTURE indicates that while a group of students strongly assert their place within STEM, a 

nonnegligible share either expresses only weak attachment or does not spontaneously articulate it. 

In this context, informal coping strategies play a central role. Many female students rely on personal 

resilience, mutual help among peers, and selective engagement in academic environments where they 

feel relatively safe and valued. They may also seek informal mentoring from sympathetic lecturers or 

staff members rather than turning to formal structures which they perceive as distant or opaque. 

Interviewed staff recognise that, despite the existence of institutional tools, the responsibility for 

navigating obstacles still falls heavily on individual students, who must actively search for information, 

negotiate support and manage competing demands. Overall, the UAO findings point to a misalignment 

between the potential of formal support systems and their effective use, and highlight the need to 

strengthen communication, accessibility and coordination so that women in STEM can rely less on 

informal coping and more on structured, predictable support. 
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UFHB 

The UFHB focus group shows that support systems for women in STEM combine several layers, but are 

perceived as uneven and not always well organised. In Block 3 on support, the coding records 48 

citations for 10 respondents, with an average of 6.4 references per participant and values ranging from 

0 to 11, which indicates that some students mention support extensively while others barely refer to it. 

The analysis highlights four main sources of help: institutional support (scholarships and grants), 

educational support (teachers and academic guidance), peer support (friends and classmates) and 

family support. According to the interpretation, around 80% of respondents fall into categories that 

reflect the presence of such support, but with significant differences in intensity and clarity. 

When asked who they turn to when they need help, a concentration of responses in certain categories 

(4 and 10, which together represent about 60% of the coded occurrences) indicates that students 

primarily rely on their classmates and friends as a first resort, and on a limited number of accessible 

teachers and family members for moral and sometimes financial backing. A small share of participants 

correspond to the lowest category (0), suggesting that some students do not know who to contact or are 

unaware of existing formal support structures. This pattern reinforces the idea that, while support does 

exist, it is often informal and unevenly distributed, and that knowledge of institutional mechanisms 

remains partial. 

Interviewed staff add another layer to this picture. They confirm that certain mentoring activities, 

scholarships and awareness initiatives are in place, but also emphasise that these are not always 

explicitly linked to STEM or clearly presented as gender‑equality measures. Given that only a minority 

of interviewees can clearly identify dedicated STEM‑gender policies, and that 80% stress the lack of 

visibility of existing mechanisms, it is likely that many female students continue to rely mainly on 

informal coping strategies—peer solidarity, personal resilience, and selective engagement with 

supportive teachers—rather than on well‑defined institutional pathways. Overall, the UFHB data 

suggest that strengthening communication, structuring support offers and clarifying access points are 

crucial to transform scattered resources into reliable, predictable support systems for women in STEM. 

v. Reflections and proposals for advancing gender equality in STEM 

UAO 

In their reflections on priorities and future action, both students and institutional actors at UAO identify 

a set of structural gaps that need urgent attention to promote gender equality in STEM. In Section 4: 

REFLECTIONS AND PROPOSALS of the interview analysis, 66.7% of participants (values 6 and 8 in the 

coding) point to structural shortcomings as the main concern, including weakly developed or 
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fragmented institutional policies, insufficiently targeted mentoring and support mechanisms, and a 

general lack of systematic awareness raising on gender issues in teaching and governance. A further 

16.7% highlight pedagogical needs, such as adapting teaching practices and classroom dynamics to 

explicitly address stereotypes and ensure more equitable participation by women. 

Number of 

occurrences 

Frequency Percentage Valid Percentage 

6 2 33,3 33,3 

8 2 33,3 33,3 

9 1 16,7 16,7 

10 1 16,7 16,7 

Table 25 References to gaps and proposals for gender equality in UAO interviews 

At the same time, respondents identify several initiatives that they consider promising and worth 

strengthening or scaling up. According to the interview data, about 66.7% of participants recognise 

existing efforts such as mentoring schemes for female students, targeted scholarships, and the 

progressive integration of gender considerations into institutional policies and programmes. However, 

only a third of these contributions explicitly refer to largescale or long term strategies, revealing a gap 

between the recognition of good practices and their projection into a comprehensive institutional plan. 

Students in the focus group also formulate proposals, ranging from improving communication about 

support services and opportunities, to creating more safe spaces for women in STEM, and organising 

awareness campaigns that involve both male and female students. 

Regarding individual and unit level engagement, the interviews show that 83.3% of participants believe 

their position or unit can contribute in some way to advancing gender equality in STEM, for example 

through awareness raising, guidance for female students, curriculum development or internal advocacy. 

Nevertheless, only 16.7% see themselves as having strong strategic decision making power, pointing to 

institutional and structural constraints that can limit personal initiatives. Overall, the reflections and 

proposals emerging from UAO underline that there is both a clear diagnosis of the main gaps and a 

reservoir of concrete ideas—mentoring, scholarships, gender sensitive teaching, visibility of policies, 

safer learning environments—that could be mobilised more systematically. To move from promising 

practices to sustained change, the qualitative findings suggest the need for a more coherent institutional 

strategy that connects these initiatives, secures adequate resources, and ensures that women’s voices 

remain central in the design, implementation and evaluation of actions in STEM. 

