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Background
This guide on how to facilitate participation from stakeholders in the design and implementation of 

Gender equality Plans (GEPs), has been developed based on the experience of the SUPERA project. 

SUPERA is one of the many projects that received support from the EC’s H2020 programme to foster 

institutional change and more gender equality. 

The main aim of the SUPERA project was to develop and implement Gender Equality Plans in six 

European institutions (four in RPOs - Complutense University of Madrid; University of Cagliari; 

University of Coimbra; and Central European University - and two in RFOs -Spanish Ministry of Science, 

Innovation and Universities; and the Autonomous Region of Sardinia). The Consortium included two 

supporting partners: Yellow Window for training and technical assistance, and Sciences Po as the 

evaluator partner. The project’s aim was to articulate a structural understanding of gender inequalities, 

looking at gender stereotypes and biases in research as a cross-cutting issue. 

SUPERA followed was original because it followed a number of principles in its design and 

implementation that are presented in the figure below.

The innovative part of the clover above includes the use of two innovative techniques during the 

project: Gender Equality Hubs (GE hubs or Hubs further in the document) and Fab Labs. Both serve 

different purposes and are inspired from design thinking. These two techniques or concepts are 

instrumental in covering the inclusive dimension of the clover, as they are participatory techniques 

meant to facilitate the involvement of all stakeholders.

GE hubs and Fab Labs are an innovation. This means that SUPERA teams have been co-designing the 

concept and learning by doing. This document therefore is to be considered as a reference at the end of 

this challenging and interesting process of applying these techniques on complex institutional change 

processes like improving gender equality in research performing and research funding organisations.

Figure 1. The SUPERA principles
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1. Introduction  
This document builds on the one hand on deliverable D4.2 “Step-

by-step guide to set up and facilitate Gender Equality Hubs and Fab 

Labs” that was made available to the SUPERA core teams in each 

GEP implementing institution at the start of the project, and on the 

other hand on the actual experience of using these techniques. It 

aims at providing guidance to all those who will implement Gender 

Equality Plans on how to proceed with this type of techniques.

This publication is meant as a reference document and guide for 

all who intend to use participatory techniques. The target of this 

publication are the members of the core team in charge of the GEP 

inside an institution, as well as those acting as change facilitators.

Following the introduction (section 1), this guide is structured in 

three main sections: one dedicated to the design process of a 

Gender Equality Plan (section 2), a second one dedicated to ‘Gender 

Equality Hub’ (section 3) and a third to ‘co-creation workshops’ 

(section 4). In the SUPERA project, the concept of Fab Lab was 

used, but as these Fab Labs are co-creation workshops where 

stakeholders create solutions together, we will be using ‘co-creation 

workshops’ in this publication, only referring to Fab Lab when 

specific to the SUPERA context.
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2. The design process of a Gender Equality Plan  
The use of GE Hubs and of participatory techniques is linked; both are used in the context of the 

process of setting up a Gender Equality Plan (GEP). The chart below shows the different steps in the 

process of setting up a GEP. 

The core team is responsible for setting up and managing the GEP process, and the GE Hub has a role 

to play in all steps of this process. This is reviewed in the section on the GE Hub below.

This GEP process is a traditional step-by-step process. The best reference to understand the process, 

its context, typical obstacles, key requirements, and to access good practices and experiences is 

through the GEAR tool, available on the web site of the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE): 

https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gear.

Getting 

started

Gender

Analysis

Set up

GEP

Implement

GEP
Monitoring

What next?

Figure 2. The 6 steps in a GEP process
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Step 1: Getting started

Step 2: Analysing and assessing the state-of-play in the institution

Step 3: setting up a Gender Equality Plan

Step 4: implementing a Gender Equality Plan

Step 5: monitoring progress and evaluating a Gender Equality Plan

Step 6: what comes after the Gender Equality Plan?

Step-by-Step 
Guide

Figure 3. The GEP Step-by-Step Guide on EIGE’s website

As mentioned above, the GE Hub and Fab Lab concepts used in SUPERA come from design thinking. 

Design is also a process, which should be considered as complementing the GEP process. 

Design as a process or “design thinking” is a nonlinear process to harness creativity and develop 

solutions to problems. This has been applied since nearly one century on product development, for 

twenty years also on the development of services and more recently on the development of policies. 

The Design Council in the UK has introduced the concept of the double diamond to describe how 

the design process works. They present the design process as four consecutive phases whereby 

divergence and convergence are alternated. During the first phase “discovery” the focus is on 

divergence with exploration of a maximum of routes and ideas. During the second phase “define”, the 

focus is on convergence. These two phases constitute the first “diamond”, which is followed again by 

a diverging stage (“design”) followed by a convergent stage (“develop”) corresponding to the second 

diamond. 

