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Abstract. The purpose of the study was to investigate gender 
stereotypes and prejudices that negatively affect women and men. It is 
important that students be aware of gender issues and are able to 
critically reflect on their own prejudices and gender "matrices" of the 
education system in the context of ‘gender v sex’. A questionnaire was 
the main method of data collection. A sociological survey, "Students on 
the problems of gender equality" was conducted at V.N. Karazin 
Kharkiv National University (Ukraine). The survey was conducted 
based on a three-level probability sample, which ensures the 
representativeness of the data. The effectiveness of aspects of gender 
education in secondary schools and higher education institutions has 
been assessed. At school, the problems of gender equality are not 
discussed enough; more than 80% of all respondents did not learn 
anything at school on this topic. Every third student discussed the issues 
of gender parity in the university classes. As a rule, this was done in 
general courses (sociology, philosophy, law), as there are no special 
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disciplines on gender parity in society. The study reached the conclusion 
that respondents were unfamiliar with gender issues, so they might 
sometimes not see (perceive) certain gender prejudices and oppression 
in a student body, which encourages more attention to the development 
of gender-oriented disciplines of Ukrainian universities.  
 
Keywords: gender pedagogy; gender parity; sociological study; values; 
gender stereotypes 

 
 

1. Introduction  
In the modern world there are contradictions between the declared gender 
parity and the real asymmetry of social and family roles inherent in both 
genders, as well as between the universalization of gender functions, 
recognition of the importance of women's social activities and the stability of 
traditional gender stereotypes. In this situation, the importance of gender 
education as a necessary component of successful social adaptation of youth is 
growing (Bailey & Graves, 2016). In the context of the expansion of the 
European integration space, it is an important factor in the formation of tolerant 
behaviour of boys and girls and ensuring their full self-realization as 
individuals in various spheres of public life (Struffolino et al., 2016). 

The study of gender aspects in youth education at all levels of education (from 
secondary to higher education) provides an opportunity to clarify the hierarchy 
of its subjective values, predict future life practices, and to better understand 
the age and cultural specifics of young people's understanding of gender 
priorities. That is why in the European educational space effective cross-
cultural studies of problems of gender socialization and gender education are 
carried out (Tetzner & Schuth, 2016).  

The defining indicators of today are political, economic, social instability, 
growth and contradictions in the flow of information through innovative 
technologies, globalization and expansion of the cross-cultural sphere of 
interactions among people, and the transformation of management and 
educational spaces. According to such transformations, the requirements of the 
social, professional and personal development of a young person are increasing 
(Setti, 2017). This has contributed to the active attention of scientists to the 
development of scientific theses for the development of the personal sphere of 
youth, including gender tolerance in young men and women, in order to 
improve their gender culture, develop skills to resist stereotyping and reduce 
propensity for interpersonal conflicts (Karhina et al., 2016). 

Therefore, we are most often confronted with certain gender stereotypes, that is, 
biased ideas, according to which women and men are arbitrarily determined by 
the characteristics and roles established and limited by their gender. At the 
same time, gender stereotypes can limit the development of natural talents and 
abilities of girls and boys, women and men, as well as their educational and 
professional experience and life potential in general (Muralidharan & Sheth, 
2016). That is why research and analysis of gender issues and stereotypes of the 
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professional environment are urgent, relevant and require a new 
understanding. 

In addition, in order to identify additional principles and trends in the 
development and implementation of the state’s gender policy in Ukraine, there 
still is an urgent need for open data for empirical analysis of gender issues in 
the professional environment of public institutions (Dvoriak et al., 2020). The 
professional environment within the Ukraine may benefit from a thorough 
analysis of available and ongoing data. 

Breaking the traditional system of gender stratification, sudden weakening of 
the polarization of female and male social roles, changing cultural stereotypes 
of masculinity and femininity, and profound transformations in marital and 
family relations have necessitated a new gender approach in the organization of 
the educational process. In addition, the problem of gender education becomes 
especially relevant in conditions of modernization of secondary schools, which 
main task is the formation of students' civic responsibility, initiative, 
independence, tolerance, and ability to successfully socialize in society (Gibson 
et al., 2016). However, different methodological approaches, contradictions in 
the interpretation of certain concepts, and lack of systematic treatment of 
gender issues in domestic pedagogy create difficulties and delays, especially 
noticeable in the field of practical implementation of the principles of gender 
education in Ukrainian educational institutions. In this situation, the relevance 
of comprehensive coverage of relevant experience, generalized in foreign, 
especially European, pedagogical science, is growing. 