UFHB 
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The UFHB focus‑group participants express a strong appetite for structural and institutional change to 

improve gender equity in STEM. In Block 4 on proposals, the coding registers 47 citations for 10 

respondents (average 8.8 occurrences, range 5–19), with 50% of participants concentrated in the lowest 

coded modality (5), and the rest distributed across higher values (8, 12, 19). This pattern indicates that 

all students put forward at least one proposal, and that a substantial share formulate multiple, 

sometimes far‑reaching suggestions. According to the analysis, the priority for many is to modify core 

structural elements of STEM education by integrating gender‑equality concerns explicitly into 

programmes. 

Students identify several lines of action they believe could make a tangible difference. High‑impact 

proposals include: systematically embedding gender‑equality policies into STEM curricula; introducing 

quotas or targets for female representation; creating mandatory modules on gender and bias in science; 

and setting up mechanisms to monitor equity indicators. They also call for structured mentoring 

schemes specifically designed for women, targeted scholarships and financial support, inclusive science 

clubs, personalised academic assistance, and stronger networks of female role models. These ideas 

reflect both a desire for clear institutional commitments and a recognition that academic and 

psychosocial support must be tailored to women’s experiences in STEM. 

Interviewees at UFHB echo into many of these concerns and proposals from the staff side. In the section 

dealing with reflections and action levers, they emphasise the need to reinforce institutional policies, 

make existing initiatives more visible, and develop pedagogical practices that actively counter 

stereotypes and promote balanced participation in classrooms. Teachers and researchers are identified 

as key actors in this process: students expect them to adopt inclusive teaching methods, explicitly 

encourage female students, and serve as mentors and positive role models. Overall, the UFHB qualitative 

findings reveal a strong convergence between students and staff on the need for more structured, visible 

and ambitious measures—ranging from curriculum reform and mentoring to awareness‑raising and 

better communication—to advance gender equality in STEM. 

3.3.3. Final reflections 

The analysis of data collected from Université Alassane Ouattara (UAO) and Université Félix Houphouët-

Boigny (UFHB) through surveys, interviews, and focus groups reveals a complex landscape for women 

in STEM in Ivory Coast. While some progress has been made, structural, cultural, and institutional 

barriers continue to limit female participation, retention, and success in STEM fields. This section 

synthesizes key findings and presents actionable recommendations at both general and institution-

specific levels. 
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i. General Recommendations for Ivory Coast 

Based on the comprehensive analysis across both institutions, the following strategic recommendations 

are proposed to promote gender equality in STEM education in Ivory Coast: 

1. Strengthen Institutional Policies and Visibility: 

• Formalize gender equality policies: Establish explicit, documented institutional policies 

dedicated to supporting women in STEM, moving beyond informal or sporadic 

initiatives. 

• Improve visibility and communication: Ensure that existing support mechanisms 

(scholarships, mentoring, counselling) are widely communicated to students, staff, and 

stakeholders through multiple channels. 

• Create gender monitoring units: Establish dedicated offices or units responsible for 

tracking gender-disaggregated data, monitoring progress, and implementing 

interventions. 

2. Implement Structured Mentoring Programs: 

• Develop formal mentorship networks: Create structured mentoring programs pairing 

female students with experienced female professionals, faculty, and successful STEM 

graduates. 

• Increase visibility of female role models: Actively promote successful women in STEM 

through lectures, testimonials, media features, and campus events to inspire younger 

students. 

• Train mentors: Provide training for mentors on gender-sensitive approaches, inclusive 

communication, and effective guidance strategies. 

3. Address Cultural and Social Barriers: 

• Combat gender stereotypes: Launch awareness campaigns targeting students, families, 

communities, and educators to challenge the perception of STEM as masculine fields. 

• Engage families and communities: Involve parents and community leaders in initiatives 

that encourage girls to pursue STEM from secondary school onward. 

• Promote inclusive classroom culture: Train faculty on gender-sensitive pedagogy, 

equitable participation strategies, and recognizing unconscious bias. 

4. Expand Financial and Academic Support: 

• Increase targeted scholarships: Provide dedicated financial aid and scholarships 

specifically for women in STEM fields, prioritizing students from vulnerable 

backgrounds. 
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• Strengthen academic tutoring: Offer personalized academic support, peer tutoring 

programs, and supplementary instruction in challenging subjects (mathematics, physics, 

programming). 

• Provide psychological support services: Establish accessible counselling and mental 

health services to address stress, isolation, and low self-esteem. 

5. Improve Retention and Support Systems: 

• Address family and caregiving responsibilities: Recognise that many female students 

balance studies with domestic work and childcare; provide flexible schedules and 

support structures where possible. 

• Create peer support networks: Establish and formalise student associations, women's 

clubs, and peer networks to foster solidarity and mutual support. 

• Implement early warning systems: Develop mechanisms to identify students at risk of 

dropping out and provide targeted interventions. 

6. Foster Inclusive Academic Environments: 

• Promote equitable classroom participation: Encourage faculty to actively engage female 

students in discussions, group work, and leadership roles. 

• Address discrimination and harassment: Establish clear reporting mechanisms and 

zero-tolerance policies for sexist comments, behaviours, and unequal treatment. 

• Diversify teaching practices: Integrate real-world applications, collaborative learning, 

and hands-on projects that appeal to diverse learning styles. 

7. Build National and Regional Partnerships: 

• Create inter-university networks: Foster collaboration between UAO, UFHB, and other 

Ivorian institutions to share best practices, resources, and successful initiatives. 

• Engage industry and employers: Partner with private sector companies to provide 

internships, career guidance, and employment opportunities for female STEM 

graduates. 

• Leverage international expertise: Utilize knowledge transfer from European partners 

(UBU, IPL) through the ELEVATE-WISE project to adapt proven methodologies to the 

Ivorian context. 