The diamond as metaphor expresses also the three dimensional or holistic approach of design.

Another characteristic of design as a process is user involvement. Users and stakeholders are involved 

at all stages, including in the creative phase.
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Figure 4. The design double diamond

Strictly speaking, this double diamond applies to the three first steps of the GEP process (see above for 

the 6 steps), as design stops when there is an approved and validated prototype ready to be launched.

Nevertheless, in SUPERA, tools and techniques from design were also used during the implementation 

of the GEP. It is not because a GEP is designed, approved and implemented, that there are no new 

problems arising. The GEP does not have the intention to have solved all the problems as of its launch. 

Rather, the purpose of the GEP is to tackle various problems through its implementation. Furthermore, 

a key learning from others’ experiences with GEPs tells that GEPs per definition should be approached 

with the necessary flexibility, whereby adaption and re-design along the way are regarded as inherent 

to the process. Also, GEP teams should be prepared to alter their approaches in order to make full use 

of any ‘window of opportunity’ that may arise in their institution. Specific (known or newly discovered) 

problems will need to be tackled during the GEP implementation: the problems need to be framed, 

analysed, insights need to be collected before developing and proposing solutions. For all these micro-

processes, design thinking and therefore participatory methods can play a key role in developing 

solutions.

An institutional transformation process is complex and implies buy-in, support, a change of mentalities. 

Participatory techniques are a solution, but participation is not enough. Embedding participation in a 

holistic design process helps to create the conditions necessary to achieve the intended change.

Two important key elements of a design process are the use of visualisations and quick prototyping. 

The former is important as it helps to communicate and exchange during the whole process: whether it 

is to get an understanding of the problem, of the insights, of ideas or of potential solutions. The latter 

is a drive to action. Too often, teams in charge of GEP implementation will find (good) reasons to keep 

on analysing and studying. In design, one tries to move fast to results, and fail if needed. As soon as 

possible, a prototype is made to check if a planned solution works. If not, lessons can be drawn from 

the experience and improvements, or changes applied. These are the so-called “fail fast” and “fail 

forward” principles. 
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3. Gender Equality Hub 

3.1. Background, meaning and scope of the concept    
In this section we give a short explanation about the notion of ‘hub’ and in which contexts this is used; 

what it means in the context of GEP development.

The ex-ante definition 

used in SUPERA:

Gender Equality Hubs will involve all relevant stakeholders on a 

voluntary basis in each institution designing and implementing a 

GEP. They will be devoted to knowledge transfer, capacity-building, 

awareness-raising, the identification of problems or resistances to 

change, and the day-to-day implementation of GEPs. 

The core team is the team inside the institution in charge of the GEP. This is in principle a group of 

people that has a formal responsibility and is accountable for the implementation of the GEP. This 

core team can take various forms in the different institutions, but its members are per definition also 

members of the GE Hub.

The GE Hub, can be a formal or an informal structure. In all cases it is a key element in support of the 

core team in charge of designing and implementing the GEP. The Hub is the network of allies of this 

core team. 

Some institutions work with “antennas” or “focal points” in the different departments and faculties. If 

this is the case, these persons are also members of the hub, and can be considered as a ‘second layer’ 

of the hub, around the core team.

Apart from the core team members, a variety of people can be considered members of the Hub:

• Antennas or focal points in faculties and departments

• People who can act as trainers for the delivery of the training plan in the context of GEP 

implementation

• Trainers who can include GEP-related content into their trainings

• Administrative staff who will cooperate with the collection and provision of data

• Persons interested in the GEP and motivated to help in the implementation of specific activities 

(note that these can include students)

• Participants in co-creation workshops
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The Gender Equality Hubs were used and interpreted based on each organisation’s unique 

characteristics and context. The following three examples of CEU, UNICA and CES show the diversity of 

interpretations and the room for adaptations. 

GE Hub as an informal, horizontal structure at CEU

The Gender Equality Hub of CEU is an informal, horizontal structure coordinated by the Gender 

Equality Officer; participants get involved on a voluntary basis. CEU keeps an open and partici-

patory approach to the Gender Equality Hub: membership to the Hub is open on a rolling basis. 

