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Project Juno is an award scheme run by the Institute of Physics to 
recognise and reward physics higher education departments that are 
making progress in addressing the under-representation of women  
at all levels in university physics. Project Juno has been running for five 
years and, at the time of the evaluation exercise, there were 33 physics 
departments in the UK and Ireland involved in some way. There are 
three levels of award: Supporter (19 departments fell into this category 
at the time of the evaluation), Practitioner (eight departments) and 
Champion (six departments).

In May 2013, the Institute commissioned an independent evaluation 
of Project Juno to understand the impact that it has had on higher 
education physics departments that have participated in the scheme. 
The evaluation involved analysis of both qualitative and quantitative 
data: 
●● a review of statistical evidence;
●● surveys of staff in Juno and non-Juno departments, of Juno leads  
in departments and of heads of both Juno and non-Juno departments;
●● focus groups with staff and PDRs in five Juno departments. 

Sean McWhinnie, of Oxford Research & Policy, was commissioned 
to carry out the quantitative data analysis and the analysis of the 
questionnaires. CChange Partnership were commissioned to undertake 
the focus group element of the evaluation. Both Sean and CChange 
have written individual reports for the Institute, on which this report  
is based. 

Introduction

1
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2.1. Aim of the evaluation
The aim of the evaluation was to help identify 
whether Project Juno has helped to raise the 
profile of gender issues in physics higher 
education departments, to identify any 
improvements that the institute could make 
to Project Juno in the future and to enable the 
Institute to provide better support for departments 
in any future applications that they may make.

The evaluation sought to address the following  
key questions:  
●● Why do departments engage with Juno? 
●● What is the knowledge, understanding and 
perception of the Juno principles?
●● What difference, if any, has Juno made to 
departments? 
●● In what other ways have departments 
benefited?
●● What are the current gaps in the Juno scheme?
●● Are there perceived differences between Juno 
and Athena SWAN? 
●● What are the factors that enable and inhibit 
engagement with Juno?

2.2. Method
The evaluation was conducted in three stages:

Review of the data on physics staff and 
students
A quantitative analysis of the Higher Education 
Statistics Agency (HESA) staff, student and 
destinations of leavers from higher education 
(DLHE) datasets, and a quantitative analysis of 
data from the University and College Admissions 
Service (UCAS) data on applications and 
acceptances to physics and astronomy degree 
courses.

Surveys of staff in higher education physics 
departments
Four questionnaires were sent to higher education 
physics departments: 
●● A survey of all physics staff, regardless of the 
level of involvement or non-involvement in 
Project Juno (all staff survey).

●● A survey of Juno leads – i.e. those nominated 
departmental contacts for Project Juno.
●● A survey of heads of departments in Juno-active 
departments.
●● A survey of heads of department in non-Juno 
departments.
The surveys were distributed via physics 

departments who had indicated, by way of e-mail 
to the head of department, that they were willing 
to participate in the evaluation exercise. The 
survey for physics staff was distributed to staff in 
15 departments (out of 56 in the UK and Ireland). 
The survey of Juno leads was distributed to 33 
named individuals who were the nominated Juno 
contact for that department. Those for heads of 
departments were distributed to all UK and Ireland 
heads of physics departments, with two different 
surveys for those whose departments were 
engaged in Juno and those who were not. 

Focus groups
Focus groups were held with five departments who 
had engaged with Project Juno at different levels. 
Departments were initially asked, as part of the 
staff survey, whether they would be interested 
in taking part in focus groups with the intention 
of then selecting a range of those engaging at 
different levels. Practicalities relating to the 
delivery timescale and staff availability resulted 
in groups being held with five departments. Two of 
the five departments had very recently submitted 
applications (May 2013), one for Practitioner and 
one for Champion status; two had submitted for 
Practitioner in November 2012 and the fifth had 
already achieved Champion status. To achieve 
this, the intention was to conduct three focus 
groups in each department with:
●● PDRAs.
●● Female staff.
●● Members of the Juno Committee or equivalent.
Challenges related to staff availability and 

the need to gain the views of staff at all levels 
necessitated some flexibility in the delivery 
process. The methods used, and participants 
(anonymised) are summarised in Appendix A.

Evaluation process
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Data were analysed for physics cost-centre staff, 
and physics and astronomy students drawn from 
the HESA student and destinations of leavers from 
higher education (DLHE) datasets1 and student 
data from the University and College Admissions 
Service (UCAS)2. All data tables are in  
Appendix B. 

3.1. Staff HESA data
Between 2007/08 and 2011/12 the proportion 
of permanent academic staff who were female in 
physics cost centres rose from 11.2% to 15.6%. 
The proportion of professors who were female 
rose from 5.4% to 7.0%, senior lecturers/lecturers 
who were female rose from 14.8% to 20.3% and 
researchers who were female rose from 17.3% to 
19.2%. In 2011/12, there were 325.5 FTE female 
permanent academic staff and 405.3 FTE female 
researchers.

Within each Juno status group (Supporter, 
Practitioner or Champion) there was a great deal 
of individual variation by department, but overall 
there was no clear relationship between the Juno 
status of departments and the proportion of staff 
who were female (table1). 

3.2. Student HESA data
For all students, the proportion of female first-
degree students essentially remained the same 
across the time period in question, at between 
21% and 22%. Generally, there is no clear pattern 
of increase or fall in the proportion of female 
first-year, first-degree students by Juno status of 
departments (table 2). 

Data on first-year doctoral students studying 
physics and/or astronomy are shown in table 3 
(all domiciles) and table 4 (UK domiciles). From 
2005/06 to 2010/11 the proportion of female 
doctoral students varied between about 22% and 
26%, but, as with undergraduate students, there 
was no clear pattern of increase or decrease in the 
proportion of female first-year doctoral students 
by Juno status of department.