The findings from UAO and UFHB paint a picture of both significant challenges and promising 

opportunities. While gender stereotypes, institutional gaps, and cultural barriers persist, there is also 

strong awareness among stakeholders, clear demand for change among students, and existing pockets 

of good practice that can be scaled up. 
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The recommendations presented offer a roadmap for both institutions to move from awareness to 

action, transforming the STEM learning environment into one that truly supports, values, and empowers 

women. Success will require sustained commitment, adequate resources, cross-sector partnerships, and 

continuous monitoring and adaptation. 

Through the ELEVATE-WISE project and beyond, UAO and UFHB have the opportunity to become 

leaders in promoting gender equality in STEM in Ivory Coast and West Africa, creating a model that can 

inspire and guide other institutions in the region. 

ii. Specific findings for UAO 

Institutional Profile and Gender Representation: 

• Female students are underrepresented in STEM fields at UAO, particularly in engineering and 

computer science. 

• Those who do enrol demonstrate strong academic performance and resilience, often excelling 

despite facing multiple barriers. 

• Gender stereotypes continue to influence course selection, with societal perceptions that STEM 

is a male domain. 

Perceived Barriers: 

• Heterogeneous experience of obstacles: 70% of respondents mention few or no barriers, while 

20% report intensive experiences of discrimination and discouragement. 

• Organization and time management: 27.3% cite difficulty managing personal schedules, 

balancing academic demands with domestic responsibilities. 

• Visibility and recognition: Female students report being less visible during classroom 

discussions, question-and-answer sessions, and informal academic networks. 

Sense of Belonging: 

• Weak institutional belonging: 60% express little to no sense of belonging to university 

structures, suggesting inadequate recognition and integration. 

• Variable peer culture influence: 40% feel strong belonging, indicating that supportive peer 

networks exist but are not universal. 

Support Systems: 

• Universal but unequal support: All respondents acknowledge some form of support exists, but 

70% describe it as occasional or insufficient. 
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• Informal support networks: Students rely heavily on peers, family, and neighbours rather than 

structured institutional mechanisms. 

• Desire for formal support: Students expressed strong demand for structured mentoring, 

psychological services, academic tutoring, and financial aid. 

Proposals for Change: 

• Priority structural reforms: 50% identified one critical structural change needed, most 

commonly equitable resource access and gender-sensitive policies. 

• Diverse recommendations: 50% proposed 2-5 concrete initiatives including female mentoring, 

awareness programs, peer networks, and targeted scholarships. 

• Teacher engagement: All respondents emphasized the need for faculty to adopt more inclusive 

practices, provide constructive feedback, and serve as allies. 

Interviews with Institutional Actors: 

• Fragile situation acknowledged: 66.7% of institutional actors describe women's participation in 

STEM as delicate, with persistent underrepresentation and unequal classroom engagement. 

• Limited institutional policies: While 66.7% recognize that some policies exist, 50% report low 

visibility and accessibility to students and staff. 

• Neutral academic culture: 50% describe the academic culture as marked by gender stereotypes 

and only partially engaged with equality issues. 

• Structural gaps prioritized: 66.7% identify weak institutional policies, lack of awareness, and 

insufficient mentoring as urgent needs. 

iii. Specific findings for UFHB 

Institutional Profile and Gender Dynamics: 

• UFHB has diverse institutional actors involved in STEM education, with 40% in high or mid-level 

responsibility positions. 

• Gender perceptions vary: 60% perceive women's participation in STEM as generally weak, while 

20% view the situation as structurally unfavourable. 

• Limited progress over time: 80% believe changes in enrolment and engagement remain modest 

without structural transformation. 

Barriers Identified: 

• Widespread obstacles: 90% of respondents report that barriers are frequent and significant, 

including gender stereotypes, lack of role models, discrimination, limited self-confidence, and 

restricted access to resources. 



 

 

 

 

94 

• Visibility issues: Female students are less visible in classrooms (20%) and especially in informal 

networks and decision-making spaces (10%). 

• Discouragement is common: 40% report high levels of discouragement due to underestimation 

of skills, academic failure without support, and isolation in male-dominated groups. 

Sense of Belonging: 

• High variability: Belonging scores show the highest mean (10.00) but also greatest dispersion 

(SD 5.715), indicating stark inequalities in how female students feel integrated. 

• Ambivalent university structures: 80% note that university structures play an ambivalent role, 

sometimes reinforcing inequalities through lack of gender-sensitive policies. 

• Cultural pressures: 60% experience significant cultural pressure from social representations of 

STEM as masculine and family expectations that limit commitment. 

• Positive peer culture: 70% report that peer culture positively affects participation through 

informal inclusion and peer support. 

Support Systems: 

• Support exists but is unstructured: 80% report some form of support (institutional, educational, 

peer, family), but it is perceived unevenly. 

• Reliance on peers and family: 60% primarily turn to classmates, friends, and family for help, 

indicating limited institutional mechanisms. 

• Strong demand for improvement: 50% express clear need for mentoring, counseling, targeted 

scholarships, science clubs, and role model networks. 

Proposals for Change: 

• Priority for structural reform: 50% identify systematic integration of gender equality policies as 

the critical change needed. 

• High-impact initiatives desired: 40% call for structured mentoring, targeted scholarships, 

women scientist networks, and training against stereotypes. 

• Expectation from faculty: 50-80% expect teachers and researchers to adopt inclusive teaching 

methods, encourage female participation, and serve as mentors. 