It was instituted during the data collection phase in the gender equality audit. It includes mem-

bers of the leadership as well as student volunteers and (administrative and academic) unit 

level allies, making sure that there are always representatives of key units for the advance-

ment of gender equality present, such as HRO and Institutional Research Office (IRO). The 

initial recruitment process consisted of approaching Heads of administrative Units separately 

and asking them to designate somebody from their team to act as a Hub representative, pref-

erably someone with either expertise or interest in the matter. Members of the academic body 

were directly approached and invited to participate mainly given their expertise on the topic 

and/or previous commitment to the cause. In the case of students, invitations to the Hub are 

received by those students who are part of the Equal Opportunity Committee and open calls 

are circulated at the beginning of the academic year and regularly thereafter. Students and em-

ployees are also invited when they proactively approach the Hub with gender equality related 

concerns or project ideas. The Hub members can leave and enter voluntarily at any point in 

time. When somebody leaves, they are asked to recommend a colleague from the same unit 

to replace them, and the Gender Equality Officer also proactively invites new members to join 

to keep the Hub alive. The invitation is informal and the communication with the Hub is kept 

active through a mailing list. Members of the Gender Equality Hub receive no training before 

joining but they are briefed on SUPERA and the functioning of the Hub in a meeting and sup-

ported by the Gender Equality internal SharePoint website. The Hub has no allocated budget.
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GE Hub as a formal structure at UNICA

The Gender Equality Hub at UNICA involves different actors, and it was settled following a 

direct process where potential candidates were approached and asked to join the Hub on a 

voluntary basis combining in the same structure institutional leadership as well as student 

volunteers and departmental level allies. The Gender Equality Hub is expressly mentioned in 

the GEP document as an actor involved in the monitoring and implementation phase of the 

actions, therefore its existence as an operational body of the University has been formally 

recognised at the same time as the document was approved, even if no specific rules were 

envisaged for the process of replacing members or modifying its overall team. Its composition 

of the 14 members originally selected for their representativeness of all disciplinary areas and 

top positions in the technical-administrative structures of the University has been expanded 

through the appointment of two student representatives in the academic senate, in order to 

involve all the populations present in UNICA (teaching and research staff, technical-adminis-

trative staff, students) in the phases of implementation and monitoring of the GEP. 

GE Hub as a formal and informal structure at CES (University of Coimbra)

The Gender Equality Hub at CES relies on formal and informal engagement from top 

leadership (including at the rectoral team), and allies at different departments/divisions, 

recruited as shortcomings were identified in the gender baseline assessment – mainly in the 

Human Resources and the Planning and Evaluation divisions, in the governing bodies (the 

General Council) and the Student Union. Further, and in order to facilitate the involvement of 

all faculties and research units, the Gender Equality Hub also includes a platform of 12 Gender 

Equality Focal Points, nominated by the director of each faculty/unit. Members, in general, 

were explicitly invited to take part in the Hub, which, due to its prominently informal character, 

is maintained via cooperation channels and through involvement in different events and 

initiatives pushing for gender equality in the institution. In that sense, participation in the Hub 

is quite varied, reflecting different levels of availability and engagement. This strategy, which is 

aligned with the SUPERA principles, allows for awareness-raising, informed commitment and 

dispersed actions for gender equality across the institution, while also ensuring decentralised 

enforcement responsibilities. 

See here the short video in which Paula de Dios presents the experience developed by the 
Complutense University with the gender equality nodes network. The video briefly explains 
the UCM’s approach to building its Hub by setting up a network of Gender Equality Nodes, 
spanning the different departments of the university.
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3.2. The role of the GE Hub in the GEP process 
The examples above show that a GE Hub can be a formal or a more informal structure. They also 

illustrate that the Hub can start as an informal network of allies, and evolve to become a more formal 

organ following the approval of the GEP. These examples also illustrate the important role the Hub can 

play throughout the GEP process as an extension and a support structure to the core team. Below is a 

description of this role, following the steps of the GEP process.

Getting started

Setting up the GE Hub when starting the GEP process is a way to involve, as from the start, the various 

stakeholders. In doing so, it allows to identify the allies and potential allies. 

The recommendation is to organise a co-creation workshop (see further) during this first step, with as 

mission to set up the Hub. This is a good test of the application of co-creation techniques, and a way 

to involve stakeholders in defining the Hub from the start: its role, the modus operandi, the potential 

members to approach, etc. 

Gender analysis

While collecting facts and figures to do the analysis, the Hub can play a role in facilitating access to 

data or collecting it.

But the Hub’s role is probably even more important for translating these data into insights that can be 

used for designing the GEP. Again, co-creation workshops can be used to translate results into insights, 

leveraging on experiences, expertise and knowledge of Hub members.

Setting up the GEP

Setting up the GEP is a design process: designing an action plan covering the various thematic areas 

that should be part of a GEP. 