The purpose of the study was to investigate gender stereotypes and prejudices 
that negatively affect women and men; it is important that students are aware 
of gender issues and are able to critically reflect on their own prejudices and 
gender "matrices" of the education system. Quality education is the key to 
women's and men’s economic independence.  

 

2. Literature review 
Representatives of various branches of psychological science attach special 
importance to the above-mentioned issues. Within the general, social and 
gender psychology, attention is paid to the problem of socialization among the 
modern young generation, in particular, aspects of tolerance development as a 
factor in the formation of mature relationships of different genders (Caner et al., 
2016; Reimão & Taş, 2017), adequate acceptance of their social role (Bertocchi & 
Bozzano, 2016), acquisition of ethical principles and value systems of 
intergender relations (Baker & Whitehead, 2016; Warin & Adriany, 2017; 
Amado & Diniz, 2017), building of family life and marital relations (Dobson & 
Ringrose, 2016; Cama et al., 2016). At the same time, the issue of gender parity 
as one of the conditions for readiness for tolerant interaction in intergender 
relations (Magnuson et al., 2016; Salavera et al., 2017), and political (Francis & 
Chiyem, 2017; Molina, 2016), and social life is becoming increasingly important 
in developmental psychology (Assari, 2017; Baizan et al., 2016. 
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Psychologists studying intergender interactions, conducted a sub-contracted 
investigation of gender tolerance as a social norm and value in intergender 
interactions (Klein, 2016), as a characteristic of the value attitude of the 
individual to members of different genders (Kim & Park, 2017), and as a process 
and means of harmonizing intergender relations in society (Kleven & Landais, 
2017). Researchers also explored the structural components, types and levels of 
gender tolerance (Núñez-Peña et al., 2016; Orakci et al., 2016), and touched on 
elements of its development (Burke, 2017; Van der Vleuten et al., 2016). 

Modern psychologists point out that the development of gender tolerance in 
adolescence is associated with the growth of personal potential, emotional 
maturity, openness, enrichment of life experience (Leyva, 2017), and maturation 
of cognitive and emotional-volitional processes (Pampel et al., 2017), resulting 
in the development of cultural, social and gender identity (Xu, 2016), social, 
interethnic and personal tolerance (Subbaye & Vithal, 2017), the actualization of 
their own life position as a result of increased interest in themselves, the 
development of communicative and personal reflection, and the desire to 
defend their own position (Colgan, 2017). 

As scientists have found, the processes of socialization and mastery of leading 
activities determine the development of value orientations of a personality in 
adolescence, with which they do not always agree, and which might serve as a 
basis for behaviour in representatives of different genders, which causes 
interpersonal conflict (Kellett & Fitton, 2017). Studying the main causes of 
conflict in youth’s environments, researchers point out that in the presence of a 
psychological culture (Eddy & Brownell, 2016), the youths can overcome 
communication barriers (Hauw et al., 2017), and resolve complex conflict 
situations, including gender issues, and show tolerance. On the other hand, 
differences in perception and withholding information from young people 
(Tansel & Güngör, 2016), unconstructive behaviour of conflicting parties 
(Cotton et al., 2016), and an imbalance in their social roles and corresponding 
gender-role behaviour (Addabbo et al., 2016) lead to a decrease in gender 
tolerance. Thus, the results of these studies show that the ability to resolve 
conflict situations increases the potential for gender tolerance. 

 

3. Methodology  
From 30 April to 20 July 2021 the sociological study "Students on the problems 
of gender equality" was conducted at the V.N. Karazin Kharkiv National 
University (Ukraine). The field stage of the study (survey) took place from 11 
May to 29 June 2021. 800 male and female students (n = 800) who are citizens of 
Ukraine and studied full-time in departments of higher education institutions 
in the city of Kharkiv were interviewed. 