Data on the main activities of first-degree 
physics and astronomy graduates six months 

after completing their courses by Juno status of 
department and gender for 2005/06 to 2010/11 
combined are shown in table 5. There were no 
discernible differences in the patterns of main 
activity by Juno status. The nature of whether 
the roles undertaken by first-degree physics 
and astronomy graduates were STEM-related or 
not are presented in table 6. Overall, of those 
who were in full- or part-time work, women were 
more likely than men to enter non-STEM roles 
six months after completing their courses. Once 
again there were no clear patterns by the Juno 
status of the graduates’ departments.

Overall. there were no clear differences by Juno 
status of departments between the main activities 
or in the patterns of employment of first-degree 
graduates six months after completing their 
courses. As time goes on and the Juno Project 
becomes more embedded it might be that the 
gender differences reduce in the more active 
departments.

3.3. Student UCAS data
The applications to physics and astronomy 
courses by institution between 2008 and 
2012 are shown in table 7. Over the five years 
under consideration, the number of applicants 
increased by about 9400, from 17,580 to 26,975, 
an increase of 53%. The proportion of female 
applicants overall changed little from 20.6% 
in 2008 to 20.8% in 2012. There was no clear 
pattern in the proportion of applications from 
females and there was no obvious correlation 
between the Juno status of a department and the 
proportion of applications from females. The total 
number of acceptances, which are presented in 
table 8, increased from around 3440 to 4555, an 
increase of 1115, 32%. The proportion of female 
acceptances varied from year to year and, over 
the period of time under consideration, fell from 
21.3% to 20.8%. Again there was no obvious 
overall correlation between the Juno status of a 
department and the proportion of acceptances 
from females.    

Findings of the analysis of HESA  
and UCAS data

1 For more information about HESA 
data and its caveats, visit  
www.hesa.ac.uk.
2 In the raw data for individual 
institutions, categories that include 
fewer than three are suppressed. 
For the purposes of the analysis, 
these data are replaced by “1” in 
each case. Inevitably, this will lead 
to small inaccuracies in the numbers 
presented in the tables.  

http://www.hesa.ac.uk/
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4.1. Awareness of Juno
Respondents to the all-staff survey were asked 
about their awareness of Project Juno. In general, 
there was a high level of awareness of Juno across 
all departments, although 23% of respondents in 
departments who were involved in Juno reported 
that they were “not sure” if their department was 
involved in Juno or that they “had never heard” 
of Project Juno, and 14% of respondents in Juno 
Champion departments reported one or other of 
these. Only 11% of staff in non-Juno departments 
reported that they had never heard of Project 
Juno, demonstrating that even where departments 
were not directly involved in Juno, there was still a 
general level of awareness of the project. 

Juno leads and Juno heads of departments 
were asked how long their department had been 
involved with Juno. Three departments with 
Champion status had been involved with Juno for 

five years or more, 
and three Supporter 
departments had 
also been involved 

with Juno for five years or more. Therefore, while 
some departments had progressed to Practitioner 
and Champion status, other departments 
appeared to have made little progress in terms 
of successful Juno applications, despite being 
involved in the Juno Project for a number of years.

In the focus groups, questions about knowledge 
of Juno and the levels of involvement were 
asked at the PDRA and women’s focus groups. 
These questions were not appropriate for Juno 
Committee members, given their role and remit in 
the Juno process. 

The focus group work found that, at PDRA level, 
there was widely differing knowledge of Project 
Juno, even though the focus groups had been 
self-selecting. In general, PDRAs were unable to 
give any detail about the scheme’s framework. 
One participant knew that it was based on five 
principles, but couldn’t name or describe them. 

Where PDRAs had knowledge of Juno, this had 
been gained through a variety of mechanisms, 
for example, through their departmental website, 
departmental newsletter, e-mails containing 
links to other gender initiatives, conferences and 
events, and images of women in these media. 
The visibility of the Juno Champion was also 

key, as well as other high-profile female figures 
in departments. PDRAs in three departments 
were members of Equality and Diversity or Juno 
Committees and, as expected, they had much 
better knowledge of Juno. Of the PDRAs who were 
not committee members, only one person was 
able to identify Juno as an Institute of Physics 
(IOP) scheme. 

PDRAs did not express with confidence the 
level of award that their department held. This 
lack of involvement was attributed to short-term 
contracts and their existing full commitments 
to completing their research and their teaching 
responsibilities.

In the women-only groups, in three of the five 
departments, the levels of knowledge were high. 
All three were able to describe the aim of Juno to 
increase the numbers of women in physics and 
knew that it was IOP. However, two departments, 
both at Practitioner level, thought that the level of 
awareness was at best patchy and at worst almost 
non-existent. 

4.2. Motivations for engaging with Juno
In the surveys, Juno leads and Juno heads were 
asked who initiated their department’s Juno 
activities. Some indicated more than one person, 
but most commonly Juno work was initiated by 
either the previous or current head of department. 
11 out of 18 heads reported that they or a 
previous head had initiated the work. 

There was a range of opinion about the key 
drivers for involvement with Juno within the 
focus groups, although clear themes emerged. 
These included intentions to address the gender 
imbalance and to develop good practice for 
everyone in the department, alongside external 
drivers such as signalling commitment to a range 
of stakeholders, maintaining reputation and 
meeting expectations of funding bodies.

All departments, to varying degrees, identified 
engagement with Juno as a means of indicating 
their commitment to principles, and practice, of 
equality and fairness. For one department, who 
felt that they were already committed to equality, 
the key reason for engaging was to gain official 
recognition. PDRAs were more likely to talk about 
the importance of indicating to potential students 
that there was no gender bias and one group 

Findings of the surveys and focus groups

4

It’s not embedded yet. Large gaps  
in terms of awareness remain.
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4: Findings of the surveys and focus groups

reported that parents often asked at open days 
about the gender mix. Male PDRAs also identified 
that they would interpret engagement with Juno as 
an indicator of good practice more generally.

“When you’re applying for a job, if the 
department says that it has these awards you 
feel that you can step up and be freer to ask for 
something e.g. part-time work. If it proactively 
supports part-time options it’s a good way to get 
more talented people – men and women. Once 
that’s on the table you feel more comfortable 
about asking about other needs.”