The Hub can play a role, both in this design process and in validation of priorities and actions. Having 

the right members in the Hub will help to win the support needed to get through the formal approval 

process of the GEP by the institution.

Implementing the GEP

During implementation, both opportunities and problems will appear. The GEP is a plan, with priorities 

and actions to be undertaken. But a change process can be full of surprises. The Hub is the ally of the 

core team for various key dimensions in this period:

• Identifying opportunities: when going for change, opportunities that arise should be taken up, even 
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if they were not part of the initial plan. In GEP implementation, the focus should be on positive 

impacts, apart from solving problems or getting rid of barriers. The Hub, if well managed, can help 

to identify such opportunities and bring them to the attention of the core team.

• Identifying problems: when starting planned actions, problems and barriers might appear. These 

need to be tackled. The Hub can play a role in identifying problems, qualifying them, and in 

preparing the co-creation workshops to work out a solution.

• Linking to stakeholders: Hub members ideally come from all stakeholder categories. This is 

useful for the identification of both opportunities and problems, but also to open the doors when 

necessary in the context of implementation. 

• Assist in setting up co-creation workshops: workshop participants can be recruited from among 

the Hub members, but the latter can also be a source for identifying other profiles that can usefully 

contribute to a workshop (finding solutions).

• Validate solutions: the Hub can be used to quickly check or validate potential solutions, before 

doing so more formally inside the organisation or towards the hierarchy. This helps to improve the 

solution, but often also to define the approach for introducing an innovation or change, anticipating 

reactions and resistances, defining the conditions under which success can be achieved. 

Monitoring

The Hub will be a relevant and logical resource for any monitoring efforts that will be undertaken in the 

context of the GEP. Its members contribute to and participate in GEP-related activities and can provide 

useful insights in what works and what does not work. 

Sustainability

Once the first GEP is launched, it is crucial to keep the dynamics of the GE Hub going. This will be key 

to the sustainability of the GE work in each institution. The Hub members will have built up experience 

and expertise throughout the GEP process and can provide important insights that will help optimising 

the strategy for a next GEP planning and implementation cycle.
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The GE Hub at RAS, the Regional Authority of Sardinia included external stakeholders and was 

used to design the GEP:

From the very beginning, it was clear that the GEP design should be open to the contribution 

and critical analysis of a community of relevant external stakeholders. The adoption of a 

collaborative design approach ensured that the GEP integrates a shared vision and a multi-

disciplinary perspective when considering imbalances among researchers and researchers’ 

needs. As a result of this participatory approach, the institution got a stronger and more 

effective gender equality plan. 

The stakeholders’ engagement by RAS is described as an inspiring practice in SUPERA’s 

Deliverable 6.3 “Guidelines and good practices for RFOs”.

3.3. Setting up and facilitating a Gender Equality Hub

It is recommended that the core team applies the design approach when setting up the GE Hub, starting 

with a “framing” phase as a short analytical or preparation phase, followed by a design phase and 

ending with a first prototype. 

Phase 1 – Framing

The process can be started with a “framing workshop”. Participants are the core team members and 

a limited number of allies. A good number of participants is around 8 to 12. Two main activities take 

place during this workshop:

• A stakeholder mapping: based on this mapping, potential members for the Hub are identified. 

• A review of activities that are on-going as part of the diagnosis of the situation as input for the 

design of the GEP: this is done to identify potential gaps in the data collection needed for the 

diagnosis (e.g. are all possible resources identified?), as well as the need for allies and/or expertise 

for the data collection and analysis.

Phase 2 – design the Hub

During a co-creation workshop with the core team and up to 12 candidate Hub members, the following 

elements are defined:

• Mission of the Hub in the institution

• The Hub’s composition and how the Hub is linked to the various stakeholders

3.3.1. The process of starting up the GE Hub
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• Rules of the game

• Processes to be used (co-creation workshops being one of them) 

Phase 3 - Prototype – start of the Hub’s functioning 

It is proposed to devote a first Hub gathering to a co-design workshop in which the GEP is co-designed. 

It is probably too ambitious to design the GEP from scratch, as this would also mean sharing a lot 

of data and insights. With the structure of the GEP being defined, (a template is provided in another 

SUPERA publication). The workshop could concentrate on defining priorities and selecting directions 

for the actions to be undertaken.

If there are a lot of participants (many Hub members), small groups can work in parallel on different 

parts of the GEP (e.g. on human resources, on gender in research, …, on cross-cutting issues).

The core team can work with the results to further develop and finetune the initial GEP, before going 

through a test and validation phase. 

This workshop would be a real prototype for the Hub and is, at the same time, an essential step in the 

process of designing the GEP.