Sample. The survey was conducted based on three-level probability sampling, 
which ensured the representativeness of the data for students of Kharkiv (full-
time departments, citizens of Ukraine). Initially, a randomized selection of 
faculties was conducted. At this stage the selection was stratified by types of 
faculties (socio-humanities, natural and technical). At the next stage, a random 
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selection of student groups was conducted. The third stage was the random 
selection of respondents in groups. 

The size of the sample is indicated taking into account the data set based on the 
results of data consistency control and correction of filling and input errors. 
Questionnaires that contained fundamental violations of the rules of the survey 
were removed from the set and not included in the analysis. 

Statistical errors with a probability of 95% do not exceed (data on statistical 
errors are given without taking into account the design effect of the sample): 
3.5% for values close to 50%; 3.0% for values close to 25% or 75%; 2.1% for 
values close to 10% or 90%; 1.5% for values close to 5% or 95%; 0.7% for values 
close to 1% or 99%. 

The sample consisted of 39% males and 61% females, aged between 16 and 32 
(with a mean age of 19.6, standard deviation of 1.8). Fifty-four percent of the 
respondents did their studies in sociology and the humanities (including law 
and/or economics), and 46% studied at natural sciences or technical faculties.  
The participants in the survey were fairly evenly distributed over the courses: 
21% studied in the first course, 27% in the second course, 25% in the third 
course, and 27% in the fourth and fifth courses. 

Before entering the HEI (graduating from secondary school), 68% of the 
respondents had lived in the Kharkiv region, while 32% came from other 
regions of the Ukraine. The places of residence of the respondents were 
distributed as depicted in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Distribution of places of residence of respondents by localities 

Kharkiv region — 68% 

The city of Kharkiv 38% 

District centre 15% 

Other city or urban settlement (SMT) 8% 

Village 6% 

Other regions of Ukraine — 32% 

Regional centre 6% 

District centre 14% 

Other city or SMT 10% 

Village 3% 

 
The parameters of the sample, in general, reflect the model of the general 
population and meet the requirements of representativeness, which allows for 
extending the findings of the study to all students and citizens of the Ukraine, 
who study full-time at departments of HEIs in Kharkiv. The characteristics of 
the respondents are given in Appendix A. 

Input and further processing of primary information obtained from the 
questionnaires was done using software packages for processing sociological 
questionnaires, SPSS 11. 
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4. Results 
Political changes, the strengthening of European integration orientations, and 
the signing of the Association Agreement with the European Union (EU) by 
Ukraine have created an important new impetus for the integration of the 
gender approach in education after 2014. Among the most important changes of 
this period, that is, those that have a significant potential for systemic changes 
in Ukrainian education, we note the main ones. 

(i) Institutional consolidation of anti-discrimination examination of school 
textbooks and the creation of a working group on gender equality policy and 
anti-discrimination in education by the Ministry of Education and Science of 
Ukraine (MES of Ukraine). 
(ii) Close cooperation of experts and researchers with the education community 
and the reaching of expert knowledge beyond the academic community and the 
university audience. 
(iii) A growing public interest in gender content knowledge, the emergence of 
critical reflection on the practices of gender education in kindergartens and 
schools, and the grassroots mobilization of students to combat sexism in 
universities. 

An important indicator of the effectiveness of gender education is lessons in 
secondary school in which teachers discuss the issue of gender equality with the 
learners. In general, only 18% of male and female students mentioned that 
gender issues were discussed in the secondary school. Others either said, "No, 
they didn't talk about it at school" confidently, or said "no" less confidently 
because they did not remember such discussions (Figure 1). 
 

18%

60%

22%

Yes, they did

No, they did not

Do not remember/No

answer

 
Figure 1: "Please, indicate whether your school teachers told you about gender 

equality" %. Population: all respondents  

(n = 800) 

 
There were no significant statistical differences in the answers of males and 
females, in the answers of students from socio-humanities faculties and 
students from natural sciences and technical faculties, as well as in the answers 
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of respondents living in localities of different types. The only significant 
difference was found in the responses of first-year students, among whom 
significantly more  indicated they had learned about the problem of gender 
equality in the secondary school (27%), while the responses of second-, third-, 
fourth- and fifth-year students were identical (Figure 2). 
 

