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WHAT IS THE SITUATION REGARDING GIL 
IN SPAIN NOW?



• Even the two main Spanish culture and language
related institutions disagree: 

Every time the Spanish Royal Academy 
rejected GIL despite the differing stance of 
the Instituto Cervantes.

“No one should tell others how 
they must speak; rather, unity 
should be maintained while 
respecting each individual” 

(García-Montero 2025)



WHAT ABOUT EDUCATION?



“Since Organic Law 3/2007, of March 22, for the effective 
equality of women and men, which in Article 14 
established in section 11, as one of the general criteria for 
the actions of the Public Authorities, ‘the implementation of 
non-sexist language in the administrative sphere and its 
promotion in all social, cultural, and artistic relations  
Spanish universities, in compliance with this Law, have 
introduced various strategies within the State’s university 
system to raise awareness of the importance of 
appropriate language use from a gender perspective”



“The University is a generator and 
disseminator of knowledge, a point 
of reference for society, and the 
place where those who will go on to 
educate others are trained. It is 
essential to consider language as a 
vehicle of cultural transmission that 
makes possible a social identity 
grounded in principles of equality.”

Where to Use the Guide
In general, we should follow the 
recommendations of this Guide when drafting 
any text produced by the Administration. 
Below we include some examples:
• Internal, external, and online documents: […]
• Printed and online publications: manuals, 
books, periodicals, bulletins, theses, and other 
research papers.
• Oral interventions.



BUT THEN AGAIN…



“Inclusive language ASSAULTS Spanish 
universities: these are the criteria for ‘avoiding 
sexist jargon’.”

“CC.OO. denounces that the University of Valladolid 
has rejected non-sexist language in its statutes, 
stating that this decision ‘renders 50% of the 
community invisible”



Motivations of this study

 Many European institutions, including universities, have developed active policies to promote 
inclusive language in the last decades. Spain is not different.

 However, constant social resistance and recent literature indicate that the effective 
implementation of these recommendations is uneven and depends on attitudinal, ideological, and 
pragmatic factors (Guerrero-Salazar, 2021; UNESCO, 2011; Pfalzgraf, 2024).

 There is an urgent need for further sociolinguistic analyses applied to institutional contexts, with 
particular attention to the discrepancy between prescriptive norms and actual linguistic 
practices, so this gap can be filled (and GIL is used across all university bodies). 



Data and methodology

• Mixed methodology to test our hypothesis: 

“there is a gap between the guidelines and 
recommendations and the actual linguistic 

behaviour of university teachers”

• documentary analysis of course guides/syllabi
• ad hoc anonymous survey administered to the 

teaching staff involved in the Modern 
Languages Degree at the UAM

What the 
guidelines say

What is actually 
done oficially

What teachers 
believe to be 

doing



Data and methodology

(1) 50 Syllabi:
• Only those taught in Spanish (multilingual degree)
• Focus on parts written/modified by coordinators
• Manual search for all instances where coordinators had to make a choice (conscious or 

unconcious) regarding the explicit use of non GIL, or include a GIL option. 

(2) 24 responses to the ad-hoc survey that gathered
• awareness of and adherence to the university’s Guidelines (2022)
• opinion on the implementation of GIL alternatives in their daily teaching practice



Research questions

• RQ1: How is inclusive language reflected in official course syllabi?

• RQ2: How well do instructors know the institutional guidelines on inclusive 
language?
- What practices do instructors report in oral and written contexts?
- What attitudes and obstacles shape instructors’ use of inclusive language?

• RQ3: Is there a gap between policy, declared practice, and documented 
linguistic reality?



Analysis and results (Course Syllabi)

• Internal distribution of linguistic sexism

Presence of sexist language

• inclusive strategies identified

Presence of non-sexist language

Value
Total opportunities 785
Total sexist uses 510
Total non-sexist uses 275
% sexist 65%
% non-sexist 35%

Value
Total opportunities 521
Total sexist uses 255
Total non-sexist uses 266
% sexist 48,9%
% non-sexist 51,1%

Three codes (same subject, same 
program, same coordinator, 
exact same content) which 
massively skewed the 1st

distribution were removed



With outliers gone

Masculine 
plurals 

(generic) 
remain less 

frequent

often occurring in the same syllabi

The 
masculine as 

universal 
becomes the 

largest 
contributor to 
sexist usage

Strongly correlated with higher sexist 
percentages
A marker of traditional administrative writing

• Inclusive practices appear in nearly all syllabi 
once the outliers are removed.

• The most common inclusive strategies (in 
order of prevalence):
 Passive (“se evalúa…”)
 Nominalizations (“la asistencia…”)
 Collectives (“alumnado”, “equipo docente”)
 Gender-neutral role nouns (“docente”, “persona 

responsable”)
 Desdobles (full or partial –”os/as, as/os, 

alumnos y alumnas, las y los estudiantes”)
 Subject omission (“es necesario…”)
 Use of “each” (“cada estudiante”)
 Pronouns like quienes (whoever)



Cluster 0 – Highly Inclusive 
(13 syllabi)

• ~18% sexist / 82% 
non-sexist

• Consistent use of inclusive 
strategies (collectives, 
neutral nouns, passives, 
desdobles).

• Represents strong, 
consolidated inclusive 
writing.

Cluster 1 – Mixed / 
Transitional (26 syllabi)

• ~55% sexist / 45% 
non-sexist

• Alternation between 
masculine universal and 
inclusive forms.

• Indicates partial awareness 
but inconsistent 
implementation.

• Largest and most “typical” 
group → key target for 
training.

Cluster 2 – Highly Sexist (8 
syllabi)

• ~80% sexist / 20% 
non-sexist

• Frequent masculine 
universal; almost no 
inclusive strategies.

• Traditional, unupdated 
templates.

Profile Avg % Sexist Avg % Non-sexist N syllabi
(0) Highly Inclusive 18.10% 81.90% 13
(1) Mixed / Transitional 55.06% 44.94% 26
(2) Highly Sexist 80.19% 19.81% 8



“Compulsory readings will be 
announced… as well ass the 
day the (masc/fem) students 

(masc/fem) need to…”

“Teacher” (Neutral)

“The student body” (generic)

“Teacher’s (masc. sing.) explanations” 
 Explanations

“The (fem/masc) tutor (masc/fem) will 
set the sessions the student (masc. 
sing.) needs to attend obligatorily  

that must be attended

“The student’s (masc. sing.) 
attendance and active participation is 

not mandatory…” 
“Attendance and active participation 

is not mandatory…”



“The student’s (masc. sing.) active 
participation is valued” 

“active participation is valued”

“The final test will consist FOR ALL 
THE STUDENTS (masc. plu) of at 

least two questions. Besides, those 
who get less than 50%...”

“Attendance (