3.3.2. Managing the GE Hub for maximum impact
The principle that the Hub is not a formal organ, and thus that membership is also informal, is both an 

opportunity and a risk. The opportunity is the flexibility and the openness of the concept. The risk is the 

lack of stability.

It will therefore be the core team’s responsibility to develop techniques to maintain the Hub “alive and 

kicking”.  Techniques to be used can be aligned on how informal networks are functioning, with actions 

at different levels:

• Physical gatherings: paying attention to the frequency (not too many), the freedom to attend, the 

time management, and to ensure there is value for the participants and not only for the core team.  

• Communication and exchange: using various media to both reach and avoid being too intrusive. 

Informing on success and impacts achieved to reinforce the sense of ownership and participation.

• Relationship building: this is a network of allies for the GEP; knowing each other is important and 

even more so for the core team members to know in how far the members are allies and can be of 

assistance.

• Participation in co-creation workshops: can be motivating and create a feeling of being part of the 

“GEP family” within the institution. This is powerful, but should be well managed, not over-asking 

enthusiasts, as well as communicating results and impacts.

• Openness of the core team to initiatives and ideas coming from the Hub members. It must be a 

two-directional process. Action ideas coming from Hub members have to be welcome and receive 

equal treatment as those identified within the core team.

H2020 | SUPERA | 787829 15



4.1. Background, meaning and scope of the concept  

4. Co-creation process

Fab Labs within SUPERA were short co-creation processes with a diverse, ad hoc group of internal and 

possibly also external participants. Based on the experience and to make the concept more generic and 

less specific to the SUPERA project, we are using “co-creation process” instead of Fab Lab in this guide. 

Co-creation processes start with a clear mission (insights, a problem to solve) and end with an output, 

typically a prototype solution to the problem. This is a short, intense, co-creation process. Participants 

are a combination of users and experts. This process is facilitated.

A co-creation process would normally consist of one or more co-creation workshops.

SUPERA’s Grant Agreement document presents Fab Labs as follows:

Fab Labs will be ad-hoc, short-lived thematic structures established by each 

implementing partner, as many times and on as many subjects as needed. Their key 

tasks will be to:

• Bring together internal gender experts and stakeholders with external experts 

and/or advisors for the mobilisation of relevant knowledge, experience and 

interdisciplinary expertise.

• Engage key local stakeholders in GEP implementation, promoting ownership and 

co-creation’s processes.

• Co-design innovative and practical solutions on a specific problem/issue 

identified by SUPERA.

• Prototype identified solutions so that they can be pilot-tested.

• Carry out pilot-tests and draw lessons on their potential to be scaled-up and 

transferred to other organisations/contexts.
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4.2. Setting up and facilitating a co-creation process

A co-creation process is normally started with the purpose to solve a problem. The problem has been 

identified and analysed, there are insights, a design brief is available, a creative process can be started. 

This can be both in the period when the GEP is being designed, and during implementation of the GEP.

Co-creation processes can be used for small problems and for big problems. For bigger challenges, 

the process to find a solution can be a combination of one or more workshop(s) combined with other 

techniques. For smaller problems, one single co-creation workshop can cover the full process from idea 

generation to concept development. 

Dimensions for a typology are: (1) whether the co-creation process is used to understand better an 

issue, or to solve a problem (the latter corresponding most to the co-creation process concept); (2) the 

duration; (3) the ambition or difficulty of the problem; (4) the number of participants; (5) the profile of 

participants; (6) the ambition (from low to high); (7) the thematic area or cross-cutting issue.

Co-creation process results should be concrete solutions, ready to be tested. If this cannot be achieved 

in one co-creation workshop, the process should consist of more activities, to make sure a concrete 

result is achieved. The fact of having a result is more important than whether this result is really the 

solution. Having a result, and being able to test it, is important. The test will show the potential, or 

show why it fails, allowing to go back to the drawing board and find a better solution. This can again be 

in a new co-creation process, or one additional co-creation workshop, or by a small team. This is up to 

4.2.1. When to use co-creation 

An example is a recruitment journey, from preparing the vacancy advertisement to 

the actual start of the recruited person. A co-creation process can work on the total 

journey from start to end or can concentrate on one single “touchpoint” (e.g. the 

interview) together with all the internal and external processes linked to the specific 

touchpoint. During co-creation workshops, it is important to always look both at the 

rational part of the experience and at the emotional part: in a recruitment process, 

the rational part is e.g. how decisions on where to advertise the position are taken; 

the emotional part will consider the feelings of e.g. both candidate and interviewer 

before, during and after an interview.
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the core team to decide.