Interviews with Institutional Actors: 

• Weak institutional policies: 80% perceive a lack of structured policies for gender equality in 

STEM. 
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• Poor visibility of existing measures: 80% highlight that mechanisms are poorly visible and not 

well integrated into academic culture. 

• Limited enabling factors: Only 20% recognize some enabling factors (family support, 

motivation), while 60% emphasize structural and cultural barriers. 

• Widespread awareness of needs: 80% acknowledge significant gaps, including absence of formal 

mechanisms, lack of structured mentoring, and low visibility of female role models. 

• Strategic action capacity low: Only 20% perceive themselves as having real capacity for strategic 

action due to institutional barriers. 
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4.Annexes 

4.1. Survey design 

The survey is developed using interdisciplinary frameworks from gender studies, educational sociology, 

and career development psychology. The variables and items are selected to capture both structural 

factors and individual experiences, including students’ academic confidence, access to institutional 

support, and perceptions of inclusion. This design responds directly to empirical findings on the 

persistent underrepresentation of women in STEM fields across African universities.  

A key theoretical anchor is Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994), which 

explains how academic and career decisions are shaped by the interaction of self-efficacy, outcome 

expectations, and perceived supports or barriers. This model is particularly useful for interpreting how 

institutional culture and interpersonal dynamics affect persistence among female STEM students 

(Zeldin & Pajares, 2000; Wang & Degol, 2017; Morrell et al., 2020).  

The survey also draws on Kabeer’s Gender Empowerment Framework (1999), particularly as adapted 

by African feminist scholars to higher education (Mama & Okeke, 2014; Morley et al., 2006). It views 

empowerment as a combination of access, agency, and achievement, and informs variables related to 

institutional support, autonomy in educational choices, and the navigation of institutional barriers.  

Open-ended questions are included to allow participants to express their experiences and priorities in 

their own terms, avoiding pre-defined categories that may obscure context-specific dynamics.  The 

structure of the survey follows a clear thematic logic:  

a) Section one collects socio-demographic and academic background data;  

b) Section two explores academic motivation and career orientation;  

c) Section three addresses self-efficacy and institutional belonging;  

d) Section four investigates structural and interpersonal barriers to persistence;  

e) Section five maps institutional support systems and perceived effectiveness;  

f) Section six invites user-generated reflections and proposals.  

Data collection guidelines  

The data collection process for the survey is standardised across partner institutions, with adaptations 

limited to local administrative and linguistic contexts. In line with the project’s methodological 

framework, all surveys are administered online to ensure comparability, accessibility, and data 
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integrity. The recommended platform for implementation is Microsoft Forms, which allows for secure, 

structured data collection, supports multiple languages, and facilitates centralised data management. 

Each institution coordinates access and support to ensure that students can complete the survey online, 

including through dedicated sessions or assistance points if needed.  

The target population consists of female undergraduate students currently enrolled in STEM-related 

academic programmes across the four African partner universities. As specified in Task 2.4 of the project 

work plan, the expected sample size is a minimum of 30 respondents per institution, reaching a total of 

at least 120 completed responses. This sample is not designed to be statistically representative at the 

national or institutional level; rather, it is intended to provide stratified and thematically rich baseline 

data for comparative institutional analysis and programme design. Where appropriate, the sample may 

intentionally include a higher number of students from less represented STEM fields or academic years. 

This technique, known as oversampling, ensures that these groups are sufficiently represented in the 

data and allows for meaningful comparison during analysis. 

The ethical framework guiding the survey is based on the principles of voluntary participation, informed 

consent, anonymity, and data protection. Each survey includes an introductory section that clearly 

outlines the purpose of the research, its voluntary nature, the right to withdraw at any time, and 

assurances of confidentiality. No personally identifiable information is collected, and raw data are 

stored on secure, access-restricted platforms for the duration of the analysis process. The research team 

recognises that topics such as discrimination, dropout, or financial precarity may be sensitive. For this 

reason, the survey design avoids invasive or triggering language, and open-ended items are optional. In 

cases where distress or discomfort arises, local focal points may offer referrals to appropriate 

institutional services (e.g., student counselling or gender offices), in line with each university’s 

protocols.  

Data collected through this tool are used exclusively for research and programme development 

purposes within the scope of the ELEVATE-WISE project. Aggregated findings will inform Deliverable 

2.1 (Needs Analysis Report) and subsequent activities across Work Packages 3, 4, and 6. The design and 

implementation procedures are reviewed internally by the consortium’s coordination team and are 

aligned with the ethical standards outlined in the Grant Agreement.  
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Surveys content  

The content developed for the student survey is outlined below, as structured for implementation across 

partner institutions:  

Note:   You are invited to participate in a research survey conducted as part of the ELEVATE-WISE project, 
which explores the experiences of women in STEM higher education in Sub-Saharan Africa. The aim 
is to better understand the challenges, motivations, and support systems that shape academic and 
career trajectories in STEM fields. Participation in this survey is entirely voluntary. You may choose 
to stop at any time without explanation. Your responses will not affect you in any way. The survey 
does not collect any personal identifiers such as your name, student number, or email address. All 
responses will be kept strictly confidential and analysed anonymously. The data will be stored 
securely and accessed only by authorised members of the research team for research purposes only. 
By continuing with the survey, you confirm that you have read this information and consent to 
participate.  

