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Oou. o-p Anna Kuposa*

BBNIFAPUA B EBPONENCKUTE KNACALIUN 3A IKEHOABLP
PABEHCTBOTO B AKAODLEMWYHUTE CPEOU

M3nbnHeHneTo Ha kpuTepumnTe Ha CTpaterus ,EBpona 2020” nsmuckea narpax-
[aHe Ha cnpaBeanuBo ¢ orned 6anaHcvMpaHaTa NPeACcTaBUTENHOCT Ha XeHUTe
N MBbXETe eBpOoNencKko U3crnefoBaTencko NpocTpaHCTBO. B cboTBeTcTBME C
TOBa ca NpeACcTaBeHU pe3ynTaTtuTe OT U3BLPLUEHO NPOYYBaHE Ha CTEMNeHTa Ha
>KeHAbP PaBHOMOCTABEHOCT B akageMuyHuTe cpeau B bbnrapusa uypes aHa-
nn3 Ha MSCTOTO Ha HawaTta CTpaHa cpef eBpOnenckuTe ObpXaBu MO TO3U
rokasartern C Len oyepTaBaHe Ha NMoCTUrHaTUS Hanpeabk U BCE OLWe CbLUecT-
ByBaLLMTE NpobnemHn obnacTu.

JEL: J16; J44

B koHTekcTa Ha yTBbpXXAaBallaTa ce B EBpona MKOHOMMKA Ha 3HaHUETO U C
ornen Ha HeobxoAMMOCTTa OT U3NbJIHEHME Ha KpuTepunTe Ha CtpaTerusa “EBpona
2020” ocobeHo mscTo B EC 3aemat genctBusata no nNpeofonsiBaHe Ha DKeHAbLP
pasnuuusita B cchepute Ha BMCLLETO 0Opa3oBaHMe U HayyYHom3criegoBaTesnckara
OEe/HOCT 3a pa3BuTME Ha “cnpaBegnvMBa Hayka B chipaBegnveo 00LecTBo”
(Stocktaking 10 years of “Women in Science”..., 2010, p. 7). Llenta e akageMnyHu-
TE CIYXXUTENW - XXEHU U MbXe, Ja MoraT MbIHOLEHHO A OMon3oTBOpPSBaT HAaTpy-
naHuTe 3HaHWS, YMEHMS N MHOBALMOHEH MOTEHUMarn B npoLleca Ha Npov3BOACTBO
Ha 3HaHUs, KaKTo M da ydacTBaT B Cb3[daBaHETO Ha BuaupaHoTo B CTparterusita
0o0LecTBO Ha coumanHoTo eaunHCTBO. lNpegnpuemMaHuTe MHULMATUBK N OENCTBUSA
ca cnegcteue OT MpunaraHeTo Ha obuwa MHTerpMpaHa nonuTuka 3a Hacbp4yaBaHe
Ha pKeHObp paBEeHCTBOTO B cBeTa 1 B EBpona, koeTo nsnckea npeam BCUYKO aa ce
onpenenu msacmomo Ha bwbreapus e cbomeemHume Knacayuu o fnocmuzHa-
mama 8 obwecmeomo cmerneH Ha pasHornocmageHoCm Ha XeHume U MbXeme.
lMpeanaraHvTe OUEHKM ca pe3ynTaT OT aHanu3 Ha NpPoBeXAaHUTe MeXayHapoaHU
CpaBHUTENHW M3crensaHus B Tasm obnacr.

OT 2006 r. CBETOBHUST UKOHOMUYECKN (DOPYM M3rOTBS €XErogHu Aoknaam
3a [pKeHObp paBHOMOCTABEHOCTTA Mo cBeTa (BX. EU Strategy for Equality between
Women and Men, 2010-2015...), B Kouto 4pe3 paspaboTteHus asobaneH uHOekc
Ha 0eHOBbP pasfiu4usma ce OLEeHsIBa B MPOLEHTHO CbOTHOLLEHNE HEPABEHCTBOTO
Mexny nonoseTe.! 3a nepuoga 2006-2008 r. bbnrapuna 3aema cboTBETHO 37, 25 1
36 macTo cpeq aHanuampanute 115 gbpxasu. OT 2009 r. 06xBaThbT Ha AokNaguTe

" nn npu BAH, cekuus “MakpounkoHomuka”, a.kirova@iki.bas.bg

! C TO31U MHOeKc ce onpegensa KoJiko ,qo6pe Ca pasnpegeneHn pecypcute U Bb3MOXHOCTUTE MeXay
XEeHNTe N MbXeTe BbB BCAKa AObpiKaBa (He3aBVICVIMO OT PaBHULLETO Ha CbOTBETHUTE pecypcm) B
HYeTUpUu KPUTUYHU o6nacTu: MIKOHOMUYECKO y4yacTtne n Bb3MOXHOCTU (3annau.1aHe, 3aeToCT, A0CTbN A0
BI/ICOKOKBaI'II/Iq)VILlI/IpaHa 3aeTOCT); NOCTUXEeHNA B oGpasoBaHmeTo (,D,OCTBFI A0 OCHOBHO U NO-BUCOKU
cTeneHn Ha 06pasoBaHme); NnoJsINTUYECKO OBJlacTdABaHe (I'Ipe,D,CTaBVITeJ'ICTBO BbB B3eMalluTe peLlueHunsA
CprKTpr); 3gpaBe 1 NPoAbIMKUTENTHOCT Ha XXMUBOTa.
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ce paswwupsaea oo 134-135 ctpaHu, kato bbnrapua cnmsa ot 38 Ha 50, 51 n 52
MsAcTo cboTBeTHO npe3 2010, 2011 n 2012 r. Bbnpekn Ta3n obesnokoutenHa Ha
npbB norneq TeHaeHuma benrapusa e B TpetaTta rpyna AbpXaBu CbC CTOMHOCT Ha
unHgekca 0.71-0.70 npe3 2012 r., kOeTO He € TONKOBa 3HauuTernHa pasnuka B
CpaBHeHne cbc cTpaHuTe oT nbpea (1-0.75) n BTOpa rpyna (0.74-0.72).2 TpsidBa
Aa ce otbenexu, Yye 6nn30 egHa TpeTa OT ObpxaBuTe-yneHkn Ha EC ca cnepn Hac
B Tasm knacauus (Monwa, ®paHuus, EctoHnsa, PymbHua, Cnoakus, Yexns, Kunbp,
Wtanus, YHrapus, Mspuus).

Mpe3 2006 r. B EBpona ce npuema NbTHa KapTa 3a paBeHCTBOTO Ha XXEHUTe
n mbxete (2006-2010), B KOSATO ce nocoyBa Heob6XooMMOCTTa OT M3MepBaHe Ha
HeroBoTO paBHuLLe (BX. Roadmap for equality between women and men..., 2006).
3a Ta3n uen npe3 2010 r. e cb3gageH EBponenickM MHCTUTYT 3a pPaBEHCTBOTO
Mexay nonoeeTte. B pamknTe Ha cBosiTa NbpBa CpeaHOCpoYHa paboTHa nporpama
3a nepuoga 2010-2012 r. UVHCTUTYTBLT paspaboTtBa u nybnukyea npe3 2011 .
esponelcku uHoekc Ha OxeHObp paseHcmeomo (European gender Equality Index
— EGEI), obxBawauy 27 gbpxasu-dneHkn (EC-27) (Bx. Bericat, 2012, p. 1-28). Ton
MoXe Oa 6bae AeduHMpaH KaTto “Makpo”MHAMKATOP Ha MKEHAbP PaBEHCTBOTO,
3aLLO0TO M3MepBa CaMO OTHOCUTENTHOTO CbCTOSIHME Ha CblUecTByBalLnst GanaHc B
JocTbna oo 6asncHUTe pecypcu B Tpu NyOnmyHu cpepun Ha obLiecTBeHaTa CTpyk-
Typa, Onpeaensiwiy CoumarnHusa cTaTtyC Ha >XeHUTe M Ha MbxeTe — obpa3oBaHue,
paboTa un BracT". Cnopeg pesyntatute 3a 2009 r. bbnrapus 3aema NbpBO MSCTO
cpen EC-27 ¢ Ham-BucOKka cpefHa CTOMHOCT Ha TO3u mHaekc — 73.1 (cpegHo 3a
EC-27 - 55.0), kaTo npn gocTtbna Ao obpasoBaHne n paboTa CTOMHOCTUTE MY ca
owle no-3HauMmm — cboTBeTHO 87.1 (cpeaHo 3a EC-27 - 76.4) n 83.6 (cpeaHo 3a
EC-27 - 58.7). EQNHCTBEHO Mpu OOCTbMNa OO BracTTa UHOEKCHT He € TOSKOBa
obHagexaasaly - 53.7, HO pe3ynTaTbT 3a bbnrapnsa Tyk OTHOBO € 3HaYUTENHO MNo-
BUCOK OT cpegHus 3a EC-27, konto e 37.6. PasnnyHnTe CTOMHOCTU Ha MHAEKCa B
oTAenHuTe cipepu oTpasaBaTt cneunudgukuTe Ha npoueca Ha NoCTUraHe Ha [KeH-
Obp PaBEHCTBO B THAX, KOETO MO3BONSABA Aa Ce MpUOpUTM3UpaT Heobxooumute
HaCbpYUTENHN MEPKN 1 AencTBusA. PaswmndgpoBaHeTo Ha nHaekca Bogu 4O 3aKmio-
YEHMETO, Ye CpedHo B CTpaHUTe-4YneHkn Ha EC paBHULLETO Ha cTaTyca Ha XeHuTe
e camo 55% OT ToBa Ha MbXeTe, okaTo B bbnrapust Ton e 73%, 1.e. Makap u B
pasnuyHa cTeneH, CTPyKTypHaTa [XeHObp HepaBHonocTaBeHocT B EBpona npo-
AblihkaBa a CblyecTByBa.

2 Pesyntatute o3HavaBaT, Ye Tpu AbpXKaBW C Hal-BUCOK pedTwHr — Micnanaws, ®uHnavaus n Hop-

Berusi, ca npeogonenu Hag 84% oT mxeHabp pasnuuusita B NocoveHnTe obnactu. B ctpaHuTe ¢ Haii-

HUCBK PENTUHT NPOLEHTBLT € Manko Hag 50, a B bvnrapusa ce otuutat Hag 70%, koeTo e gocta 4o6bp
esynTar.

MHoekcbT oTpassiBa kopenaumsaTa Mexay cTaTyca Ha XXeHUTEe M Ha MbXeTe B CbOoTBEeTHaTa obnacr,
T.€. HErOBUTE CTOMHOCTU MPEACTaBAT B MPOLEHTU NMOCTMXKEHUSATA Ha XXEHUTE B LOCTUraHeTO Ha paBeH
CTaTyC C MbXeTe Ype3 onpeaensiHe Ha CTeneHTa Ha paBeHCTBOTO B AOCTbMNA 10 CbOTBETHUTE pecypcu
B nocoyeHuTe Tpu cdepu. CTonHOCT Ha mHaekca nog 100 nspassBa cTeneHTa Ha HepaBeHCTBOTO 3a
XeHute, Hag 100 — 3a mbxeTe, a ako Ton e paseH Ha 100, e HanMue NbIIHO PaBEeHCTBO MeXady noso-
BeTe.
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Mo-getannHn ca paHHuTe, nybnukyBanHn B [Joknada Ha Eeponelickama
Komucusi 3a Hanpedbka 8 obrracmma Ha pageHCma80omo MeXOy XeHUme U MbXXe-
me (BX. Progress on equality between women and men in 2011). Mo noBe4yeTo
nokasatenu bwnrapusi e Ha paBHuLWe Hag uny 630 40 CPeAHOTO 3a AbpXKaBuUTe-
UrieHKM, KOeTo O3HayaBa, Ye xapakTtepHute 3a Cbilo3a npobnemu B obnactra Ha
OXXeHObp PaBEHCTBOTO Ca MPUCBLUM M HaA HawaTa cTpaHa. TpsibBa ga ce oTtbe-
NeXxu, 4Ye Mo HsIKoM nokasaTenu 3aemame MbpBO MSCTO (B MO3UTMBEH CMUCHI).
Hanpumep npes 2010 r. Bbnrapusi € ¢ Han-HUCHK OTHOCUTENEH ASNn Ha paboTeLm-
T€ Ha HeMbJ/THO pabOTHO BpPEME XEHU N MbXe B 0blWmnst 6pon 3aeTn nuua — 2.6%
OT XeHuTe 1 2.2% OT MBbXeTe, KaTo Haped € TOBa U pasnukata Mexay AsroBeTe
Ha gBaTa nona € mmHuManHa — 0.4%. 3a cpaBHeHWe cpegHaTa CTOMHOCT Ha TO3M
nHgukatop 3a EC-27 e 31.9% 3a xeHute n 8.7% 3a MbxeTe. OT 3Ha4yeHue Tyk e
aKTbT, Ye KaKTO HenbrHaTa 3aeToCT KaTo LsANo, Taka U HepaBHOMOCTaBEHOCTTa
Ha >XeHWUTe B TOBA OTHOLLEHWE € e[IMH OT CbLUeCcTBeHNTe Npobnemu, npes KoMTo ca
n3npaBeHun 3HaunTeneH Gporn eBponenckn JbpKaBu.

[daHHuTe B goknaja nokassaT owe efHa NonoXxuTenHa TeHaeHuUmMs, Xxapak-
TepHa 3a bbnrapus - HamansBaHeTO Ha MKeHObp pasnuuuaTa B 3aetocTTta ¢ 2.3
nyHkTa - oT 9.7% npe3 2005 r. go 7.4% npe3 2010 r. (pa3nukaTta e B non3a Ha
MBbXeTe). Tasu CTOMHOCT e efHa OT Hau-Huckute B EBpona 3a 2010 r. cneg
JlatBua (0.2% B nonsa Ha mbxeTe), EctoHna (2%), ®unnaHana (3%), OdaHus
(5.6%) n Weeumnsa (6%) npu cpegHo 13% 3a EC-27. B cbuwoTo Bpeme c oTye-
TeHnte 64.8% bBbbnrapma nnbTHO ,creaBa’ cpedHoTo 3a EC-27 paBHulle Ha
3aeTOCT Ha XeHuTe BbB Bb3pacToBaTta rpyna 25-49 rognHu ¢ geua Ha Bb3pacT
0o 12 roguHu oT 64.7%, KOeTo roBopu 3a HanM4YneTo Ha Npobrnemu nNpu cbBMEC-
TSIBAHETO Ha TPYAOBUSI U CEMENHUS XuBOT npu Hag 35% OT >keHuTe B Tasmu
rpyna. NMogobHa TeHAeHUMs, HO caMo 3a XeHuTe, ce 3abensassa M Mo OTHOLLEHUE
U3nbrHEeHNeTo Ha onpegeneHarta B ,Espona 2020” uen — nocTuraHe Ha paBHuLLE
Ha 3aeTOCT 3a XeHuTe n Mbxete oT 75% (npe3 2010 r. cpeaHOTO paBHULLE Ha
3aeTocT npu xevute B EC-27 e 62.1%, a y Hac 61.7%). bvnrapusa obade
n3ocTaBa Nno TO3M rnokasaten 3a mbxeTe — 69.1% npu cpegHo 75.1% 3a EC-27.
ToBa o3Ha4yaBa, 4Ye B MOBEYETO EBPOMNENCKN AbpXaBu noctaBeHata B CTparte-
rmsTa Luen 3a paBHULLE Ha 3aEeTOCT Ha MbXeTe e Bede NOCTUrHaTa, a octaHanuTe
TpabBa ga npeodonedt BUOAMMUTE MKEHAbP pas3nuyus B Ta3n Hacoka B Onn3ko
oboeLle.

OT ocobeHo 3HayeHve 3a onpefdensdHe Ha HanUyHUSA akagemMuveH MoTeH-
uMan nma nybnukyesaHaTa B goknaga mHgopmauma 3a 2010 r. 3a gena Ha mna-
ante xopa (Bb3pactosa rpyna 30-34 roguHu) C BUCLLE N MO-BUCOKM CTENEHU Ha
obpasoBaHueTo. 1o oTHOWeEHNE Ha xeHuTe bbnrapus ce npubnuxasa Ao cpen-
HoTo 3a EC paBHuwe — 35.5 cnpamo 37.2% B EC-27, ookaTo OTHOCUTENHUAT AN
Ha MbXeTe € 3HAYMTENHO MO-HUCBK KaKTO OT TO3W 3a XEeHUTe Y Hac, Taka un ot
cpenHusa 3a mbxete B EC — 20.7 cnpsamo 30.0% B EC-27. B u3BectHa cTeneH
KOHCTaTMpaHaTa pasnuka oT 14.8 nyHKTa B nonsa Ha XeHute B bbnrapus e
WMHOUKaTOp 3a TeHAEHUNS KbM (heMUHM3MpaHe Ha BUCLLETO 0Opa3oBaHMe.
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Cnopea paHHUTE B aHanusnpaHusa goknag v bunrapusi, nogobHO Ha BCUYKK
OCTaHanu eBpOnenckn Abpxaeu, ce cONbckBa C €4uMH OT OCHOBHUTE npobrnemu,
onpeaensy HepaBHOMOCTABEHOCTTA Ha XXEHUTE BbB BCUYKM cdhepy Ha oOLLecT-
BEHWS XXMBOT — HeoCTaTbyHaTa UM No-TOMHO TBBbPAE OorpaHnyeHaTa UM npeacra-
BUTEMNHOCT Ha YNpPaBIieHCKO paBHULLE, pecrn. y4acTUEeTO Ha XeHuTe B npouecuTe
Ha B3emMaHe Ha pelleHus. [NpeactaBeHnTe B Aoknaga gaHHu 3a 2012 r. unocTtpu-
paTt Mawaba Ha To3u npobrnem B udana Espona. Hanpumep xeHnTe-uneHoBe Ha
yNpaBUTENTHUTE CbLBETU HA HaW-rONIEMUTE PErMCTPUPAHN KOMMAHMU Ca CpegHo
13.7% B EC-27 n 15.6% B Bwbnrapws, a xeHuTe-npesmaeHTn Ha GopgoBeTe Ha
TakMBa KOMMaHUM ca cboTBeTHO 3.2 n 13.3%. Kakto ce BmXOa OT MOCOYEHUTe
AaHHKW, CTOMHOCTMTE Ha Te3W Mokas3aTenu 3a Hawarta CTpaHa ca MO-BUCOKM OT
cpegHuTe 3a EBpona. [lenbT Ha XeHuTe-Npe3naeHTU Ha ynpasutenHute 6opaose
aopu nssexga bbnrapus Ha YenHu nos3vumm, Kato, OT edHa CTpaHa, HadBuLlaBa
CpedHOTO eBponencko pasBHulle 4 nNbTW, a OT Apyra, nokasBa 3HAYUTENHO Mo-
BMCOKMN TEMMNOBE Ha HapacTBaHe 3a nepuoaa 2004-2012 r. - ¢ 10.7 nyHkTa cnpsiMo
0.6 B EC-27 (npu paBeH ctapT npe3 2004 r. ot 2.6%).

YcTaHOBEHNUTE TEHAEHLMUN Ca MHOMKATOP 3a MOSIOXKUTENHU NPOMEHU, Hacoye-
H/ KbM NPEOOfsiBaHE Ha HanoXwWnuTe ce B OOLECTBOTO AKEHOBbP CTEPEOTUNN.
Mo3NTUBHWUTE CpaBHUTENHU AaHHM obaye He OTpu4YaT akTyarHocTTa Ha To3n nNpoo-
fieM 1 rmMaeHO - cnaboTo yyacTve Ha XeHuTe B nybnnyHoTO ynpasrieHne y Hac no
abcontoteH Gpow. Bce owe HegocTtaTb4yHO, Makap U MO-rONsIMO, € Yy4acTUEeTO Ha
XKEHWTE B KA4E€CTBOTO MM Ha MMHWUCTPU B HaLMOHAaNHMUTE NpaBUTENCTBA - CPEAHO 3a
EC-27 T1e ca 6nm30 egHa 4eTBbPT (24.7%), nokato B Bbnrapus ce npegcraBaT
3HauuTenHo no-cnabo — 17.6% npes 2011 r. Bugumo no-gobpa e cutyaumsta B
yacTtHus cektop - npe3 2010 r. OTHOCUTENHUAT OAN HA XKEHUTe, 3aeMaluy NUAepPCcKn
nosuumm B 6usHeca, e manko Hag 30% kakto B EC-27 (33%), Taka un B Bbnrapus
(31%). Tasn nHpopmaumsa ce noTebPXAABa U OT Apyro uscneasaHe Ha EK - [okrad
3a Harpedbka OMHOCHO XeHume 8b8 83eMaHemo Ha peweHuss 8 EC (Progress
Report on Women in Economic Decision-making in the EU, 2012). Crnopeg ny6nu-
KyBaHUTe AaHHU 3a nepuoga oktomspu 2010 — aHyapu 2012 r. Benrapus ce Hapex-
pa cnen PpadHuus, Wcnangma n CnoBeHust Mo HapacTBaHe Oposi Ha >XeHuTe-
UrieHoBe Ha kopriopaTMBHM GopaoBe ¢ Hag 4%, ookato cpegHuat 3a EC-27 temn
npes cblma nepuog e 6nunso 2%. Benpekn ToBa Bbnrapusi e cpea tasm egHa Tpeta
OT CTpaHuTe-uneHkn, B komto npe3 2012 r. okono nonoeuHata (y Hac — 53%) ot
perncTpupaHMTe KopnopaTMBHM 6OpPAOBE HAMAT XXEeHa-YNEH.