Before launching a co-creation process, the core team should check whether the conditions are met 

to make it a success: is the mission for the co-creation process sufficiently clearly formulated? Is it 

concrete enough to lead to a tangible result and solution? Will it be feasible to recruit the necessary 

profiles of participants? Will it be possible to test the result? 

Co-creation process results should be concrete solutions, ready to be tested. If this cannot be achieved 

in one co-creation workshop, the process should consist of more activities, to make sure a concrete 

result is achieved. The fact of having a result is more important than whether this result is really the 

solution. Having a result, and being able to test it, is important. The test will show the potential, or 

show why it fails, allowing to go back to the drawing board and find a better solution. This can again be 

in a new co-creation process, or one additional co-creation workshop, or by a small team. This is up to 

the core team to decide. 

Before launching a co-creation process, the core team should check whether the conditions are met 

to make it a success: is the mission for the co-creation process sufficiently clearly formulated? Is it 

concrete enough to lead to a tangible result and solution? Will it be feasible to recruit the necessary 

profiles of participants? Will it be possible to test the result? 

The examples below describe co-creation processes that were used by SUPERA partners to co-create 

GEP Actions with stakeholders.

The UCM team designed a participatory process to co-create GEP actions with 

the participation of the whole UCM community. The workshops consisted of the 

presentation of a summary of the gender diagnosis/baseline, and the facilitation of a 

dynamic and co-creative methodology for proposing and designing GEP actions. In a 

first phase, workshops were conducted with the GE Nodes Network as participants. 

In a second phase of the process, the GE Nodes Network organised another ten 

workshops in faculties with the participation of students, administrative staff, and 

academic and research staff. Based on the results of this process, the SUPERA team 

consolidated a draft GEP. In a third step, two focus groups and a meeting of the GE 

Follow-up Commission were held with key actors for the validation and prioritisation 

of the proposals to be included in the draft GEP.
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At CEU, co-creation workshops were organised with members of the academimc, 

adminsitrative and student body for the design of all the policies approved under the 

framework of SUPERA. These were not only a source of creative ideas, but also a way 

to promote a sense of ownership on the side of the participants of the GEP actions.

CES (University of Coimbra), organised a co-creation workshop on prevention of 

harassment and incident resolution. Participants were a mix of disciplines and 

profiles, including juridical expertise and decision-maker, but also students, survivors 

and bystanders. The chart below illustrates the pathway followed during the 

workshop. The blue blocks are the participatory techniques

Persona, a technique described below, were prepared by the facilitation team before 

the workshop. The journey map technique, also described below, was used to identify 

the “touchpoints” between different actors and each actor’s role at each touchpoint.

Expectations 
& 

Introductions

Plenary 
Discussion & 

Systematization
Evaluation

Legal 
Framework

Diagnostic 
Results & 

Key Concepts
Persona

Journey Map
Focused 

Brainstorm
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When the conditions are met, the core team can prepare the co-creation process, using Hub members 

to assist if relevant. Validating the preparation and getting assistance for the recruitment of 

participants in the co-creation process are in any case good reasons to involve the GE Hub.

For the preparation of a co-creation process, the items listed below are to be defined. These items are 

valid for a complex process, involving the organisation of multiple workshops, as it is valid for a single 

co-creation workshop.

Objectives:

The problem as well as the design challenge for the participants should be defined.

For the example mentioned above, the challenge is rather simple: “identify possible improvements for 

the external recruitment process for research/teaching positions”.

The problem and mission for the co-creation process must be very clearly defined, and should not be 

too ambitious. In the case of an ambitious and complex problem to solve, it is better to split the larger 

problem into sub-problems and organise various co-design workshops that will together solve the 

larger problem. 

Participants to recruit:

The number of participants is less important than their profile: look for diversity and for creativity. 

There is no interest in having passive participants. People should have ideas and be ready to express 

themselves, to play the creative game.

The diversity to be looked for depends on the subject. In the example, staff from HR is to be included, 

people who usually participate in the assessment, people who were recently hired and therefore 

experienced the process as a user. 

It is not the purpose to be ‘representative’ as quality is more important than quantity. Nevertheless, it is 

important to have a good balance in profiles across sex, age and potentially also types of job inside the 

institution.

It is good to include one or a few participants from outside the institution. Their expertise can be as 

a user of the type of process/problem analysed, or as an expert of the subject, including on gender 

equality. It will be the facilitator’s role to ensure that experts can act as ‘regular’ participants and that 

their expertise is not blocking others to express themselves. It makes good sense, especially in the 

context of a GEP, to always include one or more gender experts in a co-creation workshop.