SECTION 1 – Academic and Socio-Demographic Profile  

1. What is the highest level of education completed by your parents or guardians?  

Mother or female guardian:  

☐ No formal education  

☐ Primary education  

☐ Secondary education  

☐ Technical/vocational qualification  

☐ University degree  

☐ Postgraduate degree  

☐ I don’t know  

Father or male guardian:  

☐ No formal education  

☐ Primary education  

☐ Secondary education  

☐ Technical/vocational qualification  

☐ University degree  

☐ Postgraduate degree  

☐ I don’t know  

2. Age: _______  
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3. University:  

 ☐ UFHB (Ivory Coast)    

☐ UAO (Ivory Coast)  ☐ 

UNICV (Cape Verde)  

☐ SCC (Cape Verde) ☐ 

Other: ____________  

4. Year of study:  

 ☐ 1st  ☐ 2nd   ☐ 3rd  ☐ 4th   ☐ Other: ____________  

5. Field of study:  

What is your main area of study within STEM? Please choose the most appropriate option.  

☐ Civil Engineering  

☐ Mechanical Engineering  

☐ Electrical/Electronic Engineering  

☐ Computer Science / ICT  

☐ Mathematics  

☐ Physics  

☐ Chemistry  

☐ Biology  

☐ Environmental Sciences  

☐ Agricultural Sciences  

☐ Health Sciences (e.g. Biomedical, Pharmacy, Nursing)  

☐ Other (please specify): _______________________  

  

6. Was this your first choice of degree?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure  

7. Have  you  participated  in  any  STEM  outreach  or  support 

 programme? ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ I don’t know  

8. Do you live:  

☐ On campus  ☐ Off campus  ☐ At home with family  

SECTION 2 – Motivations and Career Aspirations  
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1. What were the main factors that influenced your decision to pursue a STEM degree? 
(Please select up to three (3) options)  

☐ Personal interest  

☐ High job prospects or employment opportunities  

☐ Encouragement from a teacher o mentor  

☐ Family influence or expectation  

☐ Scholarship opportunity  

☐ Limited access to other academic fields or career paths                 

☐ Accessibility of the programme  

☐ Other (please specify): ____________  

2. Do you feel that you had a real choice in selecting your field of study?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Partially  

3. How confident do you feel about your academic future in this field?  

☐ Very confident  

 ☐ Quite confident     

 ☐ Neutral     

 ☐ Not very confident     

☐ Not confident at all  

4. What are your academic or professional aspirations after graduation?  

☐ Master’s or PhD in the same field  

☐ Work in a STEM-related profession  

☐ Switch to a different field  

☐ Work outside the country  

☐ I am not sure  

☐ Other (please specify): ____________  

SECTION 3 – Self-Efficacy and Institutional Climate  

Statement  Strongly 

Agree  

Agree  Neutral  Disagree  Strongly 

Disagree  

a) I feel confident in my ability to 

succeed in STEM courses  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  
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b) I feel comfortable asking questions 

in class  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

c) I feel respected by professors and 

lecturers  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

d) I often feel isolated or excluded in 

my academic environment  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

e) I see people like me (gender, 

background) represented in STEM 

faculty  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

f) The majority of my classmates in 

STEM are male  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

g) I feel supported by my lecturers and 

classmates?  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

h) I feel a strong sense of belonging in 

my department or programme  
☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  ☐  

Do you think your gender has influenced your experience as a STEM student?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure  

If yes, in what way? (Open-ended)  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________  

SECTION 4 – Barriers and Dropout Risks  

1. Have you ever seriously considered dropping out of your STEM programme?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Prefer not to say  

If yes, what were the main reasons? (Please select up to three (3) options)   

☐ Academic difficulties  

☐ Financial problems  

☐ Lack of motivation or interest  

☐ Discrimination or exclusion  

☐ Family responsibilities  
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☐ Lack of institutional support  

☐ Mental health or stress  

☐ Other (please specify): ___________________  

2. What types of challenges have you experienced as a woman in STEM? (Select all that 
apply)  

☐ Sexist comments or behaviour  

☐ Unequal treatment by professors or staff  

☐ Lack of female mentors or role models  

☐ Family pressure or discouragement  

☐ Feeling isolated or out of place  

☐ Difficulty balancing study and household duties  

☐ None of the above  

☐ Other (please specify): ___________________  

3. In your opinion, what are the main barriers that make it harder for women to succeed in  

STEM at your university? (Select all that apply)  

☐ Gender stereotypes and cultural expectations  

☐ Limited access to female mentors or role models  

☐ Discriminatory classroom or lab environments  

☐ Lack of gender-sensitive teaching practices  

☐ Family or caregiving responsibilities  

☐ Financial pressure  

☐ Low self-confidence or lack of encouragement  

☐ Weak institutional policies on gender equity  

☐ Peer dynamics or social exclusion  

☐ Other (please specify): ___________________   

  

SECTION 5 – Support Systems and Student Recommendations  

1. Have you received any form of support during your STEM studies?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure  

If yes, what type of support have you received? (Select all that apply)  
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☐ Academic tutoring or extra classes  

☐ Mentorship from faculty or professionals  

☐ Financial support or scholarships  

☐ Psychological or well-being support  

☐ Support from peers or student associations  

☐ Other (please specify): ___________________  

2. How would you rate the usefulness of the support systems available to you?  

☐ Very useful  

☐ Somewhat useful  

☐ Not useful  

☐ I did not use any support services  

3. Would you be interested in participating in a mentorship or peer support programme 
specifically for women in STEM?  

 ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Maybe  

If yes or maybe, in what role would you prefer to participate? (select all that apply)  

☐ As a mentee (to receive guidance and support)  

☐ As a mentor (to support other students)  

☐ I’m not sure yet  

4. How inclusive do you feel your institution is in terms of gender? (1 - Not inclusive at all; 5  

- Fully inclusive)  

 ☐ 1   ☐ 2   ☐ 3   ☐ 4   ☐ 5  

5. In your opinion, what could your university do to better support women in STEM? (Open-
ended)  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________  

SECTION 6 – Final Reflections  

1. Is there a lecturer, professor, or academic staff member at your university whom you 

consider a role model? ☐ Yes  ☐ No   ☐ Not sure  
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If yes, what is their gender?  