AHanNM3bT Ha MeXAyHapogHuUTe u3crefBaHusa B obrnactrta Ha OKeHObp
pPaBEHCTBOTO B HayanoTo Ha XXI| Bek nokasea, ye 8 yssna Eeporna u e bbneapus 8
yacmHocm e riocmugHam U38eCcmeH, MaKkap U HepagHoMepeH HarnpeodbK OMHOCHO
npeodosiieaHe Ha OXXeHOBbP passiuydusma 8 OCHO8HUME azpeaupaHu obnacmu Ha
coyuasiHo-ukoHomuyeckusi xueom. [pegnpvemannte oOWM [ENCTBUMA B Tasu
Hacoka obaye ce JonbrBaT C KOHKPETU3UPAHETO UM B OTAEMHMU BaXKHW 32 BCEKM
eTan oOT pas3BUTMETO Cepu U CEeKTOpMW, KakBaTo € HayyHouscriegoBaTenckata
OEeNHOCT.
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DxeHabp 6anaHc B akageMun4yHaTa 3aeTocT

KoHTypuTe 1 npomeHuTe Ha eBpornerckata kapTa 3a paBHOMOCTABEHOCT Ha
XEHUTE N MBXETE B akafeMUYHUTE cpeau npes3 MbpBOoTO AeceTunetne Ha XXI Bek
ca o4yepTaHu B nybnukyBaHuTe oT 2003 r. 4 TpurogunwHu goknaga Ha naBHaTa
AVpeKkunst Mo HaydyHu nscneaBaHus U nHoeauumn kem EK ,She Figures”.4 Pa3spabo-
TEHUAT, NOCTOSHHO OOMbIBALL Ce W aHanuavpaH B TAX Habop OT KM40BW MHAMKA-
TOopW, NpeacTaBdAWM MKeHObP CcuTyauusita B HayyHouscrnegoBaTernckata cdepa,
NPSIKO KOpEecrnoHauMpa C YCTaHOBEHWTE B Mpoueca Ha NpOYyYBaHETO MPOMEHM B
noaxoda KbM aHanu3 M MONMUTMKM B Tasu obnact B Ha4yarnoTo Ha HOBMS BEK - OT
“3MepBaHe Ha CTEMeHTa Ha HEepPaBHOMOCTABEHOCT Ha XEHUTe-M3CnenoBaTenn® KbM
oueHka Ha 6anaHca npu nNpeacTaBUTENHOCTTa Ha ABaTta nona, Ha TpaekTopuuTe Ha
KapuepHOTO MM pas3BuMTME W Ha Hanpedbka MO OTHOLUEHME MNPeodonsiBaHETO Ha
CbLLeCTBYBaLLMTE B Tasn cchepa JKeHabp pasnuums.’

AHanusbLT Ha cmpykmypama Ha 3aemume Mo Mnon nokassa, Ye npes 2010 r.
cpenHo 3a EC-27 56.1% oT xeHuTe ¢ Buclue obpa3oBaHMe B obnactTa Ha HaykaTa 1
TexHonornmTe n 54.6% OT MbxeTe B 00LMA Opoi CbOTBETHO XEHU/MBXE C BUCLUE
obpasoBaHve B Te3an obnactu paboTaT no npodecuaTa, KOeTo O3HadaBa, 4de
waHcoseme 3a HamupaHe Ha paboma 3a 8UCOKOObpa3osaHUMe XeHU U MbXe 8
Eepona ca pasHu. B noBeveTo e€BpONeEniCckn CTpaHn ce HabrnogaBa Hes3HauuTeneH
NpPeBEeC Ha XeHUTe, a camo B MeT oT Tsax — Utanus, Pparums, Kunbp, JTiokcemOypr n
Yexusi, 4enbT Ha MbXeTe € MO-TofsiM B CTeCHEH Avanas3oH Mexay 3 U 7 nyHKTa.
Bwnrapus Hapeg c JluTea, JlatBusa n EcToHus ce xapaktepusmpa ¢ OTHOCUTESHO Mo-
HMCKa 3aeTOCT Ha MbXeTe C Bucle obpas3oBaHMe B obnacTtta Ha HaykaTa u
TEXHONOrMMTE, KaTo AENbT Ha XEHUTE HafBMLIaBa To3n Ha MbxeTe ¢ 14.5 nyHkTa,
CLOTBETHO 59.1 1 44.6%." ToBa 03HaYaBa, Ye KXEeHUMe ca Mo-aKmuHU Om MbXeme
8 HaMmupaHemo Ha chepu Ha MpuroXeHUe Ha creyuguyHusi cu (MpoghecuoHarsneH)
YyosewWwKU Kanumar U He2o8omo peasiusupaHe 8 3aemocmma. Ta3n TeHaeHums ce
3abena3Ba M Npy aHanusa Ha [daHHUTe 3a OmHocumesiHuUsi Osfl Ha XeHume/
MBXXeme-u3criedosamernu 8 obuusi bpol 3aemu xeHu/Mbxe: npe3 2009 r. 4enbT Ha
XEeHWTe B Hay4yHou3crnegoBaTernckata OeVHOCT B obwma 6pon 3aeTu XeHu y Hac

4 AHanuanTe 1 oLeHKMTE TyK Ce OCHOBaBaT Ha NMneAcTaBeHaTa B Te3n AOKNaau ctaTuctuyecka MHaop-
MaLus, OCBEH aKo M3PUYHO HE € MOCOYEH APYr U3TOYHMK. MocneaHuTe HannyHM AaHHN, NyGnuKyBaHu B
She Figures — 2012, ca 3a 2009-2010 r.

CbrnacHo MeTofonorvsiTa Ha AoknaguTe NoHATUETO ,M3cnenoBaTen” ce OTHacs 3a NpeacTaBuUTenuTe
Ha akageMuyHaTa OOGLHOCT — mpenofjaBaTeny B CUCTEMaTta Ha BUCLLETO OOpa3oBaHME U YYEHU B
Hay4YHOU3CNeaoBaTENCKUTE MHCTUTYLUN B PA3NUYHU UKOHOMUYECKN CEKTOPU.

ToBa HamMupa oTpaxeHue B MPOMeHsLUTe ce 3arnaBus Ha goknagute ,She Figures”, nspasssaium
TemaTuyHaTta MM HacoyeHocT oT ,KeHuTe B HaykaTa” kbMm ,[hKeHObp paBeHCTBOTO B HaykaTa” u
,[1OMNOXEHNETO HA XEHUTE U MBbXETE B Hay4yHWUTE M3cnedBaHUsi U UHOBALMW’, KaKTO M B MOCTOSIHHO
Jonbneawumsi ce Habop OT MHOUKATOPW.

[Mo-He3HauMTenHU, HO BCE Mak HaNM4HU pasnMuMs B MOM3a Ha XEHWTe ca PerncTpupaHyn no OTHO-
LUeHNe Ha OTHOCUTENHUS AAN Ha NepcoHana c Buclle obpasoBaHue, 3aeT ¢ HVP[ - no npegsaputenym
AaHHn Ha HCW 3a 2011 r. OTHOCUTENHUST AN Ha XeHuTe oT Ta3u rpyna e 50.7%.
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(Hapeg c Jlutea, JlatBua 1 Typumsi) € No-BUCOK, OTKOSKOTO Ha CbOTBETHaTa rpyna
MbXe. 3a CpaBHEHMEe MbXeTe U3NpeBapBaT XeHWTe no To3u nokasarten ¢ Hag 10
NyHKTa B NMOBEYETO EBPOMNENCKM ObpXKaBU C U3KMIOYEHME Ha XbpBaTusa U PymbHuUs,
KbOeTO MofioBeTe ca npeAacTaBeHn nopasBHo. Lo ce oTHaca go nokasatens
omHocumersieH 05/ Ha XxeHume/Mbxeme 8 obuwusi 6pol y4eHU U UHXeHepu, bbn-
rapus e cpef TpuTe CTpaHu C MbJIEH MApUTET B NPEACTABUTENHOCTTA HAa MOJSIOBETE:!
npe3 2010 r. 4enbT Ha XXeHuTe-y4eHn u nxeHepu e 50% B Bbnrapusa n Vicnangust u
53% B lMonwa, gokato cpegHo 3a EC-27 ton e 32% (Ha gbHOTO e LlBeluapus c
18%). B cvoTtBeTCcTBME C TOBa Bbnrapmsi ce xapaktepmsupa ¢ paBeH OT IKEHABLP
rnegHa Todka, HO MO-HUCBK OT cpeaHus 3a EC Osn Ha XXeHnTe n MbXeTe-yyeHu U
WHXeHepy B paboTHaTa cuna® no non — 1.63% npu ABaTa norna y Hac (8 EC-27 Toi e
1.75% 3a xeHute n 3.65% 3a mbxeTe).

Kakto Beye Gelle nocoveHo, BbMpekM cnaboTo HapacTBaHe Npes nocrneaHnTe
roavHn, xevute B EC ca HepgocTaTbyHO MpeAcTaBeHW B cdpepata Ha HaydyHuTe
nscnensaHusa - 33% cpegHo 3a EC-27 npes 2009 r. CbLuecTByBaT ronemMu pasnmums
Mexay OTAenHuTe ObpxaBu - Hanpumep B Jutea u J1aTBMSA OenbT Ha XeHuTe B
o6Lwmsa 6pon n3cnegoBaTeny HagBuLLaBa To3n Ha MbXeTe u e Hag 50%. bwbsieapus
e cped wecmme cmpaHu (Hapepg c lMopTtyranus, PymbHus, EcToHnsa, CnoBakns u
Monwa) ¢ Had 40% y4acmue Ha xxeHume (47.7% npe3 2009 r. Npn He3HAYNTENHOTO
u3npesapBaHe Ha Temna Ha HapacTBaHeTo UM 3a nepuoga 2002-2009 r. — 5.4% npwm
XeHuTe n 4.6% npu MbXeTe, koeTo € 6nm3o go cpegHusa 3a EC-27 temn ot 5.1%
npw XXeHUTe 1 NO-BUCOK OT cpeaHOoeBponenckns npn mouxete — 3.3%. MNpes 2011 r.
Y4YacTMETO Ha XEeHWUTE y Hac HapacTBa Ha 49%°). To3u pe3ynmam omeosapsi Ha
eb3npuemusi Kpumepuli 3a banaHcupaHama rpedcmasumesiHocm Ha rosoeeme -
Han-manko 40% 3a npeacraBuTenuTe Ha eamH Non. CbLLUOTO MOXE Aa Ce Kaxe U 3a
omHocumersiHus 051 Ha udcredosamernume xeHu/Mbxe Ha 1000 nuya om pabom-
Hama curna no non. MNpes 2009 r. Ton npakTU4eckn He ce pasnuyasa Npu XeHuTe u
MbXeTe Yy Hac — cboTBeTHO 4.3 n 4.1%, npu xapaktepHoTo cpegHo 3a EC-27
n3octaBaHe Ha xeHute ¢ 6nnso 5 nyHkta (7.1% npu xenute u 11.9% npu mbxeTe).
Bbnpekn nonoXxnTenHoTo 3Ha4YeHne Ha nocturHatusa B Bbnrapusa mxkenabp 6anaHc
B akagemmyHaTa 3aeToCT € HeoOXOoOuMO [a ce OTOEeNeXu CbLUeCTBEHOTO pa3mu-
HaBaHe Mo TO3U NoKa3aTes C EBPONENCKUTE ObPKaBU KaKTo Mpu XeHUTe, Taka 1 npu
MBbXXeTe-uscrnegoBartenu kaTo gan ot paboTHaTa cuna — Hue cme cped rnocriedHume
yemupu cmpaHu (Hapeg ¢ XonaHaus, Kunbp n PymbHUA) ¢ Hal-HUCKO yyacmue 8
Hay4Hou3criedoeamerickama OeliHOCM CripsIMO HauuoHanHama pabomHama cuna
(edsa 4%), koemo e nokazamersiHO 3a OUeHKama Ha Hay4YHUsl U UHO8amueHUs ro-
meHyuan Ha cmpaHama.

Cmpykmypama Ha 3aemume 8 Hay4YHou3criedogamesickama cghepa no rnos u
cekmopu npe3 2009 r. oTHOBO AeMOHCTpMpa Jobpw pesdyntath 3a bwnrapus ¢ orneg
Ha MOCTUraHeTo Ha mKeHabp bGanaHcupaHaTa npeacTaBuTenHocT. B cekTopa ,Buclie
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MokasatenaT ,paboTHa cuna” BkM4YBa BCUYkM 6e3paboTHM 1 3aeTu nuua Hag 15-roguilHa Bb3pactT.
M3uncneHo no npeasaputenHun aaHHyn Ha HCU 3a 2011 r.
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obpasoBaHVe” OTHOCUTENHUAT OAN Ha XeHuTe-uscnegosatenu e 43.2% (cpegHo 3a
EC-27 - 40%), B AbpxaBHUs cekTop - 54%' (cpeaHo 3a EC-27 - 40%) 1 B YacTHUS
(npeanpusTng) - 43%, ookato cpeaHo 3a EC-27 ton e easa 19% (no To3u nokasaten
Bwnrapusa e Ha BTOpo MsACTO cpef Jlateust). Y Hac OBMXKEHMETO B NOCOKa KbM Mpeo-
AonsiBaHe Ha MKeHObp pasnuMumsTa e XapakTepHOo B Hal-ronsima cTeneH 3a cdepata
Ha BUCLLETO obOpa3oBaHue, kbaeTo 3a nepmoga 2000-2009 r. OTHOCUTENHUAT OSn Ha
XeHuTe-n3cnegosarteny HapacTea ¢ 8.2 nyHkra (oT 35 Ha 43.2%), pocturanku 45.3%
npe3 2011 r M3BoabT, koWTO MoXe Aa 6bae HanpaBeH B pe3ynTtaTr OT MOCOYeHUTe
OaHHW, e, Ye rnpe3 mppeomo decemurniemue Ha XX| eek OxeHOBbP HepasHorocma-
geHocmma 8 mpume UKOHOMUYECKU cekmopa 8 bbreapusi e npakmuyecku rpeo-
dorsisiHa. Mo3anTuBHaTa TEHAEHLMS KbM CTECHSIBAHE HA [MHKEHObP pasnuumnsita € xapak-
TepHa n 3a cekTopa ,Buclue obpasoBaHune” 1 gbpxaBHUst cektop B EBpona, koaTo e
0nM30 00 3aTBapsiHETO Ha Ta3n Tema, HO MpobnemMeH B TOBa OTHOLLEHME OCTaBa
YaCTHUSIT CEKTOP, XapaKTepuanpall, ce CbC CbLLECTBEHO U30CTaBaHE Ha y4acTMETO Ha
XeHute-uscnegosatenu. C Len U3sCHsBaHe Ha NPUYMHUTE 3a TOBA SIBMIEHNE B [OK-
napa ,She Figures — 2012” ce BbBexda pasrpaHMYaBaHETO Ha YaCTHUS CEKTop C
ornej 3aeTocTTa Ha M3cneaoBaTennTe B HEro Ha ABe cdepy — HETbProBCKM U3cneao-
BaTerCKM OpraHm3aumm 1n 13crnegoBaTtesicki CTPYKTypu B npegnpusituata. Okasea ce
obaye, 4Ye HETbProBCKMSAT M3CNeaoBaTENiCKM CEeKTOp MMa W3BECTHO 3HayeHue 3a
3aeTOCTTa Ha XeHUTe N MbXeTe-udcriegoeatenn camo B Wrtanusa, MNopTtyranua wm
Knnbp (6-7% oT obwma 6pon >xeHu-uscnegosatenu u 3-7% OT CbOTBETHATa rpyna
Mbxe npe3 2009 r.). B octaHanute cTpaHu, BkN. B Bbnrapus, Tonm 3aema TBbpae
He3HauuTeneH gan - nog 1% o1 n3cneaoBaTennuTe XXeHn U MbXe y Hac.

HanpenbkbT OTHOCHO MOCTUraHeTo Ha GanaHcupaHaTta 3aeToCT Ha ABaTa norna
B akagemuyHata cdepa 40 rofsiMa CTENEH Ce ObIMKU Ha pesyntaTute OoT npeanpue-
TUTE eBPOMENCKN WUHMLMATMBM, HACOYEHM KbM MPUBMMYAHETO M Hacbp4yaBaHETO Ha
XeHWUTe Oa pas3BuBaT akagemMmyHa kapuepa, KOeTo NponuyaBa OT AaHHWUTe 3a M3npe-
BapBalL/TEe TEMMOBE HA HapacTBaHE Ha y4aCTMETO Ha >XEeHUTe-uacrnegoBaTenu B
TPUTE NKOHOMUYECKM CEKTOpAa OT HayanoTo Ha HoBust Bek cpeaHo B EC.

Tabnuua 1

HapacTtBaHe Ha 6posi Ha uscrnegoBaTenuTe Mo CEKTOPU
1 non npe3 nepuoga 2002-2009 r. (%)

EC-27 Bwnrapus
YKeHn Mbxe YKeHn Mbxe
Buclue obpasoBaHue 5.5 3.5 14.7 9.9
[bpxaBeH cekTop 4.3 1.7 0.3 -1.8
YacTeH cekTop 4.3 3.4 7.0 11.7

UzmoyHuk. She Figures — 2012, p. 37-39.

10
Mo npeaBaputenHn gaHHu Ha HCU 3a 2011 r. ce HabnogaBa feko nokayeBaHe Ha fena Ha XeHute-
n3crnegoBaTeny B AbpaBHUSA cekTop A0 54.9%.