27%

22%

15%

60%

73%

78%

13%

5%

7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Bachelor degree

Master degree

PhD degree

Do not remember No, they did not Yes, they did

 
Figure 2: "Please, indicate whether your school teachers told you about gender 

equality." Distribution of answers depending on the level of education of 
respondents, %. Populations: students with degrees of: «Bachelor’s» (n = 384), 

«Master’s» 

(n = 202), «PhD» (n = 214) 

 
This difference is due to students with the degree of "bachelor" still had gender 
equality lessons in some schools. It is also possible that the retrospective nature 
of the question had its effect here — the events of the past are better 
remembered by those who have recently experienced them. 

Gender equality lessons were remembered by 1% of all surveyed students (or 
6% of those who learned about gender equality from secondary school 
teachers). This topic was most often discussed in other school lessons (11% of all 
respondents, or 60% of those who learned about gender equality in school), or 
teachers talked to former students about gender equality in extra-curricular 
activities (9% of all respondents, or 40% of those who learned about gender 
equality in school) (Figure 3). 
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Gender equality lessons

Other lessons

School teachers told about gender issues during non-school

hours

They did not told about gender equality in school

1%

86%

9%

4%

 
Figure 3: "In which lessons were the issues of gender equality discussed?", %* 

Population: all respondents (n = 800). 

*When answering the question "In which lessons were the issues of gender equality 
discussed?", respondents could select more than one answer, so the sum of all variants 

may exceed 100 %. 

 
Responding to the question on during which lessons, apart from the gender 
equality lesson, students were told about gender issues, 86% responded "other 
lessons", supplementing their answers with the names of school subjects, such 
as law, legal science — 14%; history, history of Ukraine — 13%; man and 
society, man and the world, sociology — 10%; health and safety — 7%; biology, 
valeology — 6%; Ukrainian literature, Russian literature — 5%; ethics, 
aesthetics, culturology, family ethics — 5%; psychology — 2%; geography — 
1%; English language — 1%; economics — 1%; philosophy — 1%; other subjects 
— 3%. 
Let's consider the issue of gender education in higher education institutions. 
Gender issues are discussed much more often in higher education institutions 
than in secondary schools — about one in three students discussed gender 
equality issues at a university (Figure 4). 

34%

66%

Yes, they were discussed No, they were not discussed

 
Figure 4: "Were gender equality issues discussed in your HEI?", %. Population: all 

respondents (n = 800) 
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Gender issues are much more often discussed with students in socio-
humanities faculties. This finding is associated with the training 
programmes and curricula of Ukrainian universities. It can also be said 
that female students more often are involved in the discussion of gender 
issues in HEI than male students, but this difference is statistically 
insignificant and is due to the fact that females are more likely to study at 
socio-humanities faculties, that is, in subjects such as law, history, social 
sciences and languages. The comments of respondents in the “other” 
option column are almost identical — teachers told schoolchildren about 
gender equality during “klassny chas” (homeroom period), in an open 
lesson on September 1, or after the “last bell”; thus, these answers 
complemented the option "teachers talked about gender issues during 
non-school hours". 

There is a dependence of the frequency of discussion of gender equality 
issues during the classes in HEI on the year of study of students (Figure 
5). The higher the year of study, the more often students discussed these 
topics during classes. In general, this is not surprising as, the higher the 
year of study of students, the more courses they took, and the more likely 
it was that the issues under discussion were raised in some of them. 
However, these differences are quite small (statistically insignificant, at 
the level of 5%). 

Bachelor degree

PhD degree

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Yes, they

were

discussed

28%

31%

41%

 
Figure 5: "Were gender equality issues discussed in your HEI?" Distribution of 

answers depending on the level of education of respondents, %. Populations: students 
with the degrees of “bachelor” (n = 224), “master” (n = 248), and PhD (n = 392) 

 
Let's see at what classes the problems of gender equality were discussed (Figure 
6). In this study, we came across only one special course on gender issues, 
namely "Gender Psychology”, offered at a psychology faculty of one HEI (3% of 
all respondents and 10% of those students who discussed the issues of gender 
equality at HEIs). 
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3%

23%

8%

1%

66%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Course on gender problems

Topics within some other course (courses)

Gender problems were discussed with teachers

during non-school hours

Other option

The issues of gender equality were not

discussed in the university

 
Figure 6: “At what classes were the problems of gender equality discussed?”, %; 

Population: all respondents (n=800)  

 
When answering the question “At what classes were the problems of gender 
equality discussed?”, respondents could select more than one answer option, so 
the sum of all options may exceed 100%. 