 ☐ Female   ☐ Male  ☐ Prefer not to say  

You may also briefly explain why you consider this person a role model (optional):  

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________   

2. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience as a woman in  

STEM at your university? (Optional – open-ended)  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________  

  

Assessment recommendations  

The analysis of the survey data collected under Task 2.4 applies a mixed-methods approach, integrating 

descriptive statistical techniques with qualitative thematic coding to ensure a comprehensive 

interpretation of both structured and narrative responses. This dual-method strategy corresponds to 

the hybrid architecture of the tool, which combines closed-ended and openended questions.  

Quantitative data are processed using spreadsheet and statistical analysis software (e.g. Excel), enabling 

the production of disaggregated descriptive statistics across key variables such as institution, field of 

study, year of enrolment, and access to support mechanisms. Where applicable, cross-tabulations and 

correlation analyses are conducted to explore potential associations—such as those between academic 

confidence and mentorship access, or dropout intention and familyrelated responsibilities.  

The analysis uses frequency-based indicators and aggregate measures (e.g. average self-efficacy scores 

by institution), which are visualised in the form of tables and comparative graphs within Deliverable 

2.1. In parallel, qualitative responses are analysed through inductive thematic coding. A coding 

framework is developed based on the central analytical dimensions of the survey—including 

institutional barriers, support systems, perceptions of inclusion, and academic aspirations—and refined 

iteratively to incorporate emergent subthemes. Coding is conducted manually or with the aid of 

qualitative software.  
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Thematic synthesis focuses on identifying recurrent patterns, outlier perspectives, and potential gaps 

in institutional provision, with anonymised quotations selected to illustrate key findings and reflect the 

diversity of student perspectives. The survey results are triangulated with qualitative data collected 

through interviews and focus groups to enhance analytical depth and contextual robustness. This 

triangulation supports the structured implementation of Tasks 2.5 and 2.6, enabling comparative needs 

assessments across partner institutions and countries.  

All data are anonymised in accordance with ethical research standards, and analysis is conducted 

collaboratively with institutional research teams under the guidance of the WP2 lead, ensuring 

contextual sensitivity, methodological transparency, and cross-site consistency.  
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4.2. Interview design 

The semi-structured interviews were developed to complement the student survey by capturing 

institutional perspectives on gender dynamics in STEM higher education. While the survey collects 

individual-level data from students, the interviews focus on organisational perspectives, allowing the 

project to explore how academic structures, decision-making processes, and institutional practices 

enable or hinder women’s participation and progression in STEM.  

The design of the interview guide is grounded in feminist institutional theory, which conceptualises 

universities as gendered organisations shaped not only by formal policies but also by informal norms, 

power relations, and daily routines (Acker, 1990; Morley, 2006; Chappell & Waylen, 2013).   

The interview is structured to elicit situated reflections on how gender operates across policy, practice, 

and discourse. It is composed of four thematic clusters:  

1. Professional profile and institutional role  

This first section situates the respondent within the organisational structure, capturing 

background and positional information that helps interpret their perspective.  

2. Perceptions of women’s participation in STEM  

This section invites respondents to reflect on enrolment patterns, student trajectories, and 

observed inequalities, as well as perceived progress or stagnation over time.  

3. Institutional mechanisms and practices  

Questions here focus on formal policies (e.g. equity plans, mentoring programmes, monitoring 

tools) and informal dynamics (e.g. departmental culture, gendered expectations, resistance to 

change). This dimension is informed by the feminist institutionalist emphasis on the interaction 

between visible and invisible rules. 

4. Reflections and proposals  

The final section is generative, asking respondents to identify gaps, suggest improvements, and 

share examples of good practice. This participatory orientation aligns with the project’s goal of 

grounding institutional change in the lived knowledge of stakeholders.  

Data collection guidelines  

Each partner university is expected to conduct a minimum of five semi-structured interviews with 

institutional actors whose roles are relevant to gender dynamics in STEM education.  
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The following profiles are recommended to ensure coverage of both academic and administrative 

dimensions:  

1) An academic leader, such as a Dean, Vice-Rector, or Programme Director, who can provide 

insights into institutional priorities, governance, and strategic decision-making.  

2) A senior faculty member in a STEM discipline, with direct experience in teaching and supervising 

students, who can speak to everyday academic dynamics, departmental culture, and student 

progression. An administrative or student support officer, such as someone working in student 

affairs, academic advising, or counselling services, who can offer perspectives on non-academic 

barriers, institutional support structures, and student wellbeing.  

3) A representative from a gender equality or inclusion office, where applicable, who can reflect on 

institutional policies, ongoing equity initiatives, and the challenges of implementation.  