1 M3uncneHo no npeasaputenHu gaHHyn Ha HCU 3a 2011 r.
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TpsibBa pa ce otbenexu, Ye B bbnrapua ce HabnogaBaT 3HAYATENHO NO-
BMCOKM TEMMOBE Ha HapacTBaHe Ha Y4aCTMETO Ha XEHWUTe CrpsIMO CpeqHOEeBpO-
nencknTe — CTpaHaTa HU ce Hapexaa Ha neTo MscTo B EBpona no To3u nokasaTten.
MpenctaBeHnTe OaHHM MOKasBaT, Ye e MPeodosisiHa HeraTMBHaTa TEHOEHUMSI KbM
cnag B o0y Gpor Ha M3cnenoBaTenuTe XXeHU N MbXe, XapakTepHa 3a cTpaHaTa B
Kpasi Ha XX - HayanoTto Ha XXI Bek - MUHYC 2% MpW XeHUTE N MUHYC 4% Npu MbXeTe
3a nepuoga 1999-2003 r. (She Figures — 2006), koeTo s NOCTaBsi Ha NOCNEAHO MACTO
cpen aHanuavpaHuTe B CbOTBETHUSI JOKNa €BPOMnenckM abpxasu. Hanvue e obave
obGesnokonTenHa meHOeHUUsI KbM ompuuamesieH pbcm Ha bposi Ha MbXXeme-u3crie-
0dosameriu 8 Obp)KasHUSI CEKMOP y Hac, KaKmo U 4y8cmeumesiHO u3rpesapsaHe Ha
MEeXHUSI MeMI1 Ha HapacimeaHe 8 YacmHUS CEKIMOP 8 CPasHEHUe C Mo3u Ha XeHume.
ToBa BOAM A0 NOKayBaHETO HA OTHOCUTENMHUS Osn Ha nocnegHuTe B obwmst 6pon Ha
nscnegosaTtenvTe B AbpxXaBHus cektop ¢ 5% 3a nepuoga 2000-2009 r. (ot 49 Ha
54%) n noHwkaBaHeTo My € 6% B YacTHUsi cekTop (0T 49 1o 43%). Tasn TeHaeHUMs
npoabskaea u npe3 2009-2011 r. - no gaHHM Ha HCU GposiT Ha MbxeTe-u3cneqo-
BaTenu cnaga c owe 1.3% B obwmsa 6pow nscnegosaTtenu, AOKaTO TO3M Ha XKEHUTe ce
yBenu4yaea ¢ 2.7%, rmaBHO 3a CMeTka Ha NPOMEHUTE B y4aCTMETO MM B ObpXKaBHUS
cektop. O4YeBMOHO HUCKMAT MPECTWK Ha npodecusta U HeyOooBNETBOPUTEIHOTO
3annawaHe B ObpXXaBHUSI Hay4YHoM3cregoBaTerncku cektop B Bbnrapusi npoBokupat
MBXETe [a ro HanyckaT 1 a TbpcAT paboTa B YaCTHUSA TakbB Unv B Apyrv cdepun Ha
3aeToCT. AKO He ce npeanpvemaT CbOTBETHU MEPKU U OENCTBUSA, B BNM3kuTe roamHm
TOBa LLUe JoBede OO0 TBbpAe HeraTvBHM MOCIEACTBMA 3a CTpaHaTta C ornes uarpax-
OaHEeTO M pasrpbLiaHeTO Ha MKOHOMMKATa Ha 3HAHWETO WM OMoN30TBOPSIBAHETO Ha
WMHOBATMBHUS MOTEHLMAn Ha HauumsTa.

HebnaronpuaTHM NpoMeHn B Tasu Hacoka ce HabngaeaTt v npy aHanmsa Ha
AaHHuTe Ha HCW 3a 2010 1 2011 r. (npeaBapuTenHn gaHHKU) 3a DKEHABLP pasnu-
ynuaTa Npu macnegosaTenqTe no Bb3pacT. Bue Bb3pacTosute rpynu oo 35, 35-44 u
45-54 rogvHu, npegnonaraliy BEPOSTHOCTTA OT HaW-BUCOKM HAy4YHWU MOCTUXKEHUS,
OpOSIT Ha XeHUTe-n3crneaoBaTen B AbpXKaBHUS CEKTOP HafBuLIaBa TO3U Ha MbXe-
Te cpegHo 1.5 NbTn, KaToO eQUHCTBEHO B rpynaTta Hag 55 rognHu mbxeTte ca npeg-
CTaBeHu no-gobpe ot xeHwute — 1.2 nbTU. 3a cpaBHeHMe B cekTtopa ,Buclie
obpa3soBaHMe” NpobnembT C HanycKaHeTO Ha MbXe-u3cnegoBaTeny U3usno uncea:
npe3 2010-2011 r. TexHusT 6por e cpegHo 1.1 MbTU NO-ManbK OT BPOsT HAa XeHUTe
camo Mpu Bb3pacToBuTe rpynu A0 44 roguHn, HO 3HAYMTENHO — 6nn30 2 NbTK, ro
Ha[BWLLaBa BbB Bb3pacToBuTE rpynu Hag 45 roamHu.

C uen oueHKa Ha paBHUTE Bb3MOXHOCTM Ha XXEHUTE N MBbXETe 3a n3pacteaHe
N 139BM B HaydHomscregoBsaTternckata AevHocT B goknaga ,She Figures -2012” ce
BbBEXAa HOB UHAMKAaTOp — u3credogamerncka mobunHocm.'” Mpes nepuopa 2006-
2009 r. cpegHo 3a EC xenuTe-uscnegoBaTenu ce XxapakrtepusupaT C Mo-Hucka
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CbrnacHo msnonseaHata MeTOOOSIOMUSA MOHATMETO ,MOBUMHOCT” O3Ha4yaBa NPOGECUOHANHO MbTy-
BaHe 3aj rpaHvua 3a nepviof Har-manko 3 meceua npes nocrnegHute 3 rognHn (She Figures — 2012,
p. 43).
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MOBUITHOCT OT MbXeTe. bbrrapua OTHOBO ce peanuaupa TBbpae Aobpe no To3u
nokasarter, KaTto NpeactaBnsBa egHO OT ABeTe M3KMYeHus Hapend ¢ Wpnangms,
KbOETO MODUIMHOCTTA Ha XXeHuTe HagBuLaBa C 5 nyHkTa Ta3n Ha MbXeTe. Y Hac TA
€ paBHa 3a gBaTta norfa — OTHOCMTENHUTE AANoBe Ha MOOUNHWUTE u3cnegoBaTenm
XeHun n mbxke ca 50 Ha 50, gokaTo cpeaHo B EC-27 cboTHoLeHMeTo e 65 : 35 B nonsa
Ha MbXeTe (OaHHWTE 3a €eBpPOMENCKUTE ObpXKaBu Npe3 aHanMaupaHus nepuog
BapupaT OT 7 MyHKTa B Mnonsa Ha MmbxeTe BbB PuHNaHanst 0o 0% moOunHocT npu
XeHuTe-nscnegosatenu B Jlateus).

BeposamHo 8brpochbm 3a Cb8MecmsigaHemo Ha npogheCcuoHanHuss u auy-
Husi/cemelHuUs1 xueom He fpedcmassisea cepuo3eH rnpobrem 3a uscnedosame-
Jlume-XeHU U MbXxe 8 bbrieapusi, kamo daHHUMe 3a msixHama u3criedogsameri-
cka MobusHocm ca o4YegudeH UHOUKamop 3a Halu4yuemo Ha pasHu 8b3MOX-
Hocmu Ha dgama rosia OMHOCHO WaHcos8eme UM 3a peanu3upaHe 8 esponeu-
CKOmMO U c8emosHOmMo u3c1e0o8amesicko npocmpaHcmeo. Heobxognmo e ga ce
oTbenexu, Ye BbBEAEHMAT B Aoknaga ,She Figures — 2012” owe eauH HOB NHAN-
KaTtop, TpeTupaly penauusta Mexay poaouTeNncTBOTO M HayvyHaTa kapuepa, He
pernctpmpa Hanu4MeTo Ha CbLULECTBEHU MKeHAbp pasnuunsa u Gapuepun y Hac.
Bbnpekn npegnocnegHoTo MSCTo Mexay PymbHusa u JluTBa, koeTo 3aema bbn-
rapusi No nokasatensi OTHOCUTENEH AAN Ha XEHUTE U MbXeTe-u3crnegoBaTenu ¢
geua nog 15-rogmwHa Bb3pacT npe3 2010 r. (cbotBeTHO Hag 30 u Hag 20%),
TEXHUAT Bpor e No-ronsiM B CpaBHEHME C TO3M Ha paboTewmuTe poanTenU 1 Npu
ABata nona. HuckuaT gan Ha nacnegosatenuTe ¢ gela e no-ckopo cneacrasune ot
obwarta gemorpadcka cutyaumst B CTpaHaTa, KakTo M OT 3acTapsiBaHETO Ha aka-
AEMUYHUTE CRYXUTENN, OTKONKOTO OT NpobnemuTe, Bb3HMKBALWLM B pe3ynTaT oT
HeobxoauMOCTTa OT nogabpkaHe Ha 6anaHca ,MpodecnoHaneH/cemMeeH XuneoT”.

[BMxeHMe KbM NOCTUraHETO Ha [LXXEHAbLP PaBEeHCTBOTO KakTo B EBpona,
Taka 1 y Hac ce Habnwogasa npu aHanus3 Ha cpedHama ycriegaemMocm o OMHo-
WweHue 3asbpweaHe Ha, pecr. yyacmue 8 OGoKmopaHmckomo obyyeHue om
XeHume u mbxeme. Npe3 2010 r. OTHOCUTENHUAT OAN Ha 3aBbPLUMNNTE LOKTO-
paHTypa XeHW B CbOTBETHMA 06LY Opon XeHn n Mbxe cpegHo 3a EC-27 e 46%,
kaTo B bbnrapus Ton e 6nn3bk o cpegHoeBponenckms — 47.8%, a No nocneaxHu
AaHHn Ha HCWU 3a 2011 1 2012 r. ro HagxBbpIis 3HAYUTENHO CbC CbOTBETHUTE
55.3 n 51.7%. Tpsabea ga ce otbenexu, Ye B HawaTa CTpaHa rrocmueaaHemo Ha
bnuskusi 0o napumema Ha ronogeme banaHc 8 ma3u obnacm npe3 MbPeomo
decemunemue Ha XX| gek ce xapakTtepuampa CbC 31Mr3aroodpasHo ABUXEHME Ha
pasrnexgaHusa nokasaten - OT ABHO npeobnagaBaHe Ha 3aBbPLUMINTE MbXe-
OOKTOpPaHTU B Kpas Ha MUHanNus Bek (keHuTe-goktopaHTu ca 38% npe3 1999 1. un
42% npe3 2001 r.), npes cnaba TeHAeHUNS KbM (DEMUHU3UPAHE Ha To3n obpa-
30BaTenHoO-KBanMukaLmMoHeH CcekTop 3a wuscnegBaHus nepuoq (52% xeHu-
poktopaHTn npes 2003 r., 53% npe3 2006 r. n 55% npes 2011 r.) KbM nocTuraHe
Ha OTHOCMTENHO paBeHCTBO — 3a 2012 r. xeHuTe ca 51.7% oT obwmsa 6pon ycneLHo
3aBbpWMNNNTE JOKTOpaHTypa nuua B bbnrapus. MNpomeHuTe ca B pesyntart oT
N3BECTHO ,O0TAPbNBAHE” HA MBXETE OT JOKTOPaHTCKOTO 0Oy4yeHne B Ha4anoTo Ha
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BeKa, KOETO BEPOSATHO € creacTBue oT 3arybeHust UM MHTepec nopagu HeraTue-
HOTO BIIMSIHWE HA HEyAOBMNETBOPUTENHOTO 3anfawlaHe WU HUCKMA MNPEecTMX Ha
Hay4yHaTa kapuepa, HECbBMECTMMW C MoraraHnuTe ycunusi 3a paspaboTBaHe U
3almTa Ha gucepTtaumoHHna Tpya. B cboTBeTcTBME € TOBa npes nepmoaa 1999-
2003 r. OpoAT Ha 3aBbLPLUMNNTE AOKTOPaAHTU-MbXEe OTOens3Ba oTpuuaTterneH
pBbCT OT MUHYC 3% MpU €OHOBPEMEHHO 3HAYMTENHO HapacTBaHe Ha Opos Ha
xeHute ¢ 13%. Bnocneactene TeMNoBeETE Ha pacTex Ha NpuaobunutTe Hay4Ho-
obpasoBaTtenHa cTeneH ,J0KTOp” XEHW N MbXe ce yedHakBsiBaT U pocturaT
10.9% npu gBata nona cpegHo 3a nepuoga 2002-2006 r., KOETO € 3HAYMTENHO
Hag cpegHoTo paBHuwe 3a EC-27 (noBuwasaHe oT 6.8% npu xeHnte n 3.2%
npu MbXeTe, kaTo bbnrapus ce Hapexga cpef OeBeTTE ObpXaBu C TeMn Hag
10%). MonoxuTenHata TeHAEHUUA KbM NocTuraHe Ha BanaHcuMpaHa npegcTaBu-
TEMNHOCT Ha XXEeHUTe U MBbXEeTe Ha paBHULLE AOKTOpaHTypa npogbiikaBa M npes
cnefpawuTte roauHu - bwnrapua (Hapep c JlatBus n MakegoHus) e egHa ot
MankoTo eBponenckn abpxasu, B kouto npe3 2002-2010 r. cpegHorogvHUTe
TeMnoBe Ha HapacTBaHe Ha 6pos Ha 3aWuTUNNTE AOKTOpaT MbXe nu3npesapsat
Te3un Ha xeHute — 4.3% npu xeHute n 7.0% npu MbxeTe, cboTBETHO 3.7 1 1.6%
cpegHo 3a EC-27. YOobmkeHuMsT AvHamudeH pen 3a nepuoga 2010-2012 r.
nokasea psi3bk CKOK - 1.6 MbTW, B HapacTBaHeTO Ha o6wwusa Gpor 3aBbpLINK
AOKTopaHTypa nuua B bbnrapus (Bkn. npu xeHute — 1.8 n npu mbxete — 1.5
NMbTW), KATO Pe3ynTaTbT NPU MBXETE B AEWCTBUTENHOCT OM OMn No-3HauuMm, ako
ce OT4yeTe PErNCTpUPaHuAT Cnafd B OTHOCUTENHUS MM OSn cpef 3awutunuTe
pokTopaHTh npes 2011 r. ¢ 8%."

Xopu3oHTanHa pkeHObp cerperaums

3a pasnuka OT OTHOCUTESTHO PaBHOMEPHOTO YCpPeAHEeHO pasnpenereHue
Ha XeHUTe U MbXeTe-uscrnegosatenu B cdepuTe Ha BUCLLIETO oOpasoBaHue U
HaykaTa, B y4acTMEeTO MM MO Hay4YHW HanpaBfeHus U OUCLMNIUHW ce Habnoaa-
BaT 3HAYUTENHM ANCMIPONOPLUUN - MPU HEro Ce OTYMTa CbLUECTBEH AnchanaHc B
npeacTaBMTEINTHOCTTA Ha MOJIOBETE MW MPOSIBM HA T.Hap. XOPU30HMasiHa OXeH-
Obp ceepezayusl.

Mo oTHoweHne Ha dokmopaHmMume, CbrnacHo nocnegHuTe gaHHu 3a EC-
27 3a 2010 r., sBHO beMmnHM3NpaHn ca TpaguLMOHHMUTE 3a XeHuTe obnactu Ha
HaykaTa: Te ca 64% OT 3aBbpLINIIMTE OOKTOpPaHTypa B obpasoBaHmeTo, 56% - B
MeguuuHata n 54% - B XymaHuTapHuTe Hayku. OTHOCUTENHO GanaHCUpaHo [KEH-
Abp KOoMMo3upaHe ce Habnogasa camo B 06LECTBEHUTE HayKN (BKIN. MKOHOMMWKa
1 npaeo), B KOUTO 49% OT 3aBbPLUMIMTE LOKTOPAHTYpPa Ca XXEHW, KakTO N B CEIICKO-
CTONAHCKUTE M BETEPMHAPHUTE HayKu, kKbaeTo Te ca 52%. lNMo-cbliectBeHn NposBu
Ha MacKynuvHM3aUNs ca XapakTepHU rMaBHO 3a TOYHUTE Hayku, MatemaTukaTa u
WHopMaTMKaTa, KbAeTO 3aBbpLUMANTE [OKTOPaHTypa >XeHW ca Mno-mManko oT

13 MN3uncnenusaTa 3a 2011-2012 r. ca no gaHHuM Ha HCW.
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26%, KaKTO U 3a MHXEHEPHUTE HaykW, BKN. MPOM3BOACTBOTO U CTPOUTENCTBOTO,
kbaeTto Te ca 40%. ViHdopmaumaTa 3a bbnrapusa sHauMTenHo ce pasnuyasa OT
cpeaHoeBponenckaTa.

Tabnuya 2

OTHOCUTENEH AN Ha 3aBbPLUMIMTE JOKTOPaHTYpa XeHu B Bbnrapus B o6Lms
Gpoii 3aBbpLUMIM JOKTOpaHTypa no obnacTtu Ha HaykaTta (%)

HayyHu HanpaBneHus 2003 . 2006 . 2010r.
Obpa3soBaHue 52.2 52.0 47.0
XyMaHUTapHU HayKkun 1 U3KYCTBO3HaHVe 68.4 68.0 57.0
OO6LecTBEHN HAyKW, IKOHOMMKa U MpaBo 50.0 58.0 51.0
ToYHM 1 ecTecTBEHM HayKK, BKI. MHpOpMaTUKa 52.8 56.0 58.0
TexHu4eckn Haykn 314 33.0 32.0
CenckocTonaHCKN 1 BETEPUHAPHN HayKn 46.4 54.0 80.0
MeauunHa 56.4 56.0 43.0

U3moyHuk: She Figures — 2006, p. 39; 2009, p. 51; 2012, p. 54.

[aHHuTe nokaseaT, Ye B Ha4anoTo Ha aHanuaupaHusa nepvog bvnrapus ce
pa3MyHaBa CbC cuTyauusata B EBpona rmaBHO MO OTHOLLUEHWE Ha XEHWUTEe-AOKTO-
paHTK B obnactta Ha TOYHWUTE U eCTECTBEHUTE HayKW, KbAETO NPOsiBUTE Ha hemu-
HU3aums npogbinkaBaT da ce 3acuneaT U npes crnegsawmte rognHn. 2006 r. ce
Xxapakrtepuanpa CcbC 3agbnboyaBalloTO Ce HexenaHve Ha MbXeTe da ce peanu-
3npaTt B akageMmnyHaTta cobepa, KaToO TEXHUYECKNTEe HayKU oCTaBaT €OMHCTBEHOTO
Hay4HO HanpasrieHue, KbaeTo Te npeobnagasar.

B kpasi Ha nepvoga cuTyaumsiTa onpegeneHo ce nogobpsiea ¢ ornen osuxe-
Huemo KkbM basaHcupaHo OxeHObp pa3srpedeneHue Ha okmopaHmume rno obnac-
mu Ha Haykama C U3K/TIOYeHUE Ha CerickocmornaHckume, moyHume u ecmecm-
8eHUMe HayKu, 8 Koumo GOMUHUpaHemo Ha >eHume docmuea ,HebrazonpusmHu”
cmolHocmu - No-AeTannHata uHdopMaums 3a OTAENHW HayYHW HanpaBneHust no-
ka3Ba, ye npe3 2010 r. xeHute ca 66% OT 3aBLPLUINMIMTE OOKTOPaAHTypa nvua B
ecTecTtBeHuTe Hayku, 51% BbB mankaTta, 56% B MaTemaTvkata u ctaTucTukaTa u
pocturaTt 50% B apxuTekTypaTa U CTPOMTENCTBOTO. B TO3M CMUCHN MbpPBEHCTBOTO
Ha Bbnrapuss mo oTHOWEHME Ha €BPONENCKUTE CTPEMEXU U TEHAEHUMU KbM
NOCTUraHEeTO Ha [KEHObP PaBEHCTBOTO B TPAAULIMOHHO ,MBbXKUTE” Hay4YHU Hanpas-
neHunst ce nMpeBpblUa B Apyra KpanHOCT — omcrabeawomo xenaHue Ha mnadume
MBXe Oa ce Hacoysam KbM Hay4Ha kapuepa. ToBa Hanara ga ce npegnpvemar
CbOTBETHU CTUMYNUpPaLLUM MepKu C ornen Kakto Ha UHTepecuTe Ha CamMaTa Hayka,
Taka 1 Ha HEeMHOTO MXKEHAbP KOMMNO3npaHe.

MopobHa TeHaeHUMs ce 3abenassa 1 Npu aHanua Ha omHocumesiHume Osso-
e Ha )xeHume-uscnedosamernu 6 obwus um 6pod, desagpeaupaH no obnacmu Ha
Haykama u cekmopu, HO rMaBHO MO OTHOLLEHUE Ha ObpXXaBHUSA CEKTOP.
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Tabnuya 3

OTHOCKTENEH AN Ha XeHuTe-n3cnegosaTtenu B bvnrapusa B obwmsa 6poin
nscnegosaTtenu B cektopa BucLue obpasoBaHue (BO) n gbpxasHus cektop (OC)
no obnacTtu Ha HaykaTa (%)

2003 . 2006 . 2009.
Hay4yHu HanpaBneHus

BO ac BO ac BO ac
EctecTBeHu Haykn 55.0 51.6 55.0 54.0 42.0 52.0
MHXXeHepHW Haykun 1 TeXHONormu 24.4 34.3 22.0 33.0 31.0 38.0
MeguumHa 55.6 51.2 53.0 53.0 45.0 70.0
CenckocTonaHcKkn Hayku 35.9 52.7 41.0 53.0 39.0 60.0
Ob6LwecTBEeHN HayKu 40.1 59.3 43.0 58.0 51.0 57.0
XyMaHUTapHW Hayku 52.4 66.2 58.0 63.0 54.0 66.0

U3mouHuk: She Figures — 2006, p. 42, 44; 2009, p. 57, 60; 2012, p. 66, 71.