Juno Committees in three departments 
reported that an aspect of engaging with Juno was 
to avoid being left behind in a changing external 
environment that recognised the need to do 
something about the gender imbalance. Groups in 
several departments identified gaining the award 
or the badge as a motivation, with some women 
identifying this as more likely to be a driver for 
male colleagues and a danger that it would be 
regarded as box-ticking or getting the badge.

Groups in all departments identified moves 
by funding bodies to require departments to 
demonstrate a commitment to gender equality 
as a key driver for departments to engage with 
Juno (or Athena SWAN). Each of the departments 
consulted had begun their engagement prior 
to these moves, hence it had not been their 
initial motivation. However, participants in all 
departments commented that the changing 
external environment, particularly regarding 
funding, would leave departments little choice but 
to gain public recognition of their commitment to 
gender equality.

PDRAs were more likely to speak of the 
importance of positive female role models and the 
need to signal to potential students that there was 
no bias. They emphasised that younger people 
particularly expect this and it was noticeable 
that young men in different groups spoke of the 
improved atmosphere in a mixed gender group: it 
makes a big difference to social relations; to how 
you behave as a group. 

All committees identified that the Juno process 
provided a route to developing good practice and 
an organisational culture that would benefit both 
male and female staff. 

“The embedding of existing good practice was 
a key point of motivation particularly at a point of 
rapid growth; that a positive culture is maintained 
and is not dependent on existing staff in post.”

Women in all departments also identified that 

good practice identified in the Juno principles 
would lead to a more positive working culture 
for men as well as women. This was used as a 
strategy to pre-empt potential resistance or as a 
better sell when there are so few women here. 

4.3. Data collection
Data collection and disaggregation by gender 
underpins the Juno process, so staff in the 
surveys were asked about their knowledge of data 
collection within the department.

Overall only one-third of staff respondents 
knew that both staff and student data were 
collected and monitored and, even in Champion 
departments, this only rose to 43% overall. As 
would be expected given the requirements of 
Project Juno, leads in all four Champion status 
departments and in all six Practitioner status 
departments reported that staff data are 
collected and monitored.

Similarly, in the focus groups, the benefits 
of data collection were most noticeable in the 
Champion departments. 

“It is noticeable that most committees are 
informed by Juno. 
All data are gender 
disaggregated 
and discussed e.g. 
admissions, recruitment, seminar speakers, 
outreach, everything. When anything is discussed 
gender is part of it, including the refurbishment of 
the building .”

Although universally cited as being extremely 
difficult due to the centralised nature of 
universities’ HR functions, the focus groups 
expressed that Juno gave departments the 
impetus, confidence and reason to request 
the data they needed for the applications. 
The data were then used to identify areas 
where interventions were needed. Across all 
departments, the systems were now in place for 
data collection and are all used on a regular basis. 
One department in their request for a rigorous 
data-collection platform ended up with a system 
being implemented across the whole university.

4.4. Discussion of gender equality  
in committees
When asked in the survey, just under half of all 
staff respondents (47%) thought that gender 
equality was discussed in departmental 
committees, although more than 90% of 
respondents in Juno Champion and Practitioners 

When colleagues ask, I emphasise 
the general good practice. 
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4: Findings of the surveys and focus groups

departments stated that gender equality was 
discussed regularly. All of the Juno leads in the 
Champion departments reported that gender 
equality was discussed at all staff meetings, but 
only six out of 17 leads overall reported that it was 
discussed regularly by the senior management 
team. When heads of departments were asked 
this question, 18 out of 20 heads reported that 
gender equality was discussed regularly, eight 
reported that it was discussed in the senior 
management team regularly and nine out of 20 
heads reported that it was regularly discussed 
at all staff departmental meetings. The majority 
of all respondents across the categories (staff, 
leads, head) said that it was not widely discussed 
regularly by committees other than those 
committees specifically charged with diversity 
responsibilities.

The focus groups highlighted the benefits of 
creating a formal structure such as a committee 
that was responsible for the Juno application as 
key in ensuring that commitment became actions. 
Two departments set up Equality Committees as 

a direct result of 
their involvement 
with Juno. These 
committees 
oversaw the 

application process and were seen as embedding 
the drive towards implementing good gender 
equality practice. By having a standing 
committee, with a clear remit, this went some 
way to preventing any difficulties that having a 
new, less-supportive, head of department could 
bring. This embedding of the Juno structure was 
also commented on by one recent Champion 
department where the Juno committee will 
cease and will become the Equality and Diversity 
Committee so will operate not just in the context 
of an award.

4.5. Perceived benefits and changes 
arising from Juno
All of the surveys asked various questions around 
the benefits of Project Juno. In the “all staff” 
survey, respondents were asked to select up to 
three benefits from a prescribed list; of the 107 
respondents who answered the question, 31 
chose three or more benefits, 18 two benefits, and 
59 a single benefit. The most frequently selected 
benefits were an increase in overall visibility of 
women in the department (41%), better working 
practices for all staff (37%), better recruitment 

practices for all staff (34%) and better promotions 
practices for all staff (21%). There were no clear 
differences between the staff in different Juno 
status departments. 

Juno leads were asked, via a free-text box, 
to specify the most beneficial change in their 
department as a result of Project Juno. Many 
different reasons were given, including awareness 
of staff and senior management in women in STEM 
issues, discussion on gender issues within the 
department and visibility of female staff. 

Heads were asked to specify, first, the most 
beneficial change for them as head of department 
from being involved in Juno and, second, the most 
beneficial change for their staff. They were also 
given a free-text box to do this. Heads outlined 
a range of benefits, but the overarching theme 
was that Juno has provided a vehicle to raise 
awareness and improved working practices. In 
respect of the benefits for staff, heads suggested 
that changes demonstrated to staff a more caring 
and inclusive atmosphere. A small number of 
heads felt that it was too early to identify any 
specific benefits yet.