Prior to each interview, participants must receive a brief explanation of the project’s aims and sign a 

standard informed consent form, which outlines their rights regarding participation, data use, and 

confidentiality. Interviews may be conducted in person or online and should last approximately 45– 75 

minutes.  

Where possible, interviews should be audio-recorded. In all cases, interviewers must produce a 

complete transcript or detailed anonymised summary.   

Note: Each Focus Group participant is required to sign the image permission form available in our Teams 
repository: ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx . Without this signed document, you are not allowed to 
record the session or include the participant’s contribution in the analysis. Each university is responsible for 
recording the Focus Group session, transcribing it, and providing an English translation for future analysis.  

A short metadata sheet should be submitted for each interview, including:  

a) Date and duration  

b) Language used  

c) Institutional role of the respondent (without names)  

All data must be anonymised before analysis and shared securely with the WP2 coordination team, 

following the project’s data management guidelines.  

In line with the remote nature of data collection, informed consent for interviews will be obtained orally 

at the beginning of each session, rather than through a signed form. Interviewers will provide a brief 

explanation of the study’s purpose, clarify that participation is voluntary, and confirm that participants 

have the right to decline questions or withdraw at any time. Consent will then be recorded in one of two 

ways: if the interview is being audio-recorded, the participant’s verbal consent will be captured at the 

https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
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start of the recording; if no recording is used, the interviewer will document the oral consent manually 

in a secure log. This procedure is standard across all participating institutions and ensures ethical 

compliance while accommodating digital formats.  

Interviews content  

The following section presents the content gathered during the interviews.  

Institutional Role and Profile  

1) What is your current position and main responsibilities?  

2) How long have you been working in this role or unit?  

3) In what ways does your role intersect with STEM education or student support?  

  

Perceptions of Gender and Participation in STEM  

1) How would you describe the current situation of female students in STEM at your institution?  

2) Have you observed any changes over time in terms of enrolment, performance, or classroom 
engagement?  

3) What do you consider to be the main barriers or enablers for women pursuing STEM degrees 
here?  

  

Institutional Policies, Practices, and Culture  

1) Are there any institutional policies or programmes specifically aimed at supporting gender 
equality in STEM?  

2) How visible or accessible are these to staff and students?  

3) Can you describe the academic or departmental culture in relation to gender dynamics?  

4) How are gender-related issues discussed, if at all, in your area of work?  

  

Reflections and Proposals  

1) In your view, what are the most urgent gaps or needs in terms of promoting gender equality in 
STEM?  

2) Can you identify any successful initiatives or practices that should be strengthened or scaled?  

3) What role do you think your unit or position could play in advancing gender equity?  
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Assessment recommendations  

The analysis of interview data collected under Task 2.4 will follow a qualitative interpretive approach 

based on thematic content analysis. Given the semi-structured nature of the instrument, the analytical 

process will combine both deductive and inductive coding strategies.  

Deductive codes will be drawn from the core themes embedded in the interview guide: namely, 

institutional positioning, perceptions of women’s participation in STEM, formal and informal 

mechanisms of inclusion or exclusion, and strategic reflections. Inductive codes will be used to capture 

context-specific insights and emergent themes that fall outside the predefined structure. This dual 

approach ensures that the analysis remains anchored in the project’s conceptual framework while 

allowing flexibility to accommodate the diversity of institutional logics across the four participating 

universities.  

Data will be transcribed or summarised in detailed field notes, depending on local capacity and consent 

protocols. Coding will be conducted with qualitative analysis software (SPSS or similar). A shared 

codebook will be developed collaboratively by the WP2 team to ensure inter-coder consistency, but 

national teams will retain autonomy to refine categories based on linguistic and institutional specificity. 

Thematic matrices will be constructed to organise findings both horizontally (by theme) and vertically 

(by institution), enabling cross-case comparison while maintaining the integrity of site-specific 

knowledge.  

Particular attention will be paid to the discursive strategies through which institutional actors construct 

gender issues—whether as systemic problems, individual deficits, or areas of strategic priority. 

Quotations will be anonymised and selected to illustrate either dominant patterns or notable 

divergences in stakeholder perspectives.  

The interview data will not be analysed in isolation but will be triangulated with student survey 

responses and focus group findings to generate a multidimensional understanding of institutional 

contexts.   

All procedures will be conducted in full compliance with the project’s ethical protocols, including the 

anonymisation of data, secure storage of transcripts, and the provision of informed consent in advance 

of data collection.  
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4.3. Focus Group design 

The focus groups tool is designed to generate collective insights into the cultural, pedagogical, and 

institutional dimensions that influence participation in STEM higher education, with particular 

attention to how these dynamics affect women. As a qualitative method, the focus group complements 

the individual-level data collected through surveys and interviews by enabling groupbased reflection 

on shared experiences, tensions, and institutional narratives. This approach draws on participatory and 

feminist research traditions that understand knowledge as socially constructed and co-produced 

through dialogue.  

  

Each focus group will explore four thematic areas:  

1) Participation and belonging in STEM environments: including classroom dynamics, peer relations, 
disciplinary cultures, and visibility.  

2) Perceptions of institutional support: examining formal policies, access to services, and 
responsiveness to gender-specific challenges.  

3) Informal norms and everyday interactions: addressing unwritten rules, stereotypes, power 
imbalances, and experiences of inclusion or exclusion.  

4) Proposals for institutional change: inviting participants to reflect on needs, priorities, and 
actionable recommendations.  