AHanu3bT Ha npeacTaBeHUTe AaHHM OoTpuya OuTyBallata B 0OLECTBOTO
3abnyfa no ewbrpoca 3a CUIHOMO (beMuHu3upaHe Ha cghepama Ha 8UCWIEMmO
obpasosaHue. lNpe3 nepuoga 2003-2009 r. e Hanuue siBHa TEHAEHUUS] KbM MO-
OanaHcMpaHo MKeHObP KOMMO3MPaHe Ha TakMBa Hay4YHW HanpaeBreHWsl BbB BUCLLMTE
yunmnuia kato eCTeCTBEHW, UHXEHEPHW, CESICKOCTOMAHCKU, MEeOULUMHCKA 1 obLecT-
BEHW HAYKWN NMpU CbOTBETHO HamarnsiBaHe NposiBUTE Ha PeMuHM3auus UM HapacT-
BaHe Ha OTHOCUTENHWUTE OANOBE Ha XEeHUTE TaM, KbAEeTO Te ca U3ocTaBasnn 3Ha-
YUTEMNHO OT MBbXETe-akadeMUYHU crnyxuTenu. ToBa o3HayaBa, Ye masu cghepa
ocmaea rpusriekamesiHa U 3a deama rnosna, GUNO nNopagn yaoBNETBOPUTENHOTO
3annawjaHe, 6uMno nopagn NPecTMKHOCTTa Ha npodecusaTa u/unu npuemMnmnusm
ycnoBusi Ha paboTta u paboTHO BpeMe. B CbLLOTO BpeMe MBbXeTe NposiBABaT BCe
NMo-M3siIBEHO HErNmKUpaHe Ha y4acTMEeTO B HaykaTa B ObpKaBHUS CEKTop, T.e. 8
Hay4yHou3criedogamersickume uHcmumyyuu Ha 6rodxemHa usopbxka. C UsKoYyeHue
Ha UHXeHepHUmMe HayKu U MeXHO/I02uume 8CUYKU Hay4YHU HarpasseHusi ca eudumo
hemMuHuU3UpaHU, KaTo B MeauUMHaTa, CeriCKOCTONaHCKMTe, OOLECTBEHUTE U XyMaHU-
TapHUTE Hayku OSnOBeTe Ha XeHuTe-uacrnepoBaTenu Bapupat mexagy 60-70%.
Heobxogumo e pga ce oTtbenexu, 4ye M3KpUBSBAHETO Ha AKeHabp GanaHca B
KakBaTO M [la € Hacoka e BbB Bpeda 3a MKOHOMMKATa Ha CTpaHaTta, KosaTo Tpsabsa
Aa 13nonssa MbIIHOLEHHO npodecnoHanHus n3cneaoBaTencky NOTEHUMan KakTto
Ha >XeHWUTe, Taka U Ha MBbXeTe C Len NocTuraHe Ha Hanpegbk OTHOCHO M3NbIHe-
Hue Ha uenuTte Ha Ctpaterusa ,EBpona 2020” n usrpaxgaHe Ha UKOHOMUKaTa Ha
3HaHMEeTO.

B KOHUEHTpupaH BuO XOpWU3OHTanHaTa [KeHAbp cerperauus no HaydHu
HanpaBneHusa BbB BMCLIETO 0Opa3oBaHMe U HaykaTa e npefcTaBeHa Ypes CTou-
HocTUTE Ha usdymcnasaHusa ot 2003 r. uHOekc Ha decumurniayus.

14
B koHTekcTa Ha ToBa u3cregBaHe WHOEKCHT M3passiBa paBHULLE Ha XOpu3OHTanHaTa OXKeHObp
cerperauma, Kato nokassa OTHOCUTENHUA OAN Ha u3cnenoBaTesinTe XeHun Unm Mmbxe, KOUTo 6un Tpﬂﬁ-
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Tabnuuya 4
WHpekc Ha gecumunaums (Dissimilarity Index — DI)
2003 . 2006 . 2009.
CmpaHu-yneHku Ha EC DI - EC-25 DI - EC-27 DI - EC-27
CekTop ,Buclie obpasosaHue” 0.14 0.14 -
ObpxaBeH cekTop 0.21 0.18 -
Bvneapus
CekTop "Buciue obpasosaHue” 0.23 0.27 0.16
[bpxaBeH cekTop 0.12 0.14 0.15

UzmouyHuk: She Figures — 2006, p. 48; 2009, p. 64; 2012, p. 77.

B poknapa ,She Figures — 2003” 3a NpbB MbT € U3MEPEH MHOEKC Ha OeCUMU-
naums obLo 3a HayyHouscnegoaTernckata cgepa (p. 58), kato HeroBaTa CTOMHOCT
3a bwnrapua npes 2000 r. nocTaBs cTpaHaTa HM Ha MbPBO B HEraTUBEH MaH MACTO B
EBpona ¢ Han-Bncoko pasHule - 0.31. JewmdpurpaHeTo Ha uHAeKca o3HayaBsa, ve
efHa TpeTa OT u3cnegosartenuTe TpsibBa ga CMeHST obnactTa Ha Hay4HaTa cv ussiea,
3a ga 6bae ocbLecTBEH HANpeabk OTHOCHO [KEHObP PaBHOMOCTABEHOCTTa B aka-
OEMUYHUTE MHCTUTYLMM Y Hac Ype3 NpakTUYecKo peanusupaHe Ha onpegerneHusi ot
EC 3a oH3u nepuog kpuTepuid 3a nocturaHe Ha 35% ydacTne Ha XXeHWUTe BbB BCSKa
HayyHa obnacTt. No-HaTaTbWHOTO AeTainuanMpaHe Ha WHOEKCa Ha AecumMuriaums un
M3MepBaHeTO My B cekTop ,Buclie obpasoBaHve” u B ObpKaBHUSI CEKTOP MokKasBa
3HaYMTENHO NogobpsiBaHe Ha TAXHATa MHKEHOBP KOMMO3WLUsi, 0COOEHO BbB BUCLLETO
ob6pasoBaHue. Pesyntatute 3a 2009 r. o3HayaBaT, 4Ye cboTBETHO eaBa 16 n 15% ot
npenogaBaTtennTe U yd4eHUTe B ABaTta cektopa B bbnrapus Tpsabea ga cMeHAT Hayu-
HOTO HarpaeneHue Ha cBosiTa paboTa, 3a Aa ce NocTurHe GanaHcupaHo pasnpe-
OerneHne Ha eHuTe u mbxete. OnpegensHeTo Ha nona Ha XUMNOTETUYHO ,Hamyc-
KalmTe”, pecrn. U Ha cerperMpaHute B Te3n cepyn € B 3aBUCMMOCT OT [aHHWUTE 3a
npeacTaBUTENHOCTTa UM B CbOTBETHUTE CEKTOPU. B TO3M cMUCHN OT npeacraBeHuTe
B Tabn. 3 pe3yntatM Moxe Oa Ce HampaBu CNeAHOTO 3aKIOYEeHWEe: 8b8 BUCLUEO
obpasoeaHue cpelGHO 3a 8CUYKU Hay4YHU HarpaeneHusi mpsibea da ce ,npemecmsam”
16% om mbxeme, a 8 ObpxasHUs Hay4Houscriedosamersicku cekmop — 15% om
JKeHume.

BepTMKaﬂHa AXeHODbpP cerperauua

EnHa oT Hanl-cbliecTBeHNUTE nNpobreMHn obnactn BbB BUCLWLETO obpa3oBa-
HMe N HaykaTa kakTto B EBpona, Taka M y Hac € HanmuMuMeTo Ha CWUIHO M3paseHa
gepmukariHa 0eHObp ceapeaayusi.

Basio XMNOTETUYHO A3 CMEHSIT HAyYHOTO CU HanpaBfieHWe C Len NocTMraHeTo Ha BanaHcupaHo [XeH-
Abp pasnpegeneHve npu ycrioBue, Ye 3aeTuTe OT ApYr NOS He MPOMEHAT CBOsATa cheuuanusauus.
CTOMHOCTUTE Ha MHAEKca ce ABwXaT B guanasoH ot ,0” go ,1”, kaTto ,0” 03Ha4YaBa nunca Ha cerperayus
B CbOTBETHMS CEKTOp, a ,1” - MbNHO AOMUHMPaHe Ha eauHus non (She Figures — 2012, p. 76).
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BepmukanHama cezspezayusi o akadeMuyHU OmbXHOCMU (HayyHU 3eaHusi)™
nponuyaea Han-siCHO NPV aHanusa Ha TpPaekTopuUTe Ha akaJgemuyHaTa kapuepa
Ha XEeHUTE U MbXeTe BbB BUCLIETO obOpa3oBaHue u Haykata. [NpencrtaBeHnTe B
Tabn. 5 gaHHM cpegHo 3a EC-27 nokaseaT HapacTBallOTO pa3MnHaBaHe B OTHO-
CUTENHWUTE OSnoBe Ha fBaTta nona npu npeMMHaBaHe KbM MO-BUCOKWU akagemmnd-
HWU ANbXHOCTU. [Tpu omHocumenHama OxeHObp banaHcupaHocm Ha cmapma Ha
Hay4Hou3crnedosamersickama Kapuepa doueHmypama U arasHo rnpogecypama
ce okaszgam ,ipenbHU KaMbK” 8 MpoghecuoHasIHomo pasgumue Ha XeHume 8
akademu4yHume cpedu, Kamo 8bIPEKU JIEKOMO 3ameapsiHe Ha Hoxuuama rnpe3
aHanusupaHusi nepuod pasmuHasaHemo, ocobeHo npu npogecopume, ocmasa
rnosevye om CbWECMBEHO.

Tabnuya 5

OTHOCUTENEH A4an Ha XeHnTe n mbXxeTte B TUNN4YHa akageMnyHa
kapuepa, EC-27 (%)

Mon | [okTopaHTn | AcucTeHTn | [oueHTn | MNpodhecopu

2002 e.

YKeHn 41 40 33 16

Mbxe 59 60 64 84
2006 e.

KeHun 45 44 36 18

Mbxe 55 56 67 82
2010 e.

XKenu 46 44 37 20

Mbxe 54 56 63 80

M3moyHuk: She Figures — 2009, p. 73; 2012, p. 88.

3abaBaHeTO Ha akafeMmnyHaTa Kapmepa Ha XXeHUTEe MoXe fa ce npocneau u
no HayyHu cteneHu. Crnopen U34MCNEHWs No npefBaputenHa mMHdopmauus Ha
HCWU 3a 2011 r. OTHOCUTENHUAT OAN Ha XEHWUTe, NpuTexasalluM HayvyHa cTeneH
~0OKTOP” 1 ,A0KTOp Ha HaykuTe”, e 41.7% OT nepcoHana c Buclue obpa3oBaHue,
3aet ¢ HWP[, nokato npuM OTYETEHOTO MO-HUCKO CrPSIMO >XEHUTE ydacTue Ha
MBbXEeTe C Buclle obpasoBaHue B obLuns 6pon nepcoHan, 3aet ¢ HAPL, To3u gan
€ CblLLEeCcTBEHO Nno-Bucok — 47.9%.

KoHcTaTupaHuTe pasnuyms B nonsa Ha MbXeTe ce NoTBbpXKaasaT M OT TBbpae
6aBHO NMPOMEHSILLMTE Ce CTOMHOCTU Ha UHOeKca Ha cmbkreHust masaH.'® Mo To3u

g eBponevickata CTaTUCTMKa Ce NPeACTaBAT AaHHW 3a YeTUpK TUNa akageMUYHN ANbXHOCTU — grade
A, B, C, D. Kakto e noco4eHo B goknaga She Figures — 2009, B bbnrapusi ca BanuaHun Tpu ot 1ax: A —
npodgpecop; B — goueHT n D — acucTeHT.

WHaekcbT Ha cTbkneHusa TaBaH (Glass Ceiling Index) e uHaukatop, KOMTO n3mepBa OTHOCUTENHUS
CMPSIMO MBXETE LUAHC Ha XeHWTe Aa AO0CTUrHaT BUCOKV NpodecnoHanHu nosmumn. Tosn nHaekc cpas-
HABa OTHOCUTENHWUTE ASANOBE Ha XeHuTe-npodecopn B obLmnst BPoii Ha KEHUTE C BCUYKWN akageMuU4Hn
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nokasarten bbrrapusi e 3HaunTenHoO Hag CpefHOEBPONENCKOTO My paBHMLLE, KOETO
He OTpuYa Hasu4yuemo Ha eepmukarnHa cegpeaayusi Mo akadeMuyHU OnTbXXHoOCMU y
Hac — cmbKreHuUssm maeaH npodbs/kasa 0a mexu Had efasume Ha XeHume-
uscnedosamersiu, HO € CPasHUMEsIHO ,MO-MbHBK”, OMKOJIKOMO & 108e4Yemo e8po-
nelicku Obpxasu.

Tabnuya 6
VlHD,eKC Ha CTbKINEHUA TaBaH B akageMun4Hata ccbepa
CTtpaHu 2004 . 2007 r. 2010r.
EC-27 1.9 1.8 1.8
Bwnrapusa 1.73 15 1.4

U3mouHuk: She Figures — 2006, p. 59; 2009, p. 78; 2012, p. 96.

To3n uHOEKC ce NpeAcTaBsa npen Hay4yHaTa obuwiecTBeHocT npe3 2006 r.,
aokato B nbpeBusa goknag ,She Figures — 2003” e namepeH T.Hap. koeULMEHT
Ha peMuHU3auns Ha npodecopckus cbeTas (bposT Ha xeHu-npodecopn Ha 100
MbKe-npodecopw). Mo aaHHm 3a 2001 r. Benrapusa ce Hapexaa Ha BTOPO MSCTO
cpepn cTpaHuTe-kaHauMaaTkyM 3a uneHcTBo B EC cnep JlatBua ¢bC CTOMHOCT Ha
TO3n nokasaten ot 21.7 n e 6nu3ka [o ,NbpeBeHuMTe” B ToraBawHute EC-15
Moptyranus (23.9) u ®uHnangus (23.4), KOeTo 03Ha4vaBa, Ye Manko Hag 20 XeHu
Ha 100 MbXxe ca B ,TOM-eLlenoHnTe” Ha akagemuyHaTa nepapxus. O4eBuMaHoO e,
Yye XXEeHWUTe ca CWUIHO cerpervpaHun, Ho AaHHMTe 3a ApYrM eBPOMNencKkn ObpKasu
oTYMTaT 3HaYUTENHO no-rnown pedyntatyn — okono 10 xeHun Ha 100 MbXe-npo-
decopu. CTOMHOCTUTE Ha MU3YUCIIABAHMS BMOCMNEACTBME MHOEKC HA CTbKIEHUs
TaBaH U No-KoHKpeTHO 3a 2010 r. noctaBAT bbnrapus Ha neTo B NO3UTUBEH
CMUCBIT MSICTO cpef eBponeinckuTe AbpxaBu. CpaBHWTENHO [obpoTo npen-
CTaBsiHe Ha CcTpaHaTta HM He oTpuya obavye HanMunmeTo u 3anasBaHeTO BbB
BpeMeTo Ha npobriema c BepTuKanHaTta cerperauusi, KOeTo nponvyasa npuv aHa-
N3 Ha NpeAcTaBUTENHOCTTA Ha XEHWUTE Ha HaW-BUCOKA akageMuyHa no3vuus B
TUNMYHATa Kapuepa Ha u3cnegoBaTenure.

MN3noxeHuTe B Tabn. 7 JaHHW 3a omHocumersiHUsl 0si/1 Ha XXeHUme U MbXe-
me-npoghecopu 8 obwusi akadeMu4yeH cbCmae y Hac nokaseaTt, Makap U Hama-
nsaABalLLMs, HO BCE MaK 3HaAYMUTENeEH NpeBec Ha MbXeTe - Npe3 YeTUpUTE pasrnex-
OaHU roguHN TEXHUAT GpoM HaABMLIABA TO3U Ha XeHuTe-npodecopn CbLOTBETHO
3.5,3.25,2.8n 2.5 nbTI.

ANBXHOCTW, KOETO MHAMKMPA Bb3MOXHOCTUTE (MW TAXHATa NUMCa) Ha XeHuTe Aa ce NpuaBuXBaT no
NepapxuyHata cTbnba B akageMuyHute nHcTUTyumn. CTOMHOCTUTE Ha MHAEeKca ce Aelumdpupat no
CredHUst HauYMH: ako TON e paBeH Ha 1, He ce HabniogaBaT JXXKeHAbp Pasnuuns; ako e no-mansk ot 1,
XEHWTe ca CBPBbXMPEACTaBEeHW; ako e noBeyve OT 1, KaKbBTO € cryyasT B cdepaTa Ha Haykata B
EBpona, e Hanuue edeKkTbT Ha CTbKNEHWUS TaBaH, T.e. XeHWTe ca HeAOoCTaTbyHO NPEeACcTaBeHW Ha
BMCOKWN akafeMunyHn noavumm. KomnkoTo no-Bncoka e CTOMHOCTTa Ha uHAekca, Tonkosa e ,no-geben”
CTBKINEHWSAT TaBaH, pecr. TOMKoBa NO-TPYAHO € 3a XeHUTe Aa ce NPUABMXAT KbM NO-BMCOKa MO3NLMA
(She Figures — 2012, p. 95).
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Tabnuya 7

OTHocuTeneH gan Ha npodhecopuTe No Non B
o6Lwmsa akagemmnyeH cbetaB B Bbnrapus (%)

[ognHn XKenu Mubxe
2001 3.7 13.1
2004 4.0 13.0
2007 5.0 14.0
2010 6.0 15.0

U3mouHuk: She Figures — 2003, p. 64; 2006, p. 58; 2009, p. 77; 2012, p. 92.

Ouwle no-nokasaTenHa B TOBa OTHOLLUEHWE € MHJOopMauMaTa 3a omHocumert-
HuUs1 Osin Ha XKeHUme-rpoghecopu 8 obuusi bpol npedcmasumernu Ha ma3su akade-
MuyHa dnbxHocm - 18% npes3 2001 n 2004 r., 24% npe3 2007 1. n 25.9% npe3 2010 T.
Bbnpeku Bugnmumsa nporpec B 6pos Ha npodecroHanHo ,M3pacteawmte” XeHn Te
CbCTaBMsIBaAT Marnko Hag e4Ha YeTBbPT OT NPOdECOPCKMS CbCTaB. 3HAYUTENHO MO-
Aobpa, HO He M3UANo PaBHOCTOMHA € CuUTyauusaTa B AOLEHTypaTa - OTHOCUTENHUAT
Aan Ha xeHute B Hes e 40% npes 2010 r., koeTo € ¢ 5.1% noBeye B cpaBHEHUE C
2004 r. MNo-TpyaHuaT n 6aBeH npoLec Ha NpodeCUOHaNHOTO U3pacTBaHe Ha XeHuTe
BbB BUCLLIETO 0O6pasoBaHMe 1 HaykaTa nponuyasa 1 oT ,BogeLumTte” UM nosuvumm Ha
paBHMLLE aCUCTEHTU - TEXHUST OTHOCUTENEH AN B 00LmMsA Bpoi acucTeHTn Noka3sa
M3HeHaaBaLLO NOCTOSAHCTBO, KaTo npe3 YeTupute roguHn ot 2004 oo 2007 r. HapacTea
enea ¢ 1.6% v oTToraBa 3anasBa ,JIMAEPCKOTO” cu MSACTO oT 54% po 2010 r. Tesu
TEeHOeHUUN NpuaobuBaT oLLe Mo-HeraTUBEH HIOAHC C Orfef CErpermpaHeTo Ha XeHnTe
B akageMUYHMTE Cpeau, KaTo Ce OTYETE HapacTBaLLUAT MM AN B 00LWLUS akageMnyeH
cbeTaB oT 43.4% npe3 2001 r. Ha 46% npe3 2010 1. 1 48% npe3 2012 .

Bbnpeku BnusaHeTo B cuna npes3 mav 2010 r. Ha gbnrooyakBaHus 3akoH 3a
pas3BUTMETO Ha akagemudHust cbcTaB B Penybnuka Bbnrapua aHanusbT Ha
pasnpeaeneHneTo Ha XXeHUTE N MBbXETe Mo akaaeMUYHU OSTBXHOCTU B nocnensa-
LnAa nepmvo No3BonsBa Aa ce KOHCTaTMpa HeHapyLMMUAT YCTONYMB XapakTep Ha
n3BedeHNTe TeHOEHUUN, KOETO MOXe fa ce Npocneau no OTHOLLIEHME Ha CeKkTopa
~BucLue obpasoBaHue”.