In the focus groups, three departments 
articulated clearly that Juno had brought 
substantial improvement in awareness of gender-
equality issues and the benefits of having more 
women in the department. It was stated that 
both men and women were now “having these 
conversations”. Committee members in particular 
felt that awareness had been improved throughout 
their departments. Women generally, across 
all departments, noted that gender-equality 
concerns were now discussed more readily, 
particularly by those who had been working in 
academic physics for many years. The majority 
of PDRAs had rather low levels of awareness, but 
there were some notable exceptions who had 
been directly involved in the submission process 
as members of the relevant committees. 

Juno was viewed by all five departments as a 
vehicle to communicate to external stakeholders 
that a commitment had been made to eliminate 
prejudice. Not only does having a Juno award send 
out a message about good practice within the 
department, but it was also seen as the right thing 
to do. This was strongly expressed by one PDRA 
group in particular. At a department that was 
undertaking both Juno and Athena applications 
at the same time, the process highlighted that 
the voice of PDRAs was not being heard and led 
directly to the setting up of the Research Staff 

It’s a conscience. The head of the 
committee will say “Have you done 
this?” There’s someone looking at it.
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4: Findings of the surveys and focus groups

Forum. Another department had also set up a 
postdoctoral forum as part of their Juno action 
plan and this had led to improvements in the 
PDRA’s induction process.

All departments had revised their recruitment 
literature, web pages and open-day material to 
ensure that more women were visible. Women 
ambassadors were prominent on open days 
to show prospective students around. Two 
departments said that they had put a lot of work 
into this due to Juno. Two others asserted that this 
good practice had already existed, but that Juno 
had focused efforts more closely on it. 

For the recruitment of academic staff, 
two departments said that wording on job 
advertisements had been changed to encourage 
applications from women. One Practitioner 
department was still trying to get their university 
to put this in place. Another department said that 
Juno had enabled them to request headhunting 
and shortlisting statistics from central HR 
functions and was helping them to overcome the 
resistance that they were still facing. 

Other specific examples of beneficial change 
included a student diversity event, talks on 
gendered aspects of research, mandatory 
diversity training for new staff, equality and 
diversity training for chairs of recruitment panels, 
and training for all new managers. More practical 
changes included: changing performance 
reviews to being conducted only by the head of 
department, introducing promotions workshops, 
introducing more formal flexible working, and 
introducing a mentoring scheme for PDRAs. 
And finally, as part of the Juno and Athena 
application process, a department had installed a 
breastfeeding room, after much opposition. 

4.6. Improving the representation and 
visibility of women
Seven out of 22 leads and eight out of 17 heads 
believed that there had been a noticeable 
difference in the overall visibility of women since 
their department had been involved in Juno, 
including three out of four heads of Juno Champion 
departments. Most other respondents said that it 
was too early to tell. 

The most commonly selected reason for the 
noticeable difference by both heads and leads 
was “increase in the number of female academic 
appointments”. The second most selected reason 
by heads was “increase in the number of female 
academics securing promotion” and by leads it 

was “increase in the number of female seminar 
speakers”. 

In the focus groups, four departments said that 
they had seen an increase in female academic 
staff, but there was uncertainty about whether 
it could be claimed as a direct causal link with 
Juno. It was felt that 
it was more to do 
with the effects of 
raising awareness 
and the development 
of good practice 
within departments. One department, after a 
gap of many years, had recently seen a four-fold 
increase in the number of female staff due to a 
re-structuring, which had enhanced the visibility 
of women within the department. Another 
department had appointed two female professors, 
but again felt it was unclear if this was related to 
Juno. 

Since engaging with the Juno process, one 
department had seen an increase in female 
undergraduate numbers and, they believed, 
a related increase in masters students. The 
atmosphere in some laboratories was described 
as good with female students and staff “popping 
in”. 

In the focus group, it was noted that a difference 
was felt in a Champion department where there 
had been the appointment of women in key senior 
roles. This gave a very visible message of equality 
and that promotion is available to both genders. 
This was noted at PDRA level.

Where research groups had been able 
to increase their number of female PDRAs, 
particularly within astronomy, this had a positive 
impact on new members joining the group.

All five departments had considered female 
career progression as part of their Juno action 
plans. New actions that 
had been implemented 
included workshops 
on the promotion 
process, interview skills 
particularly aimed at 
PDRAs and improving 
the appraisal process. 
“We have lost a number 
of very talented people and don’t want to keep 
doing that. Two or three female members left 
and have built successful academic careers 
elsewhere, which they could have had here.”
“Juno has had a huge impact: our promotion 

It gave us proper representation 
and helped us as researchers to 
feel more valued, that our voices 
can be heard. 

You can see the promotion level, it’s 
very obvious. It gives a message of 
equality, just feels good, that women 
can do it based on capability, that 
promotion is open to any gender, if 
you’re good you can be there.
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panels now have to have a female panel member; 
we make statements about positively welcoming 
applications from women; and if we are recruiting 
we try to advertise more than one vacancy at a 
time because single positions are largely filled by 
men.”

4.7. Improving departmental culture  
for all
All respondents to the staff survey were asked to 
rate a number of practices in their department. 
The results are presented in table 9, in  
Appendix C. Although the numbers of 
respondents are too small to draw firm 
conclusions, overall, respondents in Juno 
Champion departments rated the departmental 
practice more highly than respondents from 
Juno Supporter departments and non-Juno 
departments.  

The biggest difference in the rating of 
departmental practices between Champion 
status departments and Supporter departments 
(as assessed by comparing the sum of the 
proportions for excellent and good ratings) were 
found for the appraisal system for academic 
staff, the appraisal system for postdoctoral staff, 
the arrangements for staff cover during career 
breaks, sabbaticals and/or maternity leave, 
and the guidance for all potential applicants for 
promotion.

Across all focus groups, it was noted that there 
had been a beneficial impact on the culture of 
the department. This included creating a positive 
work environment to encourage people to stay, 
helping to attract the best people to work in the 
department and seeking to get equality and 
diversity awareness embedded at all levels.

“It has beneficial effects on our culture – an 
ongoing process and culture of monitoring 
change.”  