Most often, gender issues are discussed within some topics of other courses 
(Table 2). This was reported by 23% of all respondents (73% of those who 
discussed gender equality in HEIs). 

 
Table 2: Other university courses where gender issues were discussed, % 

Course name % 

Sociology, sociological disciplines 41 

Psychology, psychological disciplines 9 

Culturology 6 

Philosophy 5 

Theory of state and law, constitutional law 5 

Demography 4 

Political Science 3 

Ecology, theory of evolution 2 

Ethics 2 

Rhetoric 1 

History 1 

Other courses 4 

Notes: Population: male and female students who discussed gender equality issues in higher 
education institutions (n = 274) 

 
Gender issues are discussed with teachers outside the classroom (8% of all 
respondents and 23% of those who discussed gender equality in HEIs). The 
item "Other” option remains 1% and 3%, respectively. Among the comments 
made by male and female students, the following were the most common: "a 
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scientific conference on gender equality was held", "gender issues were the 
topic of the meeting of a scientific group", "this was the topic (related to the 
topic) of a term paper". 

One of the important indicators of the effectiveness of gender education is the 
ability of students to explain the meaning of the term "gender" in such phrases 
as "gender policy", "gender equality", and "gender parity". In conclusion, it was 
deemed important to determine the level of involvement of respondents in 
gender issues. A direct, formalized question was posed to measure this aspect: 
"How clear is the meaning of the term ’gender’ to you in phrases such as 
’gender policy’, ’gender equality’?”. This question was supplemented by a 
request to explain in their own words what gender equality is (an open 
question in the questionnaire). 

About understanding of the concept of “gender”, 70% of the respondents 
answered they understood the concept. Almost a third of all respondents (32%) 
expressed readiness to define the concept of “gender” and another 38% said 
they understood the concept, although it is was difficult for them to define it, 
and 30% of respondents admitted that the concept of “gender” was not familiar 
to them (Figure 7). 

32%

38%

30%

0% 20% 40%

I know what “gender” is and can explain the 

meaning of the word

I understand what “gender” is but it is difficult for 

me to give the definition of the concept

I do not know the meaning of the word “gender”

 
Figure 7: "How clear is the meaning of the term ’gender’ to you in phrases such as 

’gender policy’, ’gender equality’?”, %. Population: all respondents (n = 800) 
 

How honest were the respondents answering the direct question about the 
understanding of the concept of “gender”? To determine this, the content of the 
responses to the open question, “Explain in your own words what gender 
equality is?” was analysed. This question was answered by 54% of the 
respondents, and if one excludes meaningless answers, the number of those 
who answered, is exactly 50%. The answers of the respondents were classified. 
The results of this classification are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3: “Explain in your own words what gender equality is” % 

Typ
e 

Answe
r 
conten
t 

Answer 
example
s 

% 

І 

A definition is given 
when a respondent 
understands who is 
equal 

Gender equality. 
Equality of men and 
women. 
Equality of men and 
women in society. 
Equality of men and 
women in the modern 
world. 
Equality of men and 
women in different 
spheres of life. 
Gender equality in life 
situations. 
Gender equality in 
social issues. 

27 

ІІ 

A definition is given 
when a respondent 
understands who 
and what is equal, 
including detailed 
answers, the 
respondent's 
reasoning 

Equality of rights for 
men and women. 
Equality of rights and 
opportunities of men 
and women. 
Equality of social role, 
rights, freedoms and 
opportunities of men 
and women. 
Men and women 
having equal rights to 
education, work, 
etc. 
Equality of men and 
women in their rights, 
non-discrimination of 
women. 
Equal opportunities for 
men and women in 
achieving life goals, 
professional growth. 
Equality in rights, 
opportunities, 
attitudes, social status 
regardless of gender. 
Equal rights of men 
and women in 
choosing a profession, 
life values, etc. 
No restrictions on 
social advancement in 
society for men or 
women. 
Role of men and 
women in the modern 
world, the distribution 
of possible social roles 
in the family, at work, 
etc. 