Tabnuua 8

OTHOCUTENeH AAN Ha XeHUTe B CbOTBETHUSA NpenofaBaTencky CbCTas B
AbPXKaBHM 1 YaCTHU BUCLLM yunnuwia B Bbnrapus no akageMuyHu armbxkHoctu (%)

AkageMnyHN ANBXHOCTN 2010-2011r. 2011-2012r. 2012-2013 .
Mpodecopu 25.9 26.6 29.4
LOoueHTn 39.7 40.8 41.7
AcuncteHTn 51.1 52.4 53.0
[MpenogaBaTenu n Hay4yHN CbTPYAHULN 61.7 63.2 61.0

H3moyHuk. Mo aaHHn Ha HCU, www.nsi.bg
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OmmnocumenHussm 0511 Ha xeHume-npogecopu Hapacmea camo ¢ 3.5% u
gcriedcmeue Ha HUCKOMO ,,cmapmoeo” pasHuwe ocmaea nod edHa mpema om
obwusi 6poli npenodasamenu Ha ma3su OnbXHOCM, BbNPekM dakta, Ye abco-
NOTHWAT BPON Ha xeHu-npodpecopun npes Tpute yvyebHu roguHu Benexu 3Hauu-
TeneH pbCT oT 39% cnpsiMO To3u Ha MbXeTe (17%). CaMo BpeMeTo Lie nokaxe
4anv ToBa e Havarno Ha NONoXWUTENHN NPOMEHU C Ornes NpeogonsaBaHe Ha BEPTU-
KarnHaTa cerperauusi Ha >XeHuUTe Mo akageMWYHU OJTBXHOCTWU, UM € BPEMEHHO
SIBMIEHNE KaTO peakunsi Ha 3aKbCHENUTE yNIECHEHMS Ha Mpoueaypy 3a akageMuUyHO
n3pacTtBaHe.

MpakTnyeckn He3abenexvmo e BNMAHNETO Ha OENCTBMETO Ha HOBUSA 3aKOH
BbPXy OKeHObP pasrpederieHuemo Ha O0UeHMU — OMHOCUMEsHUSIM 05T Ha XeHUme
Ha ma3su akademuyHa OnbXHOCM Hapacmea edsa ¢ 2%. CbC CblLUO TOMKOBa ce
yBenuyaBa AenbT Ha ,paboTHUTE NYenuykn’ BbB BUCLLIETO OOpa3oBaHUE — XeHU-
acucmeHmu, koumo npodnbskaeam Oa rpeobradagam Ha Hal-HUCKOMO pasHuUWie
6 akademuyHama tepapxus. Oule ,no-NpeacTaBUTENHO” € y4acTUEeTO Ha XeHUTE B
KaTeropusaTa ,npenogaBaTteny U Hay4dHu cbTpyaHuLM” — nuua 6e3 HayyHa CcTeneH u
BEpOsATHO 0e3 BUMOUMa akageMuyHa NePCneKTUBa, KaTo TEXHUAT OAN HAOXBbPIs
60% u He NposiBSBa HWMKaKBW NpU3HaUM NPe3 rOAMHUTE Oa nagHe nog Tosu ,npar’
(Ton e 63.8% npe3 2000 r., 68.4% npe3 2006 r., 63.2% npe3 2011 r. n 61% npe3
2012r.)

lMokasaTenHu ca gaHHWUTE 3a Bpos Ha poghecopume XeHu U MbXe 8 e8po-
netickume Obpxasu o eb3pacmosu epynu (3a 2010 r. HanM4yHaTa nHdopmaums e
camo 3a 12 gbpxasu, BkNn. benrapus). Kakto B noBeyeTo OT THX, Taka U y Hac Han-
MHOro ca npodecopuTe BbB Bb3pacTtoBaTa rpyna Hag 55 rognHn. EguHcTBEHO B
"epmaHus npodpecopute XeHn U Mbxe ca noseve npu 45-54-rognwiHnte mscne-
posaTtenu, a B ABctpus, PymbHUA n benrns 6poaT Ha xeHuTe-npodecopn HaaBu-
LaBa TO3U Ha MbXeTe B MocodeHaTa Bb3pacToBa rpyna. Tpsibea ga ce otbenexu,
ye B ['epMaHug, Ntanusa n PymbHUA € pernctpupaH 3HauuTeneH 6pow npodecopu-
XXEeHN N MbXe Ha Bb3pacT 35-44 roguHu, gokato bbnrapusa ce xapaktepuaupa c
HaW-HNCKM BB3MOXXHOCTU 3a MpoheCcMoHanHo n3pacTBaHe Npu no-mnagurte reHe-
paumm — cpen 35-44-roguwHnUTe M3CNefoBaTenu y Hac OpoAT Ha XeHuTe U
MBbXeTe-npodecopn € eaHakbB - 5. 3a cpaBHeHMe B PymbHust Te ca 1165 npwu
XeHute n 1294 npu mbxete, B [epmaHna — 560 npu xeHnte n 2293 npn MmbxeTe,
B Wtanusa — 108 npu xeHute n 460 npu mbxeTe, B ABCTpMS — 93 Npun XeHnte un
281 npu mbxeTe. B cbOTBETCTBME C TOBa MOXE Aa Ce HarnpaBu M3BOObLT, Ye 8
brreapusi akademu4yHama Kapuepa ce xapakmepu3upa ¢ basHU memrose u 3a
deama rosia, HO XeHume ca 8 no-HebnazonpusIMHO MOJ/IOKEHUE Om MbXeme U 8
memriopasHoO OmHoweHue, cried Kamo mexHusim bpol cbcmassisisa edsa edHa
Yemebpm Oom mo3u Ha Mbxeme-rpoghecopu Oopu 8b8 8b3pacmosa gpyna Had 55
200UHU.

OcBeH Mo akageMU4HN AMTbXHOCTY ce HabniogaBa eepmukasiHa ceepeaayusi
no 3aemaHume PbLKOBOOHU rO3UyUU B aKkageMWYHUTE OpraHu Ha ynpasrieHue.
KaTto opreHTMp 3a oueHKa Ha y4yacTMEeTO Ha XEHUTE U MbXeTe B yrnpaBlieHVETO
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cnyxat onpegeneHute B EBponeiickaTa cTpaTternsi 3a paBeHCTBOTO Ha >XeHUTe U
mbxeTe (2010-2015 r.) (EU Strategy for Equality between Women and Men) uenu
3a nocturaHe Ha 25% npefcTaBUTENHOCT Ha XXEHUTE Ha BMCLUM PbKOBOAHM MO3U-
LUK B HAy4YHOU3CNEAOBATENCKUS CEKTOP, KAKTO 1 Ha y4acTMeTo Ha Hai-manko 40%
OT eAuH non B Hay4HuTe GopaoBe B akageMUYHUTE MHCTUTYLMM U B KOMUCUN U
ekcnepTHW rpynu kbM EK B Tasu coepa.

AncnponopLMoHanHoTO yyacmue Ha XeHume U MbXeme 8 akadeMuyHume
op2aHu Ha Hay4Ho yrnpasesieHue (BX. Tabn. 9) nokasBa KakTO HedocTaTbyHaTa
NPEeACTaBUTENTHOCT Ha XXEHUTe W nuncaTa Ha CrpaBeanvBa KOHKYPEHUUs mexay
TSX U MbXeTe 3a Te3n no3vuuu, Taka n cnaboto um xenaHue ga ,npeogonest’
HenpeodonMMmus Bece olle edpekT Ha CTbKNeHus TaBaH. JllobonutHo e, Yye nocneg-
HOTO € NpUCHLLO He CaMO Ha MbXeTe, HO U Ha caMUTe XeHU, KOUTO, OCb3HATO UM
He, He nposiBaBaT pasbupaHe 3a ,OWEeTEeHOTO” cu nonoxeHne. OT4yMTankm n3bop-
HUS1 XapakTep Ha CbOTBETHWUTE MO3UUMM W Beve aHanuaupaHaTa GanaHcupaHa
npeacTaBUTENHOCT Ha XXeHUTe-u3cregoBaTenu B coepute Ha BUCLLETO 0Opa3oBaHme
M HaykaTa y Hac, Moxe Aa ce obobwu, 4e Hedocmamb4yHOMO yYacmue Ha XXeHu-
me 8 yrnpaeneHuemo Ha Hay4Hou3criedosamersickama 0eliHOCM 8 U38ECmeH CMUCDIT
e crnedcmeue om hakma, 4e me, om edHa cmpaHa, He ce kaHOudamupam & Ooc-
mamubyHa cmereH 3a CbomeemHu ONTbXXHOCMU, a om Opyaa, HOMUHUpam U rposi-
esi8am Haanacu 0a uzbupam kaHOudamu-mbxxe. NogobHo noBegeHue obade e no-
CKOpPO peakums Ha HanoXwWnuTe ce B OOLLECTBOTO KyNTYPHO-COLMETANHN JKEHObP
CTEpPEeoTUnK, OTKONKOTO Ha NpodeCMOHANHO-OPraHN3aUMOHHN UITM MHCTUTYLIMOHANHN
Oapuepu nNpef U3pacTBaHETO Ha XeHWUTe B HaykaTa.

Tabnuua 9

OTHOCUTENEH AN HA XEHUTE-YNIEHOBE HA Hay4YHU (aKageMUYHM) CbBETHU B
Hay4YHOU3CnenoBaTENCKNTE UHCTUTYLMK 1 BUCLLMTE Y4ebHM 3aBeaeHust (%)

CTtpaHu 2001r. 2004 . 2007 r. 2010r.
EC-27 27.3* - 22 36**
Bvnrapus 14.7 32.8 37 29

* NaHHuTe ca 3a EC-15; cpegHo 3a 11 cTpaHu-kananaaTtku 3a uneHcreo B EC — 19.1.

** Kakto e o16ensisaHoO B CbOTBETHUS AOKMaz, TO3W pe3ynTaT € Marnko 3aBuLLIEH
rnopaau HsSKoM MEeTOAOSIOrMYHIN NPOMEHU Npu U3MepBaHe Ha cpedHuTe rnokasatenu 3a EC-
27 cnpsimo She Figures — 2009.

UzmouyHuk: She Figures — 2003, p. 76; 2006, p. 71; 2009, p. 99; 2012, p. 117.

MpencraBeHUTe JaHHU NoKa3BaT CepPMO3HO HapacTBaHe Ha y4acTUETO Ha xe-
HUTe B Bbnrapus npes aHanuanpaHusi NEPUOA - OT €OHO OT Hal-HUCKMTE paBHMLLA
cpegHo B EC-15 n 11 ctpaHu-kangngatkn npes 2001 r., npes 2004 r. gocturame oo
Hau-BucokoTo crieq Hopserus (48%) n Oanuns (35%) cpen EC-27, Ho octaBame nop
nocoyeHata uen 3a 40% npeacrasutenHocT. lMpe3 2010 r. HacTbMBa CbLUECTBEH
cnag oT 8 nyHKTa, MOCTaBsLY, HallaTa cTpaHa Janeye oT cpeaHoTo paBHuLle B EBpo-
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na, KoATo BCe noeeye ce Jobnkasa 4o NOCTUraHETO Ha BMU3MpaHaTa uen. Tpsbea aa
ce nocoyn obadve, 4Ye TA € M3MbIIHEHA CaMO B YETUPU EBPOMENCKA ObpXKaBu —
Ucnangus (40%), dunnaHous (45%), Hopeerua (46%) u LWeseuns (49%), a B 4bHOTO
Ha Knacaumsita nNo To3u nokasaten ca lMonwa n Kunbp — camo 7% OT XeHuTe Tam
yyacTBaT B Hay4HUTe GOpAoBE B CbOTBETHUTE MHCTUTYLNN.

3HaunTenHo no-enamMmu ca OxeHObP pasnuyusma 6 ydJacmuemo 8 adMu-
HUCMPamueHOMO PBbKOBOOCMBO Ha akademuyHume uHcmumyuyuu. OTHOcUTEn-
HUAT OSN Ha KEHUTEe-pbKOBOOUTENW Ha WMHCTUTyuumTe B cdepata Ha BUCLLETO
obpasoBaHue y Hac HapacTtBa OT 8% npe3 2007 r. Ha 14.4% npe3 2010 r., HO
Hapeq c owe 15 cTpaHu ocTaBa noa cpeaHoTo 3a EC-27 paBhuiie ot 15.5% npes
2010 r. ToBa e abcontoTHO HeQOCTATbYHO KakTo 3a EBpona, Taka 1 3a bbnrapus ¢
ornef Ha nocodeHara uen 3a nocturaHe Ha 25% npeacTaBUTENHOCT Ha XEHUTE Ha
BMCLUM PBKOBOAHM MO3MLMM B HayydyHom3crieqoBaTernckus cektop. Tpsbsa aa ce
oTbenexu, Ye TONKoBa ronsiMa NPeACTaBUTENHOCT € MOCTUrHaTa camo B TPU EBPO-
nenckn ctpaHn — duHnangms (25%), Weeums (26.9%) n Hopserus (31.8%), aokato B
JlatBuA T4 € paBHa Ha Hyna, BbNpeku Ye Ta3u AbpxaBa € cped MarnkoTto C Han-
ronsiMa >XeHcka 3aeTocT B akagemuyHata cdepa (Hag 50%). ToBa OTHOBO MocTaBss
BbMNpOCa 3a penauusita Mexagy Hanoxwnure ce B obLLEeCTBOTO [KEHOAbP CTEpeo-
TUMN N HUCKATa CaMOOLIEHKA Ha XXEHUTE, XapakTEPEH U 3a CTPaHWUTE C He TONIKOBa
dpanaHTHK, HO BCE MakK U3KIMIOYUTENHO HUCKM pe3yntaTtu No TO3M UHANKATOP

Ouwe no-nokasaTenHa € uHopmMauusita 3a OTHOCUTENHUSA OSSN Ha XEeHUTe-
PEKTOPY Ha YHMBEPCUTETU W OPYrM BUCLLM y4eOHN 3aBedeHUs C NpaBo Aa ynpax-
HABaT AOKTOpaHTCKO oby4yeHne - npe3 2007 r. Ton e 9% kakTto B EC-27, Taka n B
Bbnrapus, kato 6enexu TBbpAe HECBLLECTBEHO HapacTBaHe CbOTBETHO Ha 10 un
12% npe3 2010 r. Cpen nmbpBeHUUTE OTHOBO Ca CKaHAMHAaBCKUTE CTPaHW, KbOETO
XXEHUTE-PEKTOPU 3a pasnuka OT OCTaHanuTe €BpOMNenckn CTpaHu He ca heHOMEH:
Weeumna — 43%, Vcnangusa — 33%, Hopeerusa — 29% un duHnaHams — 25%. Nma n
ObpXaBu, B KOUTO MOHATUETO ,JKEHA-PEKTOP” € MU3UANOo Heno3HaTo ABneHne — Kunbp,
JlIntea n YHrapusi ¢ 0% XeHu Ha Ta3n ANMbXHOCT.

Mo-HoBWUTE AaHHM 3a Bbrrapusi nogkpensaTt odepTaHuTe TeHaeHumn. OTHO-
CUTENHUAT O8N Ha XXEHUTe-OUPEKTOpM B UHCTUTYUMmTe Ha BAH (ocHoBeH npen-
CTaBWTES Ha ObpXaBHWSA CEKTop 3a Hayka) e 21.7% (10 xeHun oT obwo 46 gupek-
Topu), Kato 6 OT TAX ca B obnactra Ha TPaAULMOHHO (PEMWHU3MPaHWUTE HaydHU
obnactm Ha ob6LiecTBEHUTE WU [NaBHO Ha XyMaHUTApPHWUTE Hayku M camo 4 ca
YXEHUTE-AMPEKTOPU B TOYHUTE, ECTECTBEHUTE M UHXEHEPHUTE Hayku (BX. bbrrapcka
akagemus Ha HaykuTe. CnpasoyHuk 2011...). ,[porpectT” Ha XeHuTe ce Habnogasa ¢
NMOHMWXKaBaHETO Ha pPaBHULLETO HAa PBLKOBOAHUTE MO3MLMMK, T.€. MpU MO-HUCKUTE
OTBXXHOCTU OTHOCUTENHUAT UM Asn CbLlecTBeHO HapacTBa — 40.9% ca eHu-3am.-
avpektopu n 70% - HayyHu cekpeTtapu. [Noa onpegenexusa B EC kputepuit octasa
KOMMO3MpPaHETO Ha OpraHMTe Ha Hay4YHOTO PBbKOBOACTBO — XeHuTe ca 36.6% ot
npeacefaTennTte Ha HayyHuUTe CbBeTU B MHCTUTYTUTE Ha BAH. Bbnpekn ye ot
1869 r. He e mano HUTO eaHa XXeHa-Npenceaaten Ha BAH, B ueHTpanHuTe opraHu 3a
ynpasrneHue Ha AkagemusaTta npes 2011-2012 r. e peructpmpaH U3BecTeH Hanpeabk
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Nno OTHOLLEHME MOCTUraHeTo Ha GanaHcupaHa npeacTaBUTENHOCT Ha MOSoBeTe -
CbOTHOLLIEHMETO B Bposi Ha 3aM.-NpeacedatenvTe Ha BAH Mbxe 1 xeHu ce NpoMeHs
o7 3:0 Ha 1:2; B 6posi Ha Hay4YHWUTE CeKpeTapu No Hay4YHU HanpaeneHus — oT 5 : 2 Ha
4 : 3; B oanoBeTe Ha uneHoBeTe Ha ynpaButenHusa cbBeT — oT 40 : 60% Ha
50 : 50%, T.e. nocTUrHaT € MbieH NapuUTeT MEXAY XeHUTe U MbxeTe. [nbxHoCcTUTe
npeacenaten Ha BAH u npeacegaten Ha O6uwoTto cbbpaHue Ha BAH obave Bce
olle ca ,3arnaseHa mMapka’ 3a MbXeTe-y4yeHu. TBbpAe HUCKa ocTaBa NpeacTtaBu-
TENHOCTTa Ha XXeHUTe cpel akageMULUUTE N YIeH-KOpPeCnoHOEHTUTE — C OTYMTaHe
Ha HoBon3OpaHuTe npe3 2012 r. uneHoBe Ha BAH TexHuaT gan e easa 3% oT aka-
aemuumnTe (2 xeHn ot oo 68) n 14% ot uneH-kopecnoHaeHTuTe (13 xeHn oT 93,
KaTto 7 OT TsIX OTHOBO ca B OOLLECTBEHUTE N XyMaHUTApPHUTE Haykn N B U3KYCTBO-
3HaHWETO).

He no-pasnuyHa e cutyaumsata BbB BUCLUMTE OpraHu Ha ynpaBfieHne B cuc-
TemaTta Ha BuclieTo obpasoBaHue. N3bpaHnaT B Hadanoto Ha 2012 r. HoB CbBeT
Ha peKkTopuTe Ha BUCLIUTE yuunuula B bbnrapms nma npeacenarten-mbX U LLECTU-
Ma MbXe-UreHoBe Ha ynpaBuTenHusi cbBeT. B cbotBeTCTBUE € AaHHM HA MOMH ot
Peructbpa Ha akpeguTtnpaHu suclumn yunnuiia kbm 1 man 2013 r. 8 51 gbpxaBHU n
YaCTHW YHUBEPCUTETU M BUCLLM YYUITULLLA XXEHUTE-PEKTOPM ca camo 2, T.e. 3.9% oT
BCUYKN PEKTOPU (peKkTopuTe ca W npeacedatenu Ha akageMWYHUTE CbBETM), a
XXeHuTe 3am.-pektopu ca 32 (rmaBHO MO MEXAYHapOAHO CbTPYAHNYECTBO M BPbH3KU C
obLlecTBeHOCTTa M No yyebHa AEWHOCT), KOETO € HeJocTaTbyHO C Orfed Ha
dakTa, Yye cpeaHusT Opor Ha 3aM.-pEeKToOpUTe B €4HO BUCLUE y4unuLle Bapupa
mexay 2 un 4. Cpep npeacenatenute Ha obLLOTO cbbpaHne — BbPXOBEH OpraH Ha
ynpaBfeHMe Ha BUCLUUTE YYUNULLIA, XXEHUTE OTHOBO Ca camo 2 NpWu 3HaYUTEneH
OpoMi xeHun 3am.-npeacenarenu.