4.8. The longer-term impact of Juno
Overall, 38% of respondents to the staff survey 
(48% in Champion departments) believed that 
Juno has had a lasting effect in their department, 
but 58% (35% in Champion departments) 
believed that it was too early to tell. 12 out of 23 
leads and 12 out of 21 heads felt that it was too 
early to tell, but eight leads (including three out of 
four from Juno Champion departments) and nine 
heads (also including three out of four from Juno 
Champion departments), felt that there had been 
a lasting impact.  

In all focus groups, the results of Juno were 
expected to be seen in the long term with the 
appointment of more junior women creating a 
more gender-balanced department and that 
having the infrastructures of equality committees 
and staff forums in place will help this happen. All 
three Practitioner departments knew that further 
changes were needed to address the numbers of 
women working in their department, and within 
their research groups in particular. One member 
of a women-only focus group was more negative 
and thought that Juno would not impact on how 
research groups are run and only by threatening 
their research funding would their behaviours start 
to change. 

4.9. The main challenges to Juno
Juno leads and heads were asked what they 
thought were the most significant challenges in 
taking forward Juno in their departments. 

15 out of 21 of the leads and 12 out of 23 heads 
indicated that the most significant challenge was 
a lack of time to carry out the work. The next most 
frequently cited challenge by leads, was a lack of 
administrative support. Lack of time was cited by 
all four leads from Champion departments.  

As part of the focus groups, all departments 
noted the extent of the time and resources 
required to engage with the Juno scheme, 
particularly in the early stages. Several 
departments identified the commitment of the 
head of department, and hence agreement to 
allocate resources, as instrumental in its success. 

“You need the head of department with you for 
resource, space – both physical and intellectual. 
Head of departments have a lot of power, 
but hopefully the framework does embed the 
practice so a change to a less-supportive head of 
department should have less impact now.”

Recognition for work was also a significant 
challenge. In the surveys, leads were asked 
whether they had been recognised by their 
department in some way for their work on Project 
Juno. Only four out of 21 leads reported that they 
had not been recognised for their work on Project 
Juno, although five of the other 17 were not sure. 
10 leads indicated that their work was taken 
into account in their department’s workload-
allocation model, six reported that their profile 
had risen within their department and five that 
they had used their Juno work in making a case for 
promotion.  

12 heads (out of 20) also reported that Juno 
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work was included in the department’s workload-
allocation model. Eight heads reported that 
the Juno leads’ profiles had been raised. Five 
heads reported that the Juno leads’ work was not 
recognised and six heads reported that they were 
not sure how the work is recognised.  

Through the focus groups, three departments 
specifically acknowledged that the majority of 
the work of the Juno process fell on either one 
woman (in two instances) or a few women to drive 
it forward. One described how the key female 
driver had lost ground in terms of her own career 
progression because of the amount of time and 
effort put into the Juno process. For another, 
this had had a detrimental impact on her health 
due to the workload and the level of resistance 
encountered. 

“I’m aware that women are overly burdened by 
the Athena SWAN/Juno administration. This leads 
to worries that it’s an awful lot of women doing 
this; that women are taking on the nurturing role 
for changing the departments but this doesn’t in 
turn lead into or create permanent roles for them.”  
(Male head of department)

Some women had made a decision not to get 
involved with Juno because they did not want 
to get “tarred with that brush” or because they 
doubted that there was sufficient commitment to 
deliver lasting change. Another female academic 
described being bullied into the Juno role and 
several male and female academics commented 
that womens’ careers had been adversely affected 
because of the time dedicated to Juno. The 
emotional impact of the process was discussed by 
one Juno Committee.

One of the womens’ groups suggested that 
the make-up of the Juno Committee should be 
considered by the IOP as part of the Juno process 
to ensure a reasonable gender break-down and 
involvement of senior staff members. 

Finally, what the “badge” actually meant was 
questioned by two departments and the impact 
this would have, particularly on undergraduate 
recruitment. The term “badge” was used by one 
institution to imply that not all departments would 
share the same motivation to effect cultural 
change and would be using the Juno Award merely 
as a trophy. 

“There’s a sense that the university is no more 
committed to Juno than to other initiatives – REF 
dominates everything.”

4.10. Value: the worth of the Juno Award
Generally the focus groups highlighted that 
Juno, delivered by IOP, was valued as a scheme 
that understands and relates to a physics-
specific context that 
compares “like with 
like”. As an IOP and 
departmental scheme, 
Juno was seen to 
have credibility and influence to effect change 
within the department. The opportunity for IOP to 
showcase good practice and to promote learning 
between departments was valued. However, there 
appeared to be room for further development 
in this area. For some people, it was important 
that their professional body was taking action to 
promote equality.

“I find it easier to push an IOP scheme. We trust 
it; we are Fellows of IOP.”

Four of the Juno Committees said that they 
would recommend other departments engaging 
with Juno, the fifth 
felt that it was not 
for them to make 
recommendations to 
other departments.

There was comment from two departments 
that they felt that IOP as an institute did not 
fully promote the Juno Project within its own 
membership and should take more opportunity to 
do so, e.g. at annual meetings.

4.11. Suggestions for improvements to 
the scheme 
Groups generally felt that the scheme principles 
covered the key attributes and did not need 
amending, but that further clarity on how 
to evidence these would be helpful. Two 
departments suggested that Juno could require 
departments to demonstrate how they are taking 
positive action to increase the participation 
of women, for example, steps taken to identify 
women applicants for posts. Other suggestions 
were to require evidence of how each research 
group was promoting equality, and to request data 
on ethnicity and evidence of actions to increase 
participation of minority ethnic women. 

Each of the committee groups discussed, 
to different degrees, the extent to which Juno 
could be engaged with as a box-ticking exercise. 
There was agreement that it was important that 
the scheme was rigorous and testing, and most 
groups felt that Juno was genuinely seeking to 

It’s ironic that it’s almost built into 
the process that this work falls 
disproportionately on women.