23 

ІІІ 
Meaningless 
definitions 

Х 3 

IV Borrowed answers Х 1 

V No answer Х 46 

 
The level of understanding of what “gender” is, did not depend on the gender 
of the respondents — 55% of males and 46% of females had no idea of the 
meaning of this concept (the relation is weak, the differences are not significant 
at 5%). It is interesting to note that according to the results of the formalized 
question, the responses of female and male respondents differed significantly. 
The level of misunderstanding by respondents of phrases with the word 
"gender" was 37% among males and 25% among females. 
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Significant differences were expected in the answers of "physicists" and 
"lyricists". But the actual differences were small: 56% of "physicists" and 44% of 
"lyricists" knew nothing about gender and gender equality (the relation is still 
weak, but the differences in percentages are statistically significant at 5%). Thus, 
as a result of the semantic analysis of free answers it may be concluded that 
there was no distinct difference in the understanding of gender categories by 
students of different types of faculties. 

One can talk about small and quite predictable differences in the answers of 
respondents of different study years — first- and second-year students were 
slightly less informed about gender categories than upper-year students — the 
percentages of those who were not familiar with the concept of "gender" are 
54% and 45–47%, respectively. The involvement of students from different 
localities in gender issues was approximately equal. 

 

5. Discussion 
The situation is partially saved by teachers and professors of various 
humanities who draw the attention of schoolchildren and students in their 
classes to gender issues. Without these initiatives, discussion of gender issues 
in schools and HEIs would have been catastrophically small. 

In our opinion, among the promising areas for further change, the following 
are the most important: 
a. Approve the Strategy for the Implementation of Gender Equality in 
Education (Mardashova et al., 2021). 
b. Work on the integration of a gender-sensitive approach in the system of 
preschool education, in particular, training for authors of preschool education 
programmes and provide them with counselling; provide advanced training 
for teachers of preschool institutions to increase their gender competence 
(Dorji, 2020). 
c. Create a mechanism of anti-discrimination assessment of the entire 
educational process at all levels as currently this assessment is passed only by 
school textbooks, which are published at the expense of the budget (Keddie, 
2020). 
d. Review career guidance programmes, which often are based on gender 
stereotypes (Kellett & Fitton, 2017). 
e. Strengthen professional research on gender issues in the field of higher 
education and science, introduce gender optics in the teaching of professional 
courses in various subjects, especially the humanities (Dvoriak et al., 2020). 
 

6. Conclusion 
Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions can be drawn. 
When asked about the existence and nature of gender discrimination in the 
Ukraine, almost half of all respondents believed that gender discrimination in 
Ukraine affects both genders although in different spheres of life. 
Unfortunately, a significant proportion of respondents (28%) did not recognise 
the problem at all, as they believed that in most spheres of life men and women 
have equal rights and opportunities. Only one in five believed that men have 
more rights and opportunities. 
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At school, the problems of gender equality are not discussed enough; more than 
80% of all respondents did not learn anything on this topic at school. As for 
HEIs, special subjects on gender equality are not yet offered to most students. 
At best, students discuss these issues as separate topics within the general 
courses of sociology, psychology, culturology, and other subjects. Students of 
faculties of sociology, psychology, philosophy, and other human sciences had 
relatively greater opportunities to become informed about gender issues, as 
these are included in various special subjects that they studied. 

Despite these findings, the level of student involvement in gender issues cannot 
be considered low, as it is clear that educational institutions are not the only 
source of information for young people. The level of interest of students in 
discussing the topic of gender equality also adds some optimism. 

Detail of the design of training programmes in accordance with the standards of 
the Ministry of Education and Science of Ukraine (MESU) posed a limitation to 
conducting this study. At the social and humanities faculties, for example, there 
are more subjects related to gender, thus, naturally, these students are more 
familiar with this issue. In future, it will be necessary to adjust the standards of 
the Ministry of Education and Science regarding the issue of gender education 
for all students.  
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16%

24%

14%

14%

32%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

 Social-humanitarian

 Economics, management

Law

Natural sciences

Technical

 
 

Figure A3: Distribution of respondents by faculty, % 
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Figure A4: Distribution of respondents by education level, % 
 

 

 