>keHABP pasnuuus Npu AocTbNa U pasMmepa Ha
NPOEKTHOTO (huHaAHCUpaHe

Cnabata npeOcTaBMTENHOCT Ha XEHUTE B YMPaBMEHCKUTE CTPYKTYpu B
HaykaTa u3Bexga Ha npedeH nnaH Bbhpoca AOKOMKO ToBa pedriektupa BbpXy
LUaHCoBeTE UM 3a MnofyyYyaBaHe Ha (pMHaHCOBU cpeacTBa 3a HayvyHouscrnegoBarer-
cka gemnHocT. BB Bpb3ka ¢ ToBa oT 2006 r. eBponerickaTa CTaTUCTMKa 3a XEeHUTe
N MBbXeTe B chepaTta Ha HayyHUTe M3cneaBaHus BKIHOYBA AONMBAHUTENHU OaHHU,
Haco4YeHn KbM aHasiu3 Ha OxeHObp pasnudusma npu docmbra U pasmepa Ha
MPOeKMHOmMo (buHaHcupaHe 4Ype3 U3MepBaHe Ha CTerneHTa Ha ycrneBaemoCT Ha
XEHUTE N MbXeTe Npu KaHauaaTcTBaHe M nonyyaBaHe Ha (pvHaHCOBU cpeacTBa
3a Hay4yHou3crnedoBaTencku nNpoekTu. BegHara Tpsbea ga ce otbenexu, 4ye aHa-
U3bmM Ha cbomeemuume 0aHHU He yCmaHoesi8a Hasiuquemo Ha cepuo3eH OXeHObp
OucbanaHc. Npe3 2004 r. no-BUCOKa CTEMEH Ha YCNEBAEMOCT NMPU MBXETE € pPermcTpu-
paHa B 17 oT HabnogaBaHNTe 26 eBPONENCKM CTpaHu, a Npu XXeHuTe — B 9 abpkasu
(cpea T19x e u bbnrapus), 3a kouTo e ycTaHoBeHa obpaTHomponopuuoHarnHa
3aBMCMMOCT - KOMIKOTO MO-HWUCKO € PaBHULLIETO Ha pasxoauTe 3a HayyHu uscneg-
BaHWSA Ha eduH mu3cregoBaTen, TOMNKOBa MO-rofisiMa e ycrneBaemMocTTa Mpu XeHnTe.
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Mpe3 2010 r. no-BuCOKa CTEMEH Ha ycrneBaemocCT NMpu MbXxeTe cpefHo ¢ 2.5% e
peructpupaHa B 17 ot HabnogaBaHuTe 22 eBpONenckn AbpxKasu, a Npu XeHuTe
(no-Bucoka OT Tasn Ha MbxeTe cpeaHo ¢ 1.9%) — B 5, Bkn. B bbnrapus (Hape cbe
CnoBeHus, Jiokcembypr, Ucnanamss n Hopeerus). TpsibBa fa ce otbenexu, 4ye
npe3 2010 r. nanpeBapBaHETO Ha CTeMNeHTa Ha yCneBaeMOCT Npu MbXeTe B CTpa-
HWUTE, KbOETO TA € NOo-BUCOKa 3a THAX, 3Ha4YMTenHo Hamansiea crnpsamo 2002 r. - oT
12.3 Ha nocodeHnTe 2.5%, OOKaTO B TE3M C M3NpeBapBaLla CTEMNEeH Ha yCrneBaeMocCT
Ha XXeHUTe paBHMLLETO OcTaBa NOCTOAHHO — 1.9%.

Pesyntatute OoT cpaBHeHMETO Ha BposA Ha KaHAMOATCTBAWMTE 3a MPOEKTHO
¢uHaHcupaHe u Ha criedenunume (beHebulyueHMU Ha CbOMeemHUIme 2paHmose)
JKEeHU U MbXe-u3dcriedosamenu 8 bbreapusi nokasgam He3Ha4YumesiHu pasiu4qusi
(cpegHo ¢ 2% B nonsa Ha xeHuTe npe3 2002 n 2010 r.) — 30% xeHn, cneyenunu
duHaHcmpaHe oT obwusa 6por kaHauaaTcTBalM XeHn, u 28% 3a cbwaTta rpyna
Mbxe npe3 2002 r. n cboTBeTHO 28.7 1 26.8% npe3 2010 r. TpsibBa Aa ce nocoun
obaye, Yye Npes3 aHanMaupaHusl nepuod OpoaT Ha KaHauAaTCTBaWMTE U3cneqoBaTen
OT f[BaTta nona Hamansiea ApacTudHO — 2.8 NMbTU NpU XeHuTe n 2.7 MbTu Npu
MbXeTe, A0KaTO AeNnbT Ha CMeYenunnTe ocTaBa Ha CbLLOTO PaBHULLE MPY 3ana3BaHe
Ha No-BMcCOKaTa CTEMNeH Ha yCcrneBaeMOCT MpU XXeHUTe Yy Hac. AHanu3bT Ha TO3M
nokasartes no Hay4yHu obnactu gaea no-getansnHa nHgopmaums OTHOCHO JocTbna
00 oMHaHCcupaHe Ha XeHuTe n mbxeTte B bbnrapusa npes 2010 r. - mbxeTe mnsnpe-
BapBarT XeHute ¢ 4.1% B eCTecTBeHUTe Hayku, ¢ 5.6% B MeamumHara, c. 23.9% B
CENCKOCTOMNaHCKNTE HayKu. B CbLLIOTO BpeMe XeHnTe ca C No-BUCOKa yCrneBaeMocT
OT MbXeTe rnmaBHO B obuiectBeHuTe Hayku — ¢ 27.4%, n ¢ 13.4% B UHXeHepHUTe
Hayku. BbB ,beMuHmnsmpaHmTe” xymaHuTapHm Hayku obadve e Hanuue abcontoTeH
okenabp 6anaHc.

Mo-pasnuuHa e cuTyauusaTa Npu aHanusa Ha pasmepa Ha OTrnycHaToTo du-
HaHcupaHe.!” Tyk ,oLueTeHn” B CpaBHEHMe C APy eBPOMNEiCkM AbpXaBn Ca BCUYKM
XEHU U MbXe B akagemudHaTta cdepa y Hac. HanuyHume daHHU 3a 2003, 2006 u
2009 2. nocmassm bbnzapusi Ha edHO om YyerTHUMe mMecma cped espornelickume
Onpxxasu o obuwy 6poli xeHu-uscrnedogamesu (okomno u Had 50%) u No cmeneH Ha
ycriegaemMocm Ha xeHume U ycriopedHo ¢ mosa Ha e0HO om rocrnedHume o
omrnycHamume cpedcmea 3a ¢huHaHcupaHe Ha rpoekmu Ha eOuH u3criedosamernt
(nod 50000 PPS) u no-koHkpemHo — okono 30 000 PPS rnipe3 2006 2. u okoso
35 000 PPS rnpe3 2009 2.*® ToBa Hamupa n3pa3 B xapakTepHUsi 3a eBponeiickaTa

17 CwrnacHo meTogornoruaTa Ha foknaauTe ,She Figures” ¢ uen usBbplUBaHe Ha MeXOyAbpXaBHU
cpaBHeHusi B EBpona pa3vepbT Ha oTnycHaTuTe cpefcTBa 3a (hvMHaHCUMpaHe Ha Hay4HW NPOEeKTW Ha
eaviH nscnegoBaTern ce U3uyncnsaBa B XMnoTeTuyHa obula BanyTHa eanHuLa ,CTaHAapTHa nokynatenHa
cuna” (PPS — Purchasing Power Standard). EauH PPS nossonsiBa ga 6bae 3akyneHo eqHaKBO KOnwu-
4YeCTBO CTOKM M yCryru BbB BCsika HabnogaBaHa agbpxasa (She Figures — 2012, p. 121).

18 Mpe3 2009 r. cpegHusT obL, pasmep Ha NPOEKTHOTO pmHaHcupaHe B munmoHn PPS B EC-27 e, kakTo
cnefBa: B YacCTHUSA m3cnenoBaTencku cektop — 137 412, B abpxaBHusi cektop — 30 800 n B cekTopa
,Bucwe obpasoBaHne” — 54 693. B bwnrapus Toit e cboTBeTHO 125, 230 1 58 (She Figures — 2012,
p. 129). KOMeHTapbT € n3nuLieH.
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KapTa 3a paBeHCTBOTO Ha XXEHUTEe U MbXeTe B HayKkaTa YCTOMYMBO NPOsiBsiBaLL, ce
DPKEeHObP NapagoKe: KONKOTO NO-BMCOK € AeNbT Ha XeHUTe-u3crnegoBaTenu B eaHa
ObpXaBa, TONMKOBa MO-HUCBK € pa3MepbT Ha (DUHAHCOBOTO OCUNypsiBaHE Ha MPOEKTU
Ha eduH nscnegosaTern, U 0bpaTHO — KONMKOTO MO-HUCHK € AenbT Ha XXeHUTe, TONKoBa
no-ronemy ca OTNycHaTuTe (PMHAHCOBM cpencTBa. 3a wunocTpaums Te ca Hanl-
Bucokn - Hag 190 000 PPS, B AscTpus, Nepmanus, Lseuns v novtn Tonkoea B
WTanus npu cboTBETHUN OANOBE Ha XXeHuTe-uacnegosartenu ot 28, 25, 36 n 34%. B
pes3yntaT ce KOHcTatupa, 4Ye B Te3n 1 6nnsku o TAX AbpXKaBu pasnpeaerneHneTo
Ha (MHaAHCOBWUTE CPEACTBa OMpeAeneHO OLEeTsIBa XXEeHUTe, KOUTO B Mo-ronsimMa
CTerneH ca NpeAcTaBeHn B NPOEKTHUTE 06acTu U CEKTOPU C MO-HUCKO bMHAHCUpaHe.
B cmpaHume ¢ nocmueHam omHocumerieH banaHc e npedcmasumesiHocmma Ha
JXXeHUme U Mbxeme 8 akademu4yHama cqhepa, ek/. 8 bbnzapus, puHaHcupaHemo
€ Hucko, koemo 800u 00 cgoeobpasHa OxeHObp ,pasHoriocmageHocm” 8 0adeH
KOHTEKCT. B cbLIOTO BpeMe e KoHcTaTMpaHa HebnaronpusiTHa ¢ orned Ha mKeHobp
pPaBHOMOCTABEHOCTTA TEHAEHLMSA Ha y4acTUETO Ha eBponerckmTe xeHun B VI PamkoBa
nporpama 3a Hay4Hu macrnegpaHusi B EC Ha BCUYKM MO3ULMK B TUNOBETE MPOEKTH,
npeaBwkOaLLmM no-HUCKO oMHaHCUpaHe - ako B TakvMea npoekty (Smaller Instruments
CA’s, SSA’s and Streps) 10 e cpegHo 43.3%, B no-mawabHuTe no pasmepa Ha
duHaHcupaHe npoektu (Integrated Projects, Networks of Excellence) ce Habnto-
AaBa crnaf Ha fena Ha xeHute cpegHo Ha 30.5%.

Mpwn pasnpegeneHne Ha pMHaHCOBUTE CPEACTBA MO MKOHOMUYECKN CEKTOPM
cpegHo B EC-27, Bkn. n B Bbnrapusi, ce HabnwogaBaT aHanormyHn TeHAEHUMM -
Hal-BMCOKWN ca CyMUTe B U3CrieoBaTesickuTe CTPYKTYPY B YACTHUS CEKTOP, CreaBaHu
OT AbpPXKaBHUTE HAyYHU MHCTUTYLMM U Hakpas e cekTopsT ,Buce obpasosaHue”,
KbAETO cymuTe cbeTaBnsiBat cpedHo 50% OT Te3n B AbpxaBHUA 1M okono 25% ot
TEXHWS pa3mMep B YacTHUS cekTop. [lopaan eamH oT ocCHOBHUTE Npobnemu B obnacTra
Ha [PKeHObp KOMMO3MpaHeTO Ha akagemMuyHaTa 3aeTocT B EBpona — TBbpae
OrpaHMYEHOTO y4yacTUe Ha XXEeHWUTe-U3CregoBaTenu B YacTHUTE M3cregoBaTernckm
CTPYKTYPW, KOUTO CE XapaKTepmampaT CbC 3HA4YMTENHO no obem cbmHaHcKpaHe, e
Hanuue siBHa HepaBHOMOCTABEHOCT Ha €BPOMNENCKUTE XXEHW NpWU OOCTbMN A0 HaW-
BMCOKOOOIKETHUTE NpoekTu. B Bbnrapus obade 3aetocTTa Ha XeHuTe-uscneno-
BaTenu B YacTHUsI cektop € 43%, KOeTo M3KIoYBa TO3M Npobrem oT AHEBHUS pen
3a CMeTKa Ha OrpaHuU4eHuUTe Bb3MOXHOCTU 3a CONMMAHO PMHaAHCUPaHE Ha yYeHnUTe
W OT ABaTa nona.

*

M3BbplleHnaT aHanu3 gokasea, Ye bbnrapua 3aema OOCTOMHO MACTO Ha
eBpornenckata Kapta 3a [pKeHObp paBHOMOCTABEHOCT B akagemMumyHaTa cdepa,
KbEeTO e MoCTUrHaT BMAMM Hanpeabk, pedrektrpaly, B npedoKyCupaHeTo Ha npuo-
puteTUTE OT MNOCTUrAHETO Ha [PKEHObP PaBHOMOCTABEHOCT KbM CTpeMexa 3a
OanaHcMpaHa NpPeAcTaBUMTENTHOCT Ha XEHUTE U MbxeTe. 3HayuMTenHa 4acT oT
npobnemuTe, CbLUECTBYBaLLM B Ta3n ccpepa cpeaHo B EBpona u B oToenHuTe obp-
XaBu, ca NpakTU4ecKku NpeofoneHu y Hac. Bbnpeku ToBa ca maeHTMdUuupaHu
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Bbnrapus B eBponenckute knacaumm 3a [keHAbp paBeHCTBOTO B akafeMUyHUTe cpeam

mpu OCHOBHU rnpobrieMHU obriacmu — XOpPU3OHTarnHa cerperauma no obnactu Ha
HayKaTa, TeHAeHUNA KbM HanyCckaHe Ha ObpXXaBHUA HAay4YHOU3CegoBaTes1ICKN Cek-
TOP OT CTpaHa Ha MbXeTe U CbLLeCTBEHA BepTMKariHa cerperauus no akageMmyHu
ONMBXHOCTU U PBbKOBOAHWU MO3ULUKN, KOUTO M3WUCKBAT MO-HATaTbLUHO TbPCEHE Ha
MbTULLA U MEXaHM3MM 3a TAXHOTO NPeoaossiBaHe.
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Assoc. Prof. Alla Kirova, PhD

BULGARIA IN THE EUROPEAN RATINGS FOR GENDER
EQUALITY IN THE ACADEMIC CIRCLES

The implementation of “Europe 2020” Strategy and its standards requires
establishment of fair European research area with a view to gender balance. In
conformity with that vision, the article presents the results of a study of the
gender equality level in the academic circles in Bulgaria. It is carried out by
analysis of the place of Bulgaria among the European states in regard to this
indicator. The main task is to identify the achieved progress and still existing
problem areas.

JEL: J16; J44

In the context of the knowledge economy, strengthening its position in Europe,
and with a view to meeting the criteria of “Europe 2020” Strategy, the actions for
overcoming the gender differences in higher education and research have a special
place in EU for developing a “fair science in a fair society” (Stocktaking 10 years of
“Women in Science”..., 2010, p. 7). The goal is academic men and women to be able
to fully use the accumulated knowledge, skills and innovation potential in the
process of creating knowledge, as well as to participate in establishing socially
inclusive society, envisioned in the Strategy. The undertaken initiatives and actions
are the result of a general gender mainstreaming policy globally and in Europe,
which requires mostly determining the place of Bulgaria in the relevant ratings by
degree of gender equality, achieved in the society. The suggested evaluations are
the result of an analysis of the carried out international comparative studies in this
field.

Since 2006 the World Economic Forum has presented annual Global Gender
Gap Reports (see EU Strategy for Equality between Women and Men (2010-2015)...),
where through the developed Global Gender Gap Index they evaluate the gender
inequality in percentage.! In 2006-2008 Bulgaria occupied respectively 37", 25" and
36" place among the analyzed 115 countries. Since 2009 the range of the reports
has expanded to 134-135 countries. From the 38" place in 2009, Bulgaria has
dropped down to 50", 51% and 52™ place respectively in 2010, 2011 and 2012.
Despite this alarming tendency at first sight, Bulgaria was in the third group of
countries with index 0.71-0.70 in 2012, which is not such a big difference, compared
with the countries in the first group (1.00-0.75) and in the second group (0.74-0.72).?
It is worth mentioning that almost 1/3 of the EU member states are behind us in this

! This index determines how well resources and opportunities are distributed between genders in each
country (despite the level of the relevant resources) in four critical areas: economic participation and
opportunities (payment, employment, access to highly qualified employment); education achievements
(access to primary and higher education); political power (participation in decision-making structures);
health and life expectancy.

2 The results show that three countries with highest rating — Iceland, Finland and Norway — have
overcome over 84% of the gender differences in the mentioned fields, while the countries with lowest
rating —slightly above 50%. Bulgaria has overcome over 70%, which is quite a good result.
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ranking (Poland, France, Estonia, Romania, Slovakia, Czech Republic, Cyprus, Italy,
Hungary, Greece).

In 2006 Europe adopted a Roadmap for equality between women and men
(2006-2010), which stated the necessity of measuring the level of this equality (see
Roadmap for equality between women and men..., 2006). For this purpose in 2010
an European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) was established. During its first
middle-term work programme (2010-2012) the Institute developed and published the
European Gender Equality Index (EGEI) in 2011 (see Bericat, 2012, p. 1-28), which
ranged 27 member states of EU (EU-27). It can be defined as a “macro” index of
gender equality, since it measures only the relative state of the existing balance in
the access to basic resources in three public areas of the social structure,
determining the social status of men and women — education, work and power.® The
best news is that Bulgaria is on 1* place among EU-27 with its highest average value
of this index (results in 2009) — 73.1 (EU-27 average value is 55). Concerning access
to education and work, its values are even more significant — respectively 87.1 (EU-
27 average — 76.4) and 83.6 (EU-27 average — 58.7). Only concerning access to
power the index is not so promising — 53.7. However, again the result for Bulgaria is
significantly higher than EU-27 average (37.6). Different index values in different
areas reflect the specifics of the process of achieving gender equality in them, which
lets us identify the priorities of the necessary encouraging measures and actions.
Deciphering the index leads to the conclusion that EU average level of women status
is only 55% of the men status, while in Bulgaria it is 73%. Although to a different
degree, structural gender inequality in Europe still exists.

Data published in European Commission Report on the progress on equality
between women and men in 2011 are more detailed (ref. Progress on equality
between women and men in 2011). On most indexes Bulgaria is at level above or
close to EU average, which means that the EU specific problems in gender
equality area exist in Bulgaria as well. We have to mention that on some indicators
Bulgaria is on 1% place (in a positive sense). For example, Bulgaria has lowest
share in EU of part-time workers women and men in the total number of employed
people in 2010 — 2.6% women and 2.2% men; and the difference in the shares of
men and women is minimal — 0.4%. In comparison, the average value of this
indicator in EU-27 is 31.9% women and 8.7% men. Important fact is that the part-
time employment in general and the inequality of women in this regard is one of the
significant problems before many European countries.

The report data show another positive tendency specific of Bulgaria —
decrease by 2.3 points of gender differences in employment (from 9.7% in 2005 to
7.4% in 2010). The difference is in favor of men. The value is one of the lowest

3 The index shows correlation between the status of men and women in the relevant area, i.e. its values
show in percentage the achievements of women in reaching equal status with men through determining
the degree of equality in the access to relevant resources in the mentioned three areas. Index value
under 100 shows degree of inequality for women, index value over 100 shows degree of inequality for
men. If it is 100, it shows a complete gender equality.
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among the European countries in 2010, after Latvia (0.2% in favor of men), Estonia
(2%), Finland (3%), Denmark (5.6%) and Sweden (6%), with EU-27 average 13%. At
the same time concerning level of employment for women aged 25-49 with children
aged under 12, Bulgaria with its 64.8% in 2010 “follows” closely the EU-27 average
(64.7% in 2010). This shows possible problems in the reconciliation between work
and family life for over 35% of the women in this group. Such tendency (but only for
women) in Bulgaria exists concerning implementation of the Europe 2020 headline
target — 75% employment rate for men and women — average level of employment
for women in EU-27 in 2010 is 62.1%, while in Bulgaria it is 61.7%. However,
Bulgaria falls behind on this index for men — 69.1% compared with 75.1% average
level in EU-27. This means that the Strategy set target of employment level of men
has already been reached in most European countries, while the others have to
overcome the obvious gender differences in the next years.