As to the number of participants: there is no need for large groups. Six to eight seems to be a minimum 

to ensure some diversity in the group. Up to 18 can work but gets difficult to manage with only one 

facilitator. Large groups, like 18 or 24, are okay but only if it is possible to split in sub-groups for the 

4.2.2. Preparing a co-creation process
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more creative sessions. This requires facilities that allow to break up into smaller groups (e.g. in a 

large room where sub-groups can work in the corners). A second condition for larger groups is that 

there are enough facilitators, or that the exercises can be auto-facilitated (see below).

Duration:

Creative sessions can and should be short, but a co-creation process covers different steps as 

mentioned above and combines idea generation with other techniques. The solution is therefore to split 

the process in different workshops, each with a duration of a few hours and up to a minimum, even for 

rather simple problems, is probably 4 hours or half a day. The group has to go through different steps 

to be successful: warming up, producing ideas, screening them, getting insights and coming up with 

solutions. This is possible in a half-day workshop if well managed. If not, one should go for a longer 

workshop, or split into more workshop. A good approach is to have a first half-day workshop that is 

concentrating on generating ideas, and a second half-day workshop that works with these ideas to 

develop concrete solutions. Best is to work with the same group in such a case, to make it a common 

journey. A reason not to keep workshops and co-creation processes short, is to maintain energy levels 

high. Eight hours is a maximum, unless the programme allows for a variety of techniques, with more 

passive and more active sessions for the participants.

Guideline:

The tool for the facilitator of a co-creation workshop is a guideline describing the different steps and 

activities during the workshop.

A workshop is built up in phases that should each be explained briefly but clearly. The guideline is both 

an element of briefing for the facilitator and a ‘script’ during the workshop.

The introduction part is important as this sets the scene: why are we here, who are we (getting to 

know each other), what are the rules of the game, etc. It is always important to let participants speak 

and do something as soon as possible. This is to avoid they get in a “passive” mode. Having spoken 

and/or done something, creates a more “active” mode. It can sometimes be important to make sure 

all participants have a same level of knowledge. If so, it is better to avoid a lengthy introduction on 

the subject at the start as this creates a passive mode. Better is to send a brief before, or to build in 

information sharing after having “warmed up” the group.

The workshop itself should alternate different exercises and techniques, to keep both rhythm and 

energy. If the work is done in small groups, think in advance how best to split up the group so as to 

have balanced participation, while avoiding close colleagues being in the same group.

Alternate brainstorming exercises with more conceptual or analytical work (like drafting a journey map 

– see below).

The guideline should not only include clear instructions on the exercises, but also the type of material 
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needed: a poster, personas, …, even sticky notes.

It is also important to plan how you will close the workshop. How will you recapitulate? What do you 

promise participants in terms of feedback? Do not forget to thank all participants for their contributions 

and time.

Tools and techniques:

Deciding on the right techniques is a key element of success of a co-creation approach. It is also the 

essence of the content of the guideline for the facilitator.

It is advisable to use as much as possible posters for exercises. Posters allow to capture the main 

results and can be used afterwards as a concrete output of the workshop. They can be hung on the 

wall, allowing a group to have easy access and share more easily the work. They are a good way to 

share results of work of small groups in plenary. Again, these posters have to be thought of in advance 

and be adapted to the exercise at hand. Posters can provide a template for the type of result you expect 

to get out of the group.

Examples of techniques and the tools associated with them are provided in the next section.

Using posters for physical posters makes the transition to online workshops easier. The same posters 

can be used on the wall in a meeting room, and on a virtual white board used in online workshops (like 

Miro or Mural).

Stimulus material:

Creativity can be stimulated with visual material, examples of (good) practices, trend cards, even 

Lego® bricks. This material can help to express feelings, e.g. when making a mood board using 

pictures selected from magazines, or to get away from the more rational approach, or to help to 

imagine a story a person could experience. 

Personas allow to take some distance from the own experiences and perspectives, to imagine the 

feelings and experiences of the persona (see below).

Posters have the advantage to be physical outputs produced during the workshop. They are a good 

tool to capture in a structured way the ideas and thoughts expressed by participants. Their structuring 

allows for fast analysis and sharing of results, both between sub-groups during the workshop and after 

the co-creation process is finished. Well designed, a poster can help to stimulate the groups working in 

the Fab lab.
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This last section includes standardised descriptions of ten different techniques that have been 

successfully used by SUPERA partners in co-creation processes. They serve different purposes and 

have different levels of complexity. 