Juno is subject-specific. It gives  
it strength.
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promote change and did not simply aim to provide 
a route to a “badge”. Recent moves by funding 
bodies to seek evidence of gender-equality 
good practice was viewed positively if rigour was 
maintained. Participants in several different 
departments felt that the link to funding was a key 
way, perhaps the only way, to engage some staff. 

“For those who just want the badge, do they 
just pay lip service? Does it really reflect the 
culture? I’m actually quite impressed that we 
failed, actually really impressed, you don’t just fill 
in a form and put it on your website. It’s got to be 
difficult, and be scrutinised properly. “

The clarity of guidance was raised by each of 
the committee groups, with various members 
identifying that they were unsure of what was 
required at both Practitioner and Champion level.

The guidance and instructions needs to be 
clearer, more explicit, less vague. IOP says that we 
can ask but we don’t know what questions to ask. 

Several departments commented on difficulties 
with knowing how to 
evidence good practice 
and how to use statistics 
meaningfully when the 
numbers of women 

were extremely small. Participants in different 
departments suggested that it would be useful 
if successful applications were made public to 
enable learning.

“It would be good to see what is required to 
meet the evaluation points. Perhaps we could see 
other people’s applications – even if anonymised 
to see what works in that particular section.” 

Even though each Committee identified ways 
in which the process could be improved, there 
was an overall sense that people accepted 
that engagement in any such scheme, and its 
consequent commitment to creating lasting 
change, would require rigorous data collection 
and investment of time and resources. Each of the 
departments also identified the process itself of 
gathering data, analysing results and identifying 
actions as a key benefit of the scheme.

4.12. Support from IOP
In the survey, leads were asked their views of 
the support for Project Juno provided by IOP. On 
the whole, across all areas, most leads either 
thought that support was about right, or they were 

not aware of specific support. Small numbers 
of leads felt that there was too little support in 
a number of areas; no leads felt that there was 
too much support in any area. Leads feel that 
overall support from IOP for Project Juno was at an 
appropriate level, however, communication of the 
details of support needed to be improved.

Each committee group described useful 
support gained from the Institute prior to applying 
and helpful feedback gained on drafts and 
submissions. One department commented that 
this support had improved over the course of 
the scheme. Visits were particularly valued for 
their constructive approach, useful feedback, 
guidance, knowledgeable staff and a sense that 
people were being helped to improve practice.

“It [the visit] was very helpful and it felt like we 
were being helped towards something, rather than 
an examination.”

“The most positive thing about the Champion 
process was the visit, but we had already done 
a draft by then. It would be good to have two 
visits – one at the beginning and one after the 
draft. The people were good; there was an open 
conversation rather than feeling like a test. It 
didn’t feel like part of the decision. They pointed 
out our weaknesses and it strengthened our 
application.”

Several departments were unclear about exactly 
what support could be accessed. Some wondered 
whether they could request a visit or ask for an 
early draft submission to be reviewed, and others 
felt that Juno could be promoted more at IOP 
workshops. One department commented that 
given that Juno is subject-specific they expected 
more explicit guidance and support from IOP. 
They explained that their Athena SWAN office 
was prodding them to draft an application and 
providing them with updates and comparisons 
with other departments, and that IOP could 
do more to promote Juno. This influenced their 
decision regarding pursuing Juno further.

“How do I decide which proposal to write next? 
Juno or Athena SWAN? A key factor would be 
support. My tendency is to go for SWAN because I 
have university support.”

Another department suggested that a template 
with national average data, provided by IOP, would 
be very helpful.

It’s worth the hard work. It lets  
you see the holes and why they  
are happening.
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4.13. Engagement with Athena SWAN
When staff-survey respondents were asked 
about their department’s and their university’s 
involvement with Athena SWAN, there was 
a variety of opinions as to an individual 
department’s engagement, highlighting a general 
lack of awareness about Athena SWAN. There 
was no clear relationship between, for example, 
those respondents who had not heard of Juno and 
had not heard of Athena SWAN, or were not sure 
of their department’s involvement with Juno and 
were not sure of their department’s involvement in 
Athena SWAN. However, a higher number of staff-
survey respondents reported never having heard 
of Athena SWAN (38) than Juno (22) (refer to 
table 10, in Appendix D). 

When Juno leads and heads of departments 
were asked about their department’s involvement 
in Athena SWAN, there was again some confusion 
about the level of involvement at the university 
and departmental levels, with four heads (out 
of 22) reporting that they were not sure of their 
university’s Athena SWAN status. 

In the focus groups, of the two departments that 
held both Juno and Athena awards, participants 
had greater awareness of Athena SWAN. One 
department, who had an Athena SWAN award, had 
engaged with Athena SWAN first and felt that Juno 
went hand in hand with this. However, they found 
that applying for two awards with similar content 
but different formats required twice as much 
work for the same thing. The other department 
had initially engaged with Athena SWAN when it 
was starting, but found the changing processes 
frustrating. When Juno started they felt it was 
more natural to do that first and they found the 
process of then gaining an Athena SWAN award 
straightforward: since we already had Juno 
Champion status we just had to write a letter and 
re-cast some stuff in a slightly different way for 
Athena silver.

Both committees noted the kudos to be gained 
from attaining an Athena SWAN gold award, which 
they noted did not have a comparable Juno level.

“We’re a long way away from Athena SWAN gold. 
We can say that we’ve got the top rating from Juno, 
but we’re nowhere near getting the top rating from 
Athena SWAN.”

There were mixed views on how Athena SWAN 
and Juno operate in relation to each other. In 
general it was felt that the schemes had different 
strengths and different spheres of influence, 
and hence were complementary. The key issues 

raised were related to ensuring that there was 
co-ordination between the levels and application 
processes to minimise duplication and maximise 
learning.

PDRAs in the two departments with an Athena 
SWAN award, and participants across all groups 
in the other three departments, demonstrated a 
lack of understanding about Athena SWAN and its 
relationship with Juno. Women were more likely to 
know of Athena SWAN 
but were also largely 
unsure about its 
detail. It was generally 
understood that 
Athena SWAN was a 
university-wide scheme and there was agreement 
that it had a higher profile than Juno across the 
university sector and beyond. 