The information published in the report about the share of young people (aged
30-34), tertiary educated and with a higher level of education, is especially significant
for determining the available academic potential. Concerning women, Bulgaria is
close to the EU average level (35.5% compared with 37.2% in EU-27). At the same
time in Bulgaria the share of men is significantly lower than the one of women, and
than the EU average level — 20.7% of men in Bulgaria compared with 30% in EU-27.
To a certain extent the stated difference of 14.8 points in favor of women in Bulgaria
is an indicator of a tendency towards feminization of higher education.

In accordance with the data in the analyzed report, practically all European
countries, including Bulgaria, face one of the main problems in determining the
inequality of women in all areas of the public life — their insufficient or rather quite
limited participation at management level, respectively involvement of women in
decision-making processes. Data in 2012 illustrate the scale of this problem in all
Europe. For example, the share of women filled board seats of the largest publicly
listed companies is average 13.7% in EU-27 and 15.6% in Bulgaria, while the share
of women presidents of the highest corporate boards of the largest publicly listed
companies are respectively 3.2 and 13.3%. As the mentioned data show, values of
this indicators in Bulgaria are higher than the EU average level, while the share of
women presidents of corporate boards leads Bulgaria to the 1% place in Europe. This
happens because Bulgaria exceeds the EU average level by 4 times. On the other
hand, it shows significantly higher rates of increase in their number in 2004-2012 —
by 10.7 points compared with 0.6 in EU-27 (with even start for Bulgaria and EU-27 in
2004 — 2.6%). The established tendencies indicate of positive changes towards
overcoming the gender stereotypes in the society. However, the positive comparative
data do not deny the actuality of this problem and the low participation of women in
public governance in Bulgaria by absolute number. Still insufficient but higher is the
participation of women as ministers in national governments: average in EU-27 they
are 1/4 (24.7%), while in Bulgaria the share is significantly lower — 17.6% in 2011.
The situation in the private sector is obviously better — the share of women in
leadership and business performance is little over 30% in 2010, both in EU-27 (33%)
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and in Bulgaria (31%). This information is confirmed by another study of the European
Commission — Progress report on women in economic decision-making in the EU
(2012). According to the published data, Bulgaria is on the 4th place after France,
Iceland and Slovenia by increase in number of women filled board seats with over
4% in the period October 2010 — January 2012, while the EU-27 average rate in the
same period is almost 2%. However, Bulgaria is among 1/3 of the EU member
countries, where in 2012 about half of the registered corporate boards (in Bulgaria —
53%) have no woman member.

The analysis of international studies on gender equality in the early 21
century show that Europe as a whole, and Bulgaria in particular, have achieved
certain though uneven progress in overcoming the gender differences in the main
aggregated areas of socio-economic life. The undertaken common actions in this
direction are supplemented also by their concentration in different areas and sectors,
important for each stage of the development, like R&D.

Gender balance in the academic employment

The contours and changes of the European roadmap for equality between
women and men in the academic fields in the first decade of 21* century are drawn
in the four three-year reports of Directorate-General for Research and Innovation at
the European Commission — “She Figures”.* published since 2003. The developed,
constantly added and analyzed indicators there, presenting the gender situation in
the science field, directly correspond to the established during the study changes in
the approach towards analysis and policies in this field in the beginning of the new
century — from measuring the degree of inequality of female researchers® to
evaluating the balance in the participation of both genders, the trajectories of their
career development and the progress concerning overcoming the gender differences
existing in this field.®

The analysis of the structure of employment participation by gender shows
that in 2010 in EU-27 people with higher education in science and technologies
working by profession are average 56.1% women and 54.6% men in the total
number of women and men with higher education. This means that there are equal
chances for the highly qualified men and women in Europe for finding a job. The
little majority of women is specific of most European countries. Only in five of them
(Italy, France, Cyprus, Luzemburg and Czech Republic) the share of men is higher

4 The analyses and evaluations in the paper are based on the statistical information published in She
Figures — 2003, 2006, 2009, 2012, if not specifically mentioned otherwise. The last available data,

ublished in She Figures — 2012, are for 2009-2010.

According to the methodology of the reports, the term “researcher” refers to the representatives of the
academic community — teachers in the system of higher education and scientists in the research
institutions in different economic sectors.

6 This is reflected in the changing titles of the She Figures reports, showing their theme direction from
“Women and Science” to “Gender Equality in Science” and “Gender in Research and Innovation”, as
well as in the constantly added indicators.
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than women in a close range between 3 and 7 points. Bulgaria (and Lithuania, Latvia
and Estonia) has relatively lower employment of men with higher education in science
and technologies. The share of women exceeds the one of men by 14.5 points
(respectively 59.1% of women and 44.6% of men with higher education in Bulgaria).”
This means that women are more active than men in finding fields of applying their
specific (professional) human capital and its realization in employment. This tendency
exists also in the analysis of data on the share of female and male researchers in the
total number of employed women and men: in 2009 the share of female researchers in
the total number of employment women in Bulgaria (and Lithuania, Latvia and Turkey)
is higher than the one of men. In comparison, by this indicator men have higher share
than women by over 10 points in most European countries, except Croatia and
Romania, where the genders are presented evenly. Concerning the indicator share of
women/men among all scientists and engineers, Bulgaria is among the three countries
with full parity in the gender participation: in 2010 the share of women scientists and
engineers is 50% in Bulgaria and Iceland, and 53% in Poland, while the EU-27
average is 32% (at the bottom is Switzerland with 18%). In accordance, Bulgaria has
gender-even but lower than EU average share of women and men scientists and
engineers in the labour force® by gender — 1.63% for each gender in Bulgaria (in EU-27
itis 1.75% for women and 3.65% for men).

As mentioned above, despite the slight increase in the last years, women in
EU participate insufficiently in science — 33% average for EU-27 in 2009. We have to
mention the large differences between the countries. For example, in Lithuania and
Latvia the share of women among all researchers exceeds the one of men (it is over
50%). At the same time Bulgaria is among the six countries (with Portugal, Romania,
Estonia, Slovakia and Poland) with over 40% participation of women (47.7% in 2009
with slight increase in 2002-2009 — 5.4% for women and 4.6% for men in Bulgaria,
which is close to EU-27 average rate of 5.1% for women and higher than the EU
average for men — 3.3 and 49% in 2011°). This result corresponds to the adopted
criterion of balanced gender participation — at least 40% per gender. The same is
valid for the female and male researchers rates per 1000 people of the total labour
force by gender: in 2009 it is practically the same for men and women in Bulgaria —
respectively 4.3 and 4.1%, while in EU-27 average the women are behind by 5 points
(7.1% for women and 11.9% for men). Despite the positive significance of the
achieved gender balance in Bulgaria in the academic employment, by this indicator
there is a significant difference with the European countries, both for male and
female researchers as a share of the labour force — Bulgaria is among the last four
countries (with The Netherlands, Cyrpus and Romania) with lowest participation in

! Less significant but still available differences in favor of women are registered concerning the share of
research personnel with higher education: by calculations of preliminary data of NSI for 2011 the share
of women in this personnel group is 50.7%.

8 “Labour force” indicator includes all unemployed and employed people aged over 15.
° Calculated by preliminary data of NSI for 2011.
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science compared with the national labour force (only 4%). This is indicative of the
evaluation of the science potential of the country.

The proportion of researchers by gender and by sector in 2009 again
demonstrates good results for Bulgaria in achieving gender balanced participation: in
the higher education sector the share of female researchers is 43.2% (EU-27 average
is 40%), in the government sector it is 54%"° (EU-27 average is 40%), and in the
private sector (enterprises) it is 43% (EU-27 average is only 19%). By this indicator
Bulgaria is on the 2" place after Latvia. The direction towards overcoming the gender
differences is specific to a great extent of the higher education in Bulgaria, where the
share of female researchers increased by 8.2 points in 2000-2009 (from 35 to 43.2%),
reaching 45.3% in 2011." The conclusion we can draw from the mentioned data is that
the gender inequality in the three economic sectors in Bulgaria has been practically
overcome in the first decade of 21* century. The positive tendency towards decreasing
the gender differences is specific also of the higher education and the government
sector in Europe, where this topic is about to be closed. However, still problematic in
this sense is the private sector, with significant delay of the participation of female
researchers. Obviously for determining the reasons of this phenomenon, the She
Figures — 2012 Report introduces separation of private sector on employment of
researchers into two areas — research private non-profit sector and research business
enterprise sector. However, it turns out that the research private non-profit sector is of
some significance to the employment of male and female researchers only in lItaly,
Portugal and Cyrpus (6-7% of all female researchers and 3-7% of male researchers in
2009). In the other countries, including Bulgaria, this indicator has quite insignificant
share — under 1% of the male and female researchers in Bulgaria.

The progress in achieving a balanced employment of both genders in the
science field to a great extent is due to the results of the undertaken European
initiatives towards attracting and encouraging women to advance an academic career.
This is evident from the data of the compound annual growth rates of female
researchers in the economic sectors in the beginning of 21* century, average in EU.

Table 1

Increase in Number of Researchers by Sectors and Gender
in 2002-2009 (%)

EU -27 Bulgaria
Women Men Women Men
Higher education sector 5.5 3.5 14.7 9.9
Government sector 4.3 1.7 0.3 -1.8
Private sector 4.3 3.4 7.0 11.7

Source: She Figures — 2012, p. 37-39.

10 According to calculations of preliminary data of NSI for 2011, there is a slight increase of the share of
female researchers in the government sector to 54.9%.

1 Calculated by preliminary data of NSI for 2011.
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We have to mention that Bulgaria has significantly higher rates of increase in
the female participation compared with Europe. By this indicator Bulgaria is on 5"
place in Europe. These data show overcoming the negative tendency in Bulgaria
towards a drop of the total number of male and female researchers, specific of the
country at the end of 20" and the beginning of 21% century (-2% for women and -
4% for men in 1999-2003 (She Figures — 2006), which places it at the last place
among the European countries, analyzed in the relevant report). However, there is
an alarming tendency towards a negative rate of number of male researchers in
government sector in Bulgaria, and quite higher rate of increase in the private
sector, compared with the one for women. This leads to an increase in the share of
women in all researchers in the government sector by 5% in 2000-2009 (from 49 to
54%) and a decrease by 6% for the same period in the private sector (from 49 to
43%). This tendency continued also in 2009-2011 — according to NSI data the
number of male researchers among all researchers decreased by another 1.3%,
while the number of female researchers increased by 2.7%, mainly on account of
the changes in their participation in the government sector. Obviously, the low
prestige of the profession and the insatisfactory payment in the state research
sector in Bulgaria provoke men to leave and look for work in the private research
sector or in other employment areas. If corresponding measures and actions are
not taken, in the next years this will lead to quite negative consequences for the
country concerning establishment and development of knowledge economy and
using the innovation potential of the nation. The unfavorable changes in this
direction are seen also in the analysis of NSI data for 2010 and 2011 (preliminary
data) about the gender differences in researchers by age. In the age groups under
35, 35-44 and 45-54 (with highest possible scientific achievements) the number of
female researchers in the government sector exceeded the one of male researchers
by average 1.5 times. Only in age group over 55 men were 1.2 times more than
women. In comparison, in higher education sector the problem with male
researchers leaving has not existed at all — in 2010-2011 their number was 1.1
times lower than the number of women only in age group under 44, but significantly
(almost twice) higher in age group over 45.

For evaluating the equal opportunities of academic career for men and women,
the She Figures — 2012 Report introduces new indicator — researchers’ mobility.**
Average in EU in 2006-2009, female researchers have lower mobility than male
researchers. Bulgaria again performs quite well by this indicator, being one of the two
exceptions (with Ireland, where the female mobility exceeds by 5 points the male one).
In Bulgaria it is equal for both gender (the shares of mobile male and female
researchers are 50:50), while the EU-27 average is 65:35 in favor of men (data for
European countries in the analyzed period varies by 7 points in favor of male
researchers in Finland to 0% mobility for female researchers in Latvia).

12 According to the used methodology, the term “mobility” means professional travel abroad for a period
of at least 3 months in the last 3 years (She Figures — 2012, p. 43).
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Probably the issue of reconciliation between work and family life is not a
serious problem for the male and female researchers in Bulgaria. The data for their
research mobility are an obvious indicator of the existence of equal gender
opportunities in Bulgaria regarding their chances for realization in the European
and global research space. We have to mention that the other indicator introduced
in the She Figures — 2012 Report about the relation between parenthood and/or a
scientific career does not register substantial gender differences and barriers in
Bulgaria. Despite the next to last place of Bulgaria between Romania and Lithuania
by share of female and male researchers with children aged under 15 in 2010
(respectively 30 and 20%), their number is bigger than the share of working
parents as a whole for both genders. The low share of researchers with children is
rather a result of the general demographic situation in the country and of the aging
academic staff, not of the problems emerging from the necessity of maintaining the
balance “professional/personal life”.

Progress towards achieving gender equality in Europe and in Bulgaria is
seen in the analysis of the average success rates of PhD graduates both men and
women. The share of women in all male and female PhD graduates average for
EU-27 is 46% in 2010, while in Bulgaria it is close to the European average (47.8%).
According to calculations from latest NSI data for 2011 and 2012, it exceeds
significantly respectively by 55.3 and 51.7%. We have to mention that achieving
gender balance close to the parity in this field in the first decade of 21% century in
Bulgaria is specified by a zigzag movement of this indicator — from clear
domination of male PhD graduates at the end of the last century (female PhD
graduates were 38% in 1999 and 42% in 2001), through slight tendency towards
feminization of this education-qualification sector in the years of the period (52%
female PhD graduates in 2003, 53% in 2006 and 55% in 2011), to achieving a
relative equality — in 2012 women were 51.7% of all PhD graduates in Bulgaria.
These changes are result of a certain “withdrawal” of men from PhD study in the
beginning of the century, which is probably a result of their lost interest due to the
negative influence of the unsatisfactory payment and low prestige of the scientific
career, incompatible with the efforts of developing and defending the dissertation
theme. In accordance, the number of male PhD graduates in 1999-2003 has
dropped by -3% together with a significant increase in the number of women by
13% in the same period. After that the rates of growth of men and women PhD
graduates was equal and reached 10.9% for both genders in 2002-2006, which
was significantly higher than the EU-27 average level (increase by 6.8% for women
and 3.2% for men, thus placing Bulgaria among the nine countries with a rate
above 10%). The positive trend towards achieving balanced male and female
participation in PhD study continues in the next years. Bulgaria (with Latvia and
Macedonia) is one of the few European countries with compound annual growth
rates of male PhD graduates exceeding the female one in 2002-2010 — 4.3% for
women and 7% for men, respectively 3.7 and 1.6% average for EU-27. The extended
dynamic row in 2010-2012 shows a sharp increase in the total number of PhD
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graduates in Bulgaria by 1.6 times, including for women by 1.8 times and for men
by 1.5 times. The result for men is actually more significant, having in mind the
registered drop of their share among the PhD graduates in 2011 by 8%."®

Horizontal gender segregation

Unlike the relatively even average distribution of male and female researchers
in higher education and science, there are significant disproportions in their
participation by scientific fields and disciplines. There is a substantial imbalance in
the gender participation or the so-called horizontal gender segregation.

Concerning PhD graduates, according to latest data for EU-27 in 2010, clearly
feminized are the science fields traditional for women — they were 64% of the PhD
graduates in education, 56% in medicine and 54% in the humanities and arts. There
was a relatively balanced gender composition only in the social sciences (including
business and law), where 49% of PhD graduates were women, as well as in
agriculture and veterinary, where women were 52%. Significant masculinization exists
mainly in the science, mathematics and computing, where female PhD graduates
were less than 26%, as well as in engineering, including manufacturing and
construction (40% are women). The information on Bulgaria is substantially different
than the European.

Table 2

Proportion of Female PhD Graduates in Bulgaria in All PhD Graduates
by Broad Field of Study (%)

Field of science 2003 2006 2010
Education 52.2 52.0 47.0
Humanities and arts 68.4 68.0 57.0
Social sciences, business and law 50.0 58.0 51.0
Life and physical sciences, mathematics and computing 52.8 56.0 58.0
Engineering 31.4 33.0 32.0
Agriculture and veterinary 46.4 54.0 80.0
Medicine 56.4 56.0 43.0

Source: She Figures — 2006, p. 39; 2009, p. 51; 2012, p. 54.

Data show that in the beginning of the analyzed period Bulgaria was in a
different situation than Europe, mainly concerning female PhD graduates in the field of
natural sciences, where the feminization continues to increase in the next years as
well. In 2006 there was a deeper lack of desire in men to advance in the academic
field. Engineering remained the only field of science where they dominate.

At the end of the period the situation concerning the movement towards
balanced gender distribution of PhD graduates by fields of science improved, except
in agriculture and natural sciences, where female domination reached “unhealthy”

13 Calculation for 2011-2012 are from NSI data.
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values. More detailed information on different scientific fields shows that in 2010
women were 66% of the PhD graduates in life science, 51% in physical science,
56% in mathematics and statistics, and reached 50% in architecture and building. In
this sense, the leadership of Bulgaria regarding the European desires and tendencies
towards achieving gender equality in traditionally “male” scientific fields goes to another
extreme — weakening desire in young men to pursue academic career. This requires
undertaking relevant encouraging measures in regards to the interests of the science
itself, as well as its gender composition.

This tendency exists also in the analysis of the shares of female researchers
in the total number, disaggregated by fields of science and sectors, mainly the
government sector.

Table 3

Proportion of Female Researchers in Bulgaria in the Number of Researchers by
Sector (in Higher Education Sector — HES; Government Sector — GS) by Field of
Science (%)

Scientific directions 2003 2006 2009
HES GS HES GS HES GS
Natural sciences 55.0 51.6 55.0 54.0 42.0 52.0
Engineering and technologies 24.4 34.3 22.0 33.0 31.0 38.0
Medical sciences 55.6 51.2 53.0 53.0 45.0 70.0
Agricultural sciences 35.9 52.7 41.0 53.0 39.0 60.0
Social sciences 40.1 59.3 43.0 58.0 51.0 57.0
Humanities 52.4 66.2 58.0 63.0 54.0 66.0

Source: She Figures — 2006, p. 42, 44; 2009, p. 57, 60; 2012, p. 66, 71.

Analysis of the presented data denies the settled in the society fallacy
concerning the strong feminization of the higher education field: in 2003-2009 there
was a clear tendency towards more balanced gender composition of such scientific
fields in the higher schools like natural sciences, engineering, agriculture, medicine
and social sciences, with relevant decrease of the feminization or increase in the
share of women in fields where they have been significantly behind the male
researchers. This means that the higher education field remains attractive to both
genders, either due to the satisfactory payment, or to the prestige of the profession
and/or acceptable work conditions and working time. At the same time men show
more and more neglected participation in the science in the government sector, i.e.
in budget research institutions. Except the engineering and technologies, all scientific
fields are obviously feminized. In medicine, agriculture, social sciences and humanities
the shares of female researchers varies between 60-70%. We have to mention that
bending the gender balance in any direction harms the economy of the country,
which should fully use the professional research potential of both men and women
for achieving progress in meeting the targets of “Europe 2020” Strategy and
establishing knowledge economy.
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In a concentrated form the horizontal gender segregation by science fields in
higher education and science is presented through the values of the calculated
since 2003 dissimilarity index."*

Table 4
Dissimilarity Index — DI

2003 2006 2009
EU member countries DI - EC-25 DI - EC-27 DI - EC-27
Higher education sector 0.14 0.14 -
Government sector 0.21 0.18 -
Bulgaria
Higher education sector 0.23 0.27 0.16
Government sector 0.12 0.14 0.15

Source: She Figures — 2006, p. 48; 2009, p. 64; 2012, p. 77.