Data collection guidelines  

Each partner university is required to conduct a minimum of one online focus group, in line with the 

commitments outlined in the project proposal. The session must include participants from the three 

core categories defined under Task 2.3: STEM students (both male and female), academic or 

research staff, and teaching personnel. The group should be composed of 5 to 8 participants, selected 

through purposive sampling to ensure a range of perspectives while maintaining thematic coherence 

and a safe discussion environment.  

While a mixed-group configuration meets the formal requirement of the project, institutional teams are 

encouraged to consider organising separate focus groups for students and staff, if local context, 

resources, and feasibility allow. Dividing participants by role can help reduce hierarchical pressure, 

especially when discussing sensitive issues such as discrimination, supervision, or classroom 

experiences. In particular, students may feel more comfortable expressing critical reflections in the 

absence of faculty or staff.  

If this approach is adopted, the recommended configuration would include:  
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• One group composed of STEM students (both women and men, from various years and 
disciplines)  

• One group composed of teaching and research staff working in STEM areas  

Group composition should aim to reflect diversity across relevant variables—such as gender, academic 

level, field of study, age, or language background—while maintaining a structure that supports free and 

focused dialogue. All participants must be recruited voluntarily and provided with clear information 

about the aims of the study, the voluntary nature of their participation, their right to withdraw at any 

time, and the confidentiality of their responses. Informed consent will be obtained in advance.  

All focus groups will be conducted via Microsoft Teams, following the project’s digital implementation 

strategy. Sessions should last between 60 and 90 minutes and be facilitated by a trained moderator. 

Where participants consent, sessions may be audio-recorded to support transcription. A note-taker 

must be present to document the discussion in detail. A short project introduction, consent 

confirmation, and participant introductions should be included at the beginning of the session.  

Each institutional team is responsible for preparing the following outputs: 

• A metadata sheet for each session (including date, number of participants, gender breakdown, 

institutional roles, and language)  

• A transcript or detailed anonymised summary 

• A set of signed or digitally confirmed consent forms (to be retained securely by the local team) 

• An optional moderator observation note, recording relevant dynamics or non-verbal aspects.  

Note: Each Focus Group participant is required to sign the image permission form available in our Teams 
repository: ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx . Without this signed document, you are not allowed to 
record the session or include the participant’s contribution in the analysis. Each university is responsible for 
recording the Focus Group session, transcribing it, and providing an English translation for future analysis.  
  

Focus Groups content  

The topics to be discussed in the focus groups are divided into four blocks: Recognition and Exclusion in 

STEM Spaces, Structural and Cultural Challenges, Support Gaps and Informal Coping Strategies, and 

Collective Reflections and Future Strategies.  

Below is a detailed overview of the content for each block.  

Block 1 – Recognition and Exclusion in STEM Spaces  

https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
https://universidaddeburgos.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/ELEVATE-WISE2/Documentos%20compartidos/General/E+_2024_ELEVATE-WISE/01.-MANAGEMENT/02_Templates/ELEVATE-WISE_image_permission.docx?d=wecdf023d23a2480fa8ac36f59f1d8b08&csf=1&web=1&e=BL3JpV
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1) In your view, what are the main barriers women face in STEM at your institution?  

2) Are there specific moments—inside or outside the classroom—where female students are less 
visible or taken less seriously?  

3) Can you describe situations where you (or someone you observed) felt discouraged, isolated, or 
treated differently due to gender?  

  

Block 2 – Structural and Cultural Challenges  

1) What role do university structures (e.g. curricula, assessment systems, lab assignments, policies) 
play in reinforcing or challenging gender inequalities?  

2) Are there aspects of classroom or department culture that favour male students or place additional 
pressure on women?  

3) How does peer culture affect women’s participation, confidence, or ambition?  

  
Block 3 – Support Gaps and Informal Coping Strategies  

1) What support systems exist for students who face challenges (mentoring, counselling, academic 
help, financial aid)? Are they known and used?  

2) Where do students actually turn when they need help? What role do peers, staff, or informal 
networks play?  

3) What support do you wish existed—but currently doesn’t?  

  

Block 4 – Collective Reflections and Future Strategies  

1) If you had the power to change one structural element of STEM education to improve gender 
equity, what would it be?  

2) What type of initiatives or actions could make a real difference for current and future female 
students?  

3) Are there good practices—within your university or elsewhere—that could be replicated or 
adapted here?  

4) What can teachers and researchers do differently to contribute to a more inclusive academic 
environment?  

Assessment recommendations  

Focus group data will be analysed using a structured thematic approach, centred on two analytical axes: 

(1) identification of challenges affecting female students in STEM, and (2) extraction of participant-

driven proposals for institutional improvement. The objective is to systematise evidence of exclusion 

and potential levers for gender-transformative change.  

Each session will be transcribed and anonymised prior to coding. Thematic analysis will be carried out 

using Atlas.ti or equivalent qualitative analysis software, enabling systematic tagging, categorisation, 
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and comparison of data across sites. The initial coding structure will reflect the four thematic blocks 

used in the discussion guide (belonging, barriers, support, proposals), and will be expanded inductively 

where needed.  

Selected anonymised quotations will be integrated to substantiate the analysis and reflect variation 

across roles and institutions. In cases where multiple focus groups are held at the same site, 

intrainstitutional triangulation will be applied. Comparative reading across institutions will support the 

identification of common trends and context-specific dynamics.  

All data will be analysed by institutional teams, with support and guidance from the WP2 coordination 

team. Confidentiality, transparency, and consistency of interpretation will be maintained throughout 

the process.  
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