Many PDRAs were unable to articulate any 
differences between Juno and Athena SWAN; 
participants in other groups offered a range of 
ideas. Many people thought that Athena SWAN 
focused on general good practice for all staff 
and a few thought that it included emphasis on 
BME representation. Some thought that Juno was 
more aspirational and that Athena SWAN focused 
more on evidencing existing good practice; others 
thought the reverse. While most knew that Athena 
SWAN was a university-wide scheme many were 
not aware that departments could gain awards 
and did not think that Athena SWAN had as much 
influence at a department level. 

“Athena SWAN is important for different 
reasons. The university has an Athena SWAN 
working group where we can meet with other 
colleagues. The cross-disciplinary approach is 
quite interesting because you can share good 
practice of what other science departments are 
doing. You feel like you’re not on your own. There’s 
only one physics department here!”

One department raised the question of how 
they retain the Juno identity within a university 
that places more emphasis on Athena SWAN. All 
departments mentioned moves to link funding to 
the attainment of Athena SWAN awards and some 
participants questioned whether this made Juno 
redundant. Some participants suggested that 
consideration could be given to Juno becoming 
a part of Athena SWAN, however, overall, all 
committees felt that Juno brought specific 
benefits.    

The IOP “brand” is recognised and trusted, 
hence Juno is recognised as a mark of 

Everyone in the department knows of 
Juno. We can use it as a stick in the 
department to get things to happen. 
Athena SWAN may not do this.
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“quality”. The perceived rigour of the scheme 
and maintenance of high standards enables 
departments to believe that it genuinely assesses 
quality and hence provides a meaningful 
assessment. IOP was generally regarded as having 
higher status than the Equality Challenge Unit.

“It’s not important to differentiate between 
Athena SWAN and Juno, but it is to retain IOP 
status. When we see groups of departments going 
in together for Athena SWAN, can it be doing its 
job?”

“Juno has value for our stakeholders, students 
and postdocs. It’s endorsed by IOP and they are a 
trusted brand.”

4.14. Departments not engaged in Juno
A survey was sent to a number of heads of physics 
departments who were not involved in Project 
Juno. Eight heads (out of 21) responded to the 
survey. Respondents were asked about women in 
science-related activities in their departments. 

Six of the eight 
heads reported 
that they were 
considering joining 
Project Juno, and 

four that they were working towards an Athena 
SWAN award. In addition three heads reported 
that their department had a nominated person 
for women in science initiatives. One of the 
departments surveyed already had an Athena 
SWAN silver award. The reason for this was that it 

was university policy for all STEM departments to 
participate in SWAN and the work was initiated by 
someone from outside the department. Two heads 
reported that gender equality was discussed 
by committees or groups in their department 
as a regular agenda item. On the whole, regular 
discussion of gender equality was confined to 
Athena SWAN/diversity committees.

Heads were asked to indicate what they felt 
were the main benefits of being involved in 
women in science activities by selecting up to 
three potential benefits. Relatively few benefits 
were indicated, and those that were were all 
confined to the effects on women – increase in 
overall visibility of women in the department (five 
agree), increase in the numbers of applications 
or appointments for promotions of women (four 
agree), increase in the promotions of female staff 
(two agree). This is despite the fact that four heads 
reported that their departments were working 
towards Athena SWAN awards. As things stand, 
it seems that heads of physics departments not 
involved in Project Juno see few benefits in women 
in science activities. 

Heads were also asked to indicate what they felt 
were the main challenges in taking forward women 
in science activities in their departments. Heads 
selected relatively few challenges, although five 
did select a lack of time to carry out the work, 
which is in line with the responses given by Project 
Juno leads and heads of Juno-active departments.  

Athena SWAN activities are organised 
at a school (not departmental) level. 
Our school has silver status.
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5.1. Main conclusions and 
recommendations 
It is clear from all of the evidence presented from 
the surveys and focus group work that Project 
Juno is clearly acting as a driver for change, and 
concrete examples of changes in policy and 
practice have been articulated, with associated 
benefits to working environment and culture. The 
impact of addressing the under-representation 
of women in physics is a long-term goal and it is 
not possible to demonstrate direct causal links 
from Juno to any small increase in the numbers of 
women in some departments.

Recommendation 1 
We recommend that IOP continues to invest in 
Project Juno as an effective vehicle for engaging 
physics departments and a catalyst for culture 
change within physics departments around the 
under-representation of women in physics.

There are a number of departments who have 
not progressed further in the scheme, despite 
having been involved for several years. 

Recommendation 2
We recommend that consideration should be 
given to encouraging departments who have 
been involved in Project Juno without moving to 
Practitioner or Champion status to put in place 
plans and resources to apply for recognition 
awards.

While there was generally a good level of 
awareness about Project Juno in departments, 
more needs to be done to ensure that there is 
evidence that all staff are at least aware of the 
work that a department is doing for its Project Juno 
recognition. This does not just include a general 
level of awareness about the project but also the 
data collection and analysis that is taking place, 
as well as the discussion of gender-equality issues 
in committees outside of that tasked with taking 
forward work on Juno/Athena SWAN or equality 
more generally. The engagement of PDRAs is 
particularly key in this work. 

Recommendation 3
We recommend that IOP requires a breakdown of 
the Juno Committee by gender and seniority, and 
demonstrates the involvement of key heads of 

research groups and PDRAs as part of a Champion 
application, or Champion renewal. 

Examination of data on how staff rated working 
practices showed that staff in Juno Champion 
departments tended to rate working practices 
more highly than staff in Juno Supporter and non-
Juno departments. Juno Project leads identified 
increases in awareness and discussion of women 
in physics/STEM issues, especially by senior 
management, as the most beneficial changes due 
to involvement with Project Juno.

This good practice needs to be celebrated and 
shared. Departments felt that more opportunities 
should be taken to promote the scheme and its 
good practice.  

Recommendation 4
We recommend that IOP increases the profile of 
Project Juno to all of its members, and promotes 
IOP events (not just those concerned with 
equality) as appropriate.