The She Figures — 2003 Report measured for a first time the dissimilarity
index for the whole science field (p. 58). Its value for Bulgaria in 2000 placed the
country on 1% place (in a negative sense) in Europe with its highest level of 0.31.
Deciphering the index means that 1/3 of the researchers should change their
scientific field, so that there will be a progress in the gender equality in the
academic institutions in Bulgaria through practical impllementation of the EU
criterion for that period — achieving 35% female participation in every scientific
field. The further detailing of the dissimilarity index and its measuring in higher
education and government sectors shows significant improvement of their gender
composition, especially in higher education. The 2009 results mean that respectively
only 16 and 15% of lecturers and scientists in both sectors in Bulgaria should
change the science field of their position for achieving balanced gender distribution.
Determining the gender of people hypothetically “leaving”, respectively segregated
in these fields, is in accordance with the data on their participation in the respective
sectors. In this sense, the results in table 3 show that in higher education average
for all scientific fields 16% of men should “move”, while in the government sector —
15% of women.

14 The Dissimilarity Index (DI) provides a theoretical measurement of the percentage of women and
men in a given field who would have to move to an occupation in another field of science to ensure
that the proportions of women were the same across all fields. It can therefore be interpreted as the
hypothetical distance from a balanced gender distribution across fields of science. In order to
interpret this index correctly, it is important to know which gender is in the majority overall. The
maximum value is 1, which indicates the presence of only either women or men in each of the
occupations, depending on the majority gender. The minimum value of 0 indicates a distribution of
women and men within each occupation which is equal to the overall average proportion of women
and men. Therefore the closer the index is to 1 the higher the level of dissimilarity and thus the more
men and women would have to move across science fields in order to achieve a balanced gender
distribution (She Figures — 2012, p. 76).
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Vertical gender segregation

One of the most substantial problem in the higher education and science both
in Europe and in Bulgaria is the existence of strong vertical gender segregation.

The vertical segregation by academic staff positions (scientific ranks)*® is shown
most clearly in the analysis of the trajectories of academic career of men and women in
higher education and science. Data in table 5 (average for EU-27) show increasing
difference in the proportions of women and men in moving to higher academic
positions. With relative gender balance at the start of academic career, achieving grade
B and mostly grade A becomes “a stumbling block” in the career development of
women in the academic fields. Despite the slight closing of the scissors in the analyzed
period, the difference, particularly for grade A, remains more than significant.

Table 5
Proportions of Women and Men in a Typical Academic Career, EU-27 (%)

Gender PhD graduates Grade D Grade B Grade A
2002

Women 41 40 33 16

Men 59 60 64 84
2006

Women 45 44 36 18

Men 55 56 67 82
2010

Women 46 44 37 20

Men 54 56 63 80

Source: She Figures — 2009, p. 73; 2012, p. 88.

Slowing the academic career of women can be traced also by scientific degrees.
According to preliminary information of NSl for 2011, the share of women with PhD and
DrSc degrees is 41.7% of all research personnel with higher education. In the reported
lowered patrticipation of men with higher education in all research personnel the share
of men with scientific degrees is significantly higher than the one for women — 47.9%.

The stated differences in favor of men are confirmed also by the quite slowly
changing values of the glass ceiling index.'® By this index Bulgaria is substantially

15 The European statistics presents data for four types of academic positions — grade A, B, C, D. As
mentioned in She Figures — 2009 report, in Bulgaria valid are three of them: A — full professor; B —
associated professor and D — assistant.

The Glass Ceiling Index (GCI) measures the relative chance for women, as compared with men, of
reaching a top position. The GCI compares the proportion of women in grade A positions (equivalent to
Full Professors in most countries) to the proportion of women in academia (grade A, B, and C),
indicating the opportunity, or lack of it, for women to move up the hierarchical ladder in their profession.
A GCI of 1 indicates that there is no difference between women and men being promoted. A score of
less than 1 means that women are over-represented at grade A level and a GCI score of more than 1
points towards a Glass Ceiling Effect, meaning that women are underrepresented in grade A positions.
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above the EU average level. This does not deny the existence of vertical segregation
by academic positions in Bulgaria — the glass ceiling continues to weigh on the heads
of the female researchers, but it is considerably “thinner” than in most European
countries.

Table 6
Glass Ceiling Index in the Academic Field
Countries 2004 2007 2010
EU-27 1.90 1.80 1.80
Bulgaria 1.73 1.50 1.40

Source: She Figures — 2006, p. 59; 2009, p. 78; 2012, p. 96.

This index is presented to the science community in 2006, while the first She
Figures — 2003 Report measured the so-called feminization ratio among senior
academic staff (grade A) (number of female grade A per 100 male grade A staff).
According to 2001 data, Bulgaria was on the 2 place among the EU candidate-
members (behind Latvia) with a value of this indicator of 21.7. The country is close
to the “leaders” in the then EU-15 like Portugal (23.9) and Finland (23.4), which
means that little more than 20 women per 100 men are in the “top positions” of the
academic hierarchy. Obviously the women are strongly segregated, but the data
for other European countries report substantially worse results — about 10 women
per 100 male full professors. The values of the lately calculated glass ceiling index,
particularly for 2010, place Bulgaria on 5" place (in a positive sense) among the
European countries. However, the considerably good state of the country does not
deny the existence and maintaining in time of the problem of vertical segregation,
which is shown in the analysis of the participation of women on higher academic
position in the typical career of the researchers.

Data in Table 7 on the share of grade A staff (full professors) of academic staff
in Bulgaria show significant, though decreasing, majority of men: in the four studied
years their number exceeds the number of female full professors respectively 3.5,
3.25, 2.8 and 2.5 times.

Table 7

Percentage of Grade A Staff (Full Professors) of
Academic Staff by Gender (%)

Years Women Men
2001 3.7 13.1
2004 4.0 13.0
2007 5.0 14.0
2010 6.0 15.0

Source: She Figures — 2003, p. 64; 2006, p. 58; 2009, p. 77; 2012, p. 92.

In other words, the interpretation of the GCI is that the higher the value, the thicker the Glass Ceiling
and the more difficult it is for women to move into a higher position (She Figures — 2012, p. 95).
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Even more indicative in this sense is the information on the proportion of
female grade A academics among all grade A academics: 18% in 2001 and 2004,
24% in 2007, and 25.9% in 2010. Despite the obvious progress in the number of
career “advancing” women, they are slightly over 1/4 of all grade A academics.
Significantly better, though not entirely equal, is the situation with the grade B
academics: the proportion of women there was 40% in 2010, which was 5.1%
higher than in 2004. The more difficult and slow process of professional advancing of
women in higher education and science is seen also their “leading” positions at
grade D staff level. Their share in all grade D staff shows surprising persistency —
in the four years from 2004 to 2007 it increased only by 1.6%, and since then it
has maintained the “leading” place of 54% till 2010. These tendencies are even
more negative regarding the female segregation, when we have in mind their
increasing share in all researchers from 43.4% in 2001 to 46% in 2010 and 48%
in 2012.

Despite the long awaited Law on Academic Staff in Bulgaria, active since
May 2010, the analysis of the proportion of men and women by academic staff
position in the following period shows the indestructible stable character of the
tendencies outlined above, which can be traced regarding the higher education
sector.

Table 8

Proportion of Women in All Researchers in State and Private Universities in
Bulgaria by Academic Positions (%)

Academic Positions 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
Grade A academics 25.9 26.6 29.4
Grade B academics 39.7 40.8 41.7
Grade D academics 51.1 52.4 53.0
Teachers and research fellows 61.7 63.2 61.0

Source. Calculated by NSI data, www.nsi.bg

The share of female grade A academics increases only by 3.5% and due to
the low “start” level remains under 1/3 of all academics on this position, despite the
fact that the absolute number of female grade A academics in the three academic
years shows high increase in 39% compared with the one of men (17%). Whether
it is a beginning of positive changes towards overcoming the vertical segregation of
women by academic positions or it is a temporary phenomenon as a reaction of the
delayed facilitated procedures for academic career, only time will tell.

Practically the influence of the new Law on gender distribution of grade B
academics is unseen — the share of women on this position increases only by 2%.
The same is the increase in the share of the “working bees” in the higher education
— women grade D academics, still dominating at the lowest level of the academic
hierarchy. Even more “representative” is the participation of women in category
“lecturers and research fellows” — people without scientific degree and probably
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without obvious academic perspective. Their share exceeds 60%, and there are no
any signs in the years of dropping under this “threshold” (63.8% in 2000, 68.4% in
2006, 63.2% in 2011 and 61% in 2012).

Data of the number of men and women grade A academics in the European
countries by age groups are indicative (in 2010 the available information is only
for 12 countries, including Bulgaria). As in most of them, in Bulgaria as well the
biggest number of grade A academics is in age group above 55. Only in
Germany the number of men and women grade A academics is bigger in age
group 45-54. In Austria, Romania and Belgium the number of female grade A
academics is bigger than the male in the mentioned age group. We have to
mention that in Germany, Italy and Romania there is a registered significant
number of men and women grade A academics aged 35-44, while in Bulgaria
there are lower opportunities for professional career for the younger generations.
Among the researchers aged 35-44 in Bulgaria the number of men and women
grade A academics is equal (5 people). In comparison, in Romania their number
is 1165 women and 1294 men, in Germany — 560 women and 2293 men, in ltaly
— 108 women and 460 men, in Austria — 93 women and 281 men. In accordance,
we can draw the conclusion that in Bulgaria the academic career has slow rates
for both genders, but women are in a more unfavorable situation than men also in
temporal sense, since their number is 1/4 of the one of men grade A academics
even in age group over 55.

Besides by academic positions, there is a vertical segregation by highest
hierarchical levels (top-positions) of the academic career. A landmark for evaluation of
the male and female participation in the management is the determined target by
the EU Strategy for Equality between Women and Men (2010-2015) of achieving
25% participation of women in top hierarchy positions in the research sector, as
well as target of at least 40% participation of one gender in the scientific boards in
academic structures and commissions and expert groups at the European
Commission in this field.

The disproportionate participation of women and men in the scientific
boards, as seen from the data in table 9, shows not only insufficient participation of
women and lack of a fair competition between the genders for these positions, but
also their weak desire to “overcome” the still insurmountable glass ceiling effect. It
is curious that the latter is specific not only of men but also of women who
consciously or not do not understand their “defrauded” situation. Having in mind
the elective nature of these positions and already analyzed balanced participation
of female researchers in the higher education and science in Bulgaria, the
insufficient participation of women in the management of the research activities to
some extent is a result of the fact that women, on one hand, do not apply enough
for certain positions, and on the other hand, male candidates are nominated and
tend to be elected. However, such behavior is rather a reaction to the settled social
cultural gender stereotypes than to professional-organizational or institutional barriers
before science career of women.
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Table 9

Proportion of Women on Scientific Boards in Research Institutions

and Universities (%)

Countries 2001 2004 2007 2010
EU -27 27.3* - 22 36**
Bulgaria 14.7 32.8 37 29

* Data for EU-15; average for 11 EU candidates is 19.1.

** As mentioned in the relevant report, this result is slightly increased due to some
methodological changes in measuring the average indexes for EU-27 compared with the
She Figures — 2009.

Source: She Figures — 2003, p. 76; 2006, p. 71; 2009, p. 99; 2012, p. 117.

The data presented for Bulgaria show a serious increase in female participation
in the analyzed period from one of the lowest levels average in EU-15 and the 11
candidates in 2001 and highest level after Norway (48%) and Denmark (35%)
among EU-27 in 2004. However, it remains under the mentioned target of 40%
participation. In 2010 there was a substantial drop by 8 points, which positions
Bulgaria far from the European average level. Europe is closer and closer to
reaching the envisioned target, but only in four European countries it has already
been reached — Iceland (40%), Finland (45%), Norway (46%) and Sweden (49%).
For information, Poland and Cyprus are at the bottom of the ranking by this
indicator — only 7% of women there participate in scientific boards in the relevant
institutions.

Much more visible are the gender differences in participation in scientific
boards of academic institutions. The proportion of female heads of institutions in
the higher education sector increased from 8% in 2007 to 14.4% in 2010. However,
with another 15 countries it remained under the EU-27 average level (15.5% in
2010). It is absolutely insufficient both for Europe and Bulgaria in regard to the
mentioned target of achieving 25% participation of female heads of institutions in
science sector. We have to mention that in such a scale the female participation
was reached only in three European countries — Finland (25%), Sweden (26.9%)
and Norway (31.8%), while in Latvia it was 0, despite the fact that this country is
among the few with highest female academic employment (over 50%). This raises
again the question about the relation between the gender stereotypes settled in the
society and the low self-esteem of women, specific of the countries with not so
striking but still exceptionally low results by this indicator.

Even more indicative is the information about the proportion of female heads
of universities or assimilated institutions based on capacity to deliver PhD. In 2007
it is 9% both in EU-27 and Bulgaria, with quite insignificant increase to respectively
10 and 12% in 2010. Leaders are again the Scandinavian countries, where unlike
the rest of Europe female heads of universities are not a phenomenon (Sweden —
43%, Iceland — 33%, Norway — 29% and Finland — 25%). There are also countries
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where the term “female head of university” is totally unknown phenomenon — Cyprus,
Lithuania and Hungary with 0% of women on this position.

The latest data for Bulgaria support the outlined tendencies. The proportion
of female directors of institutes at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences (main
representative of the government sector for science) is 21.7% (10 women among
totally 46 directors — 6 of them are in the traditionally feminized scientific fields and
only 4 are female directors in the natural sciences and engineering) (see Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences: directory 2011...). The “progress” of women is seen also
with the decrease of the level of top positions — 40.9% are female deputy directors
and 70% are scientific secretaries. Composing scientific boards remains under the
criterion determined by EU — women are 36.6% of all chairpersons of scientific
councils in the BAS institutes. Despite the fact that since 1869 there has not been
any woman — president of BAS, the central management bodies of the academy in
2011-2012 register certain progress in achieving a balanced gender participation.
Ratio of number of BAS deputy presidents men and women changed from 3:0 to
1:2; of number of scientific secretaries by scientific fields — from 5:2 to 4:3; of
shares of members of Management Boards — from 40:60% to 50:50%, i.e. a full
parity between women and men is achieved. The positions President of BAS and
Chairman of the General Assembly of BAS are still a “trade mark” for male
scientists. The female participation among the academicians and corresponding
members of BAS remains quite low — having in mind the newly elected BAS
members in 2012, their share is only 3% of the academicians (2 women among all
68 academicians) and 14% of corresponding members (13 women of all 93, and 7
of them are again in the social sciences and humanities).

The situation in the highest management boards in the higher education is
quite the same: the new Council of Heads of the higher schools in Bulgaria elected
in 2012 has a Chairman (man) and 6 members of the Management Board (men).
In accordance with the data from the Register of accredited higher schools at the
Ministry of Education, Youth and Science, as at 1* May 2013 - in 51 state and
private universities and higher schools female heads are only 2, i.e. 3.9% of all
heads (the heads are also chairmen of the Academic Councils). Women deputy
heads are 32 (mainly on international cooperation and public relations and education
activity), which is not enough regarding the fact that the average number of deputy
heads in a higher school varies between 2 and 4. Among the chairpersons of General
Assembly (highest management body in the higher schools) women again are only
2; the number of women deputy chairpersons of General Assembly is significant.

Gender differences in the access and
size of the project financing

The weak participation of women in the management structures of science
raises the question how much this reflects on their chances to receive financial
grants for research. In this connection since 2006 the European statistics on
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women and men in research has included additional data for analysis of the gender
differences in the access and size of the project financing through measuring the
gender differences of the success rates of researchers to obtain research funding.
We have to mention right away that the analysis of the relevant data has not
established serious gender imbalance. In 2004 the higher success rate of men is
registered in 17 of the monitored 26 European countries, and of women — in 9
countries (among which Bulgaria too), where there is a “reverse proportional
dependency” — the lower the level of R&D expenditures per researcher, the higher
the success rate of women. In 2010 higher success rate of men by average 2.5%
is registered in 17 of the monitored 22 European countries, and of women — higher
than the one of men average by 1.9% in 5 countries, including Bulgaria (with
Slovenia, Luxemburg, Iceland and Norway). We have to mention that compared
with 2002 the difference of the success rate of men in the countries, where it is
higher for them, significantly decreased from 12.3 to the mentioned 2.5% in 2010,
while in the countries with difference of the success rate in favor of women it
remained constant in the period — 1.9%.

The results of a comparison of the number of male and female applicants
and beneficiaries of research funding in Bulgaria show insignificant differences
(average by 2% in favor of women in 2002 and 2010) — 30% women beneficiaries
of research funding in the total number of women applicants, and 28% men of the
same group in 2002, and respectively 28.7 and 26.8% in 2010. We have to
mention that the number of applicants from both genders decreased drastically in
the analyzed period (by 2.8 times for women and 2.7 times for men), while the
share of beneficiaries remained the same with maintained higher success rate for
women in Bulgaria. Analysis of this indicator by scientific fields gives more detailed
information about the access to financing for women and men in Bulgaria in 2010 —
men exceed women by 4.1% in the natural sciences, by 5.6% in medicine, by
23.9% in agriculture. At the same time women have higher success rate than men
by 13.4% in engineering, and mainly in social sciences — by 27.4%. However, in
the “feminized” humanities there is an absolute gender balance.

The analysis of the size of the granted financing is a different situation."’
Here all men and women in the academic field in Bulgaria are “defrauded”
compared with other European countries. The available data for 2003, 2006 and
2009 place Bulgaria on the leading places among the European countries by total
number of female researchers (almost and above 50%) and by female success
rate, and also on one of the last places by granted research funding per researcher
(under 50 000 PPS), especially about 30 000 PPS in 2006 and about 35 000 PPS

7 The purchasing power standard (PPS) refers to the artificial common reference currency unit used in
the European Union to express the volume of economic aggregates for the purpose of spatial
comparisons in such a way that price level differences between countries are eliminated. One PPS thus
buys the same volume of goods and services in all countries, whereas different amounts of national
currency units are needed to buy this same volume of goods and services in individual countries (She
Figures — 2012, p. 121).
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in 2009."® It is revealed in the sustainable gender paradox, specific of the
European Roadmap for equality between women and men in science — the higher
the share of female researchers in a country, the lower the size of project funding
per researcher. And vice versa — the lower the share of women, the larger the
project funding. As an illustration, it is highest (over 190 000 PPS) in Austria,
Germany, Sweden, and almost the same in Italy, with respective share of female
researchers of 28, 25, 36 and 34%. In these and the neighbouring countries the
distribution of project funding is certainly “to the detriment” of women, participating
more in project fields and sectors with smaller funding. In countries with considerable
balance of participation of men and women in the academic field, including
Bulgaria, funding as a whole is small, which leads to certain gender “equality” in
some sense. At the same time there is a tendency, unfavorable by gender
equality, of female participation in the 6" Framework Programme on all positions
in projects with lower financing. If in such projects (Smaller Instruments CA’s,
SSA’s and Streps) it is average 43.3%, in the larger financed projects (Integrated
Projects, Networks of Excellence) there is a drop of female participation to
average 30.5%.

Concerning distribution of funding by economic sectors average in EU-27,
including in Bulgaria, there are similar tendencies. The amounts in the research
structures of the private sector are highest, followed by the government research
institutions, and then the higher education sector, where the amounts are average
50% of those in the government sector and 25% of those in the private sector. Due
to one of the main problems of the gender composition of the academic employment in
Europe (quite limited participation of female researchers in private research
structures with significant funding), there is a clear inequality of the European
women concerning access to projects with highest budget. In Bulgaria, however,
employment of female researchers in private sector is 43%, which excludes this
problem from the agenda on the account of the limited opportunities for solidary
financing of scientists of both genders.

*

The analysis proves that Bulgaria has a decent place on the European
Roadmap for Gender Equality in Science, with achieved obvious progress reflecting
the refocused priorities from gender equality to balanced participation of men and
women. Many of the problems in this field, average in Europe and in different
countries, have been practically overcome in Bulgaria. However, three main problems
are identified — horizontal segregation by fields of science, tendency towards men
leaving the government research sector, and substantial vertical segregation by

18 In 2009 the average total volume of project financing in million PPS in EU-27 is as follows: in private
research sector — 137 412, in government sector — 30 800, and in higher education sector — 54 693. In
Bulgaria it is as follows: in private sector — 125, in government sector — 230, and in higher education
sector — 58 (She Figures — 2012, p. 129). No comment needed.
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academic and leading positions — requiring further ways and mechanisms to be
overcome.
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