• The Meta-plan approach was used by RAS to develop the GEP with their GE Hub (which included 

external stakeholders – see above). 

• UCM selected a technique inspired on the World Cafés to run the series of more than ten workshops 

throughout the university to transform results of the initial diagnosis into potential actions for the 

GEP. 

4.2.3. Tools and techniques to use in a co-creation process

CES/UC organised an online Fab lab to find innovative solutions for promoting the reconciliation 

of work/study and life in UC, responding to the lack of work-life (&study-life) balance diagnosed 

in the SUPERA baseline assessment and to the new challenges arising from the COVID-19 

pandemic identified in the COVID-19 survey. The Fab Lab “Conciliation between work/study 

and personal and family life”, was an opportunity for discussion, sharing of experiences and 

collective exploration of intervention possibilities in order to improve the reconciliation between 

professional or student life and personal life.

- 23 people participated in the co-creation session, representing the different groups of the 

UC community (students, operational/administrative/technical staff, professors, researchers, and 

managers).

Co-creation techniques used: Personas a and lotus blossom

1. In the first step of co-creation, Persona technique was used. In this exercise, participants 

were divided into 5 working groups and were invited to create 5 personas representing different 

staff/academic profiles (identified by the SUPERA team beforehand). The collective design of 

personas enabled the construction of several hypothetical scenarios, meeting the differentiated 

characteristics and needs of the various profiles of the academic community. The results of this 

technique allowed analysis of problems and potential solutions from different perspectives and 

served as a basis for the second participatory exercise.

2. Once the problems of work/life balance and their implications were identified for 

each Persona, the Lotus Blossom technique was used to generate solutions around the main 

problems. In the same groups, participants were asked to work on the problems previously 

identified in order to obtain and operationalize possible solutions.
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• The set of Personas has been developed by all the core teams together. The exercise aimed at 

learning how to develop personas. Each team that later used the persona technique developed their 

own personas (in their own language), linked to the situation of their institution and the theme of 

the workshop in which they were used. The set of generic personas developed initially is included in 

appendix 2

• The journey map technique has been applied by different partners to improve recruitment 

processes.

CES/UC applied the World Cafe technique during a virtual workshop with the Gender Equality 

Focal Points in the organic units of the University of Coimbra. Aiming at planning the GE 

measures to implement in the university, participants were divided into small groups and invited 

to explore questions and issues associated to the operationalization, implementation and 

sustainability of a number of selected actions. As the session was held in an online format and 

had a participatory nature, two platforms were used in parallel:  one for video/audio - Zoom-, 

and a collaborative whiteboard platform - MIRO -enabling remote participants to communicate 

and collaborate across formats and tools. Although the online format turned the session more 

demanding for facilitators and more challenging for participants who were introduced to new 

ways of communicating, organising thoughts and documenting ideas, the results more than 

compensated the efforts in adjusting to a new way of working together. By moving participants 

around the MIRO room, the conversations at each table were cross-fertilised with ideas from 

other tables, resulting in the contextualized collective understanding of the implementation 

process of each gender equality measure under discussion (procedures to adopt, needed 

resources, actors/entities to involve, ways to assuring continuity, foreseen obstacles and 

ways of overcoming them, etc.), which was built upon different experiences and institutional 

backgrounds. Besides being good at generating ideas, sharing knowledge, and exploring action 

in actual institutional situations, the World Cafe delivered an inclusive and relaxed atmosphere, 

deeper relationships and mutual collaboration and ownership of the process of institutional 

change towards gender equality. 
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4.2.3. Tools and techniques to use in a co-creation process
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4.2.3. Tools and techniques to use in a co-creation process

The set of 
generic personas 
developed initially 
is included in 
appendix 2
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REFERENCES

The Design Council about the double diamond, with step-by-step explanations:  

https://www.designcouncil.org.uk/news-opinion/design-process-what-double-diamond

Design toolkits:

• Design Kit by Ideo, explaining methods for human-centred design:  

http://www.designkit.org/methods

• Service design: downloads for templates and posters corresponding to techniques:  

http://www.servicedesigntoolkit.org/downloads.html

• Design Thinking for Educators: explanations and freely downloadable toolkit:  

https://designthinkingforeducators.com/

• Service Design Tools, communication methods supporting design processes:  

http://www.servicedesigntools.org/ 

• Toolkit from ACT project: https://geincee.act-on-gender.eu/tools/toolkits 

Change management models:

• An overview of 8 change management models, with references:  

https://www.process.st/change-management-models/ 

• An overview of 6 change management models:  

https://tallyfy.com/change-management-models/ 
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Examples of personas
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Appendix. Examples of personas
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