There was agreement among all that the most 
significant challenge faced in taking forward 
Project Juno is a lack of time. This accords 
with the fact that departments appear to have 
made little progress in terms of successful 
Juno applications despite being involved for 
a number of years. Recognition for work was 
also a significant challenge, particularly as it 
has been acknowledged that this work falls 
disproportionately on females. 

Recommendation 5 
We recommend that IOP considers how to ensure 
that an individual’s work on Juno is recognised by 
departments as part of their Juno application.

Departments, particularly when moving from 
Supporter to Practitioner, often met resistance 
from different areas of their institution, from heads 
of research groups and heads of departments to 
institutional senior management. Departments 
need support to overcome this resistance. 

Recommendation 6 
We recommend that Project Juno provides 
evidence, good practice and ongoing support 
to Juno Champions, committees and others to 
enable them to overcome this resistance. 

Generally the focus groups highlighted that 

Conclusions and recommendations

5
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Juno, delivered by IOP, was valued as a scheme 
that understands and relates to a physics-specific 
context that compares “like with like”. 

Departments welcomed the support from IOP 
for their Juno applications and site visits were 
seen as being of particular value. Clarification of 
guidance on the presentation
and interpretation of evidence for the applications 
would be welcomed. 

Recommendation 7 
We recommend that IOP takes on board the 
operational recommendations listed below, to 
make beneficial changes to the scheme. 

Recommendation 8
We recommend that Project Juno re-articulates, 
clarifies and improves their support offer and 
guidance, and continues to resource this 
important element of the scheme. 

The IOP “brand” was known and trusted by all of 
the physics departments that participated in this 
evaluation, and Project Juno garnered value and 
quality because of this associated prestige.

Recommendation 9 
We recommend that consideration be given 
to building on this recognition and developing 
the Juno brand, in particular with universities 
themselves and funding bodies. 

The Athena SWAN Charter has wide recognition 
outside of the departments and there is evidence 
that institutions are taking it seriously and 
committing their own resources to increasing 
numbers of Athena SWAN submissions. 
Departments are under pressure from their 
institutions to gain an Athena SWAN award. There 
is some confusion over the aims, objectives and 
scope of the two award schemes. 

Recommendation 10 
We recommend that improved links between the 
two schemes be explored to reduce duplication 
and increase complementarily. 

Athena SWAN is recognised by departments as 
the benchmark for gender-equality best practice. 

Recommendation 11 
We recommend that IOP supports physics 
departments in their aspirations and actions to 
achieve Athena SWAN gold. 

The recent Research Council move towards 

a requirement for departments to be working 
towards an Athena SWAN award was widely 
known. However, a similar pronouncement 
about Juno was not mentioned. 

Recommendation 12
We recommend that IOP communicates the 
status of Juno with regard to research council 
funding to their physics department and for IOP 
to continue to liaise with the research councils 
themselves to gain further recognition of the 
Juno award.

5.2. Operational recommendations  
from departments 
Juno process
●● Review scheme guidance to improve clarity; 
include examples of evidence required and 
provide more good practice examples.
●● Include review of HR procedures and how 
they are implemented within the department. 
Request examples of positive action. 

IOP support 
●● Offer more site visits – one at Practitioner 
level and one for preparation for Champion 
level.
●● Share applications between departments, 
anonymised, if appropriate.
●● Provide data on national trends against which 
departments can benchmark themselves. 
●● IOP should be more proactive in following up 
and encouraging applications. 
●● Have application feedback by phone as well 
as written feedback.
●● Scope to share good practice between 
Juno departments – continue to run 
personal invitation. Consult departments on 
mechanisms to share good practice. 
●● Publicise case studies from departments of 
Juno impact.

Other 
●● Inform departments of the position of Juno as 
evidence for funding bodies. 
●● Explain the links, complementarily and fast-
tracking between Juno and Athena SWAN.
●● Review guidance and processes to better 
co-ordinate between Juno and Athena SWAN 
applications to minimise duplication and 
maximise learning.
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Juno level Athena SWAN Groups Participants

Female Male

Practitioner University 
Bronze Award

Early career:  1 PDR 1

Female staff:  2 senior lecturers 2

Juno Committee: 4 
1 professor (Chair)
1 p/t lecturer
1 development manager
1 computer manager

2 2

Champion Departmental 
Silver Award

Early career: 3:  PDRs, 1 PhD student 1 2

Female staff: 2: 1 professor, 1 reader 2

Juno Committee: 2: 
2 professors, including HoD

1 1

Practitioner Departmental 
Bronze Award

Early career: 7: 5  PDRAs, 2 PhD students 1 6

Female staff: 7 
1 professor, 1 lecturer, 2 PDRs, 2 PhD students, 
1 support staff

7

Juno Committee: 5
1 professor (HoD), 1 reader, 2 PDRs
1 department manager

3 2

Supporter University 
Bronze Award

Early career:  4
4 PDRs

2 2

Female staff:  5
1 professor, 1 reader, 2 lecturers, 1 PDR

5

Juno Committee: 3
1 professor (HoD), 1 manager, 1 reader

1 2

Practitioner University 
Bronze Award

Focus Group 1 (mixed): 7
2 readers
5 lecturers

1 6

Focus Group 2 (mixed): 6
1 professor, 1 reader, 1 lecturer, 
1 outreach manager, 1 PDRA, 1 PhD student

2 4

Appendix A: Anonymised methods and 
participants in the five focus groups held  
in physics departments

6

Note re terminology: the report will use the terms “committee members” for both Juno Committee/E&D Committee members, women for 
women only and PDRAs to refer to contributions from these constituents either in the dedicated focus groups, groups comprising a mix of 
all staff/PDRAs or individual interviews.
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Appendix B: HESA and UCAS analysis  
data tables

6: Appendices
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6: Appendices

Appendix C: Staff survey respondents’ 
opinions of departmental practice
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6: Appendices

Appendix D: Comparison of knowledge  
of Project Juno with Athena SWAN in HE 
physics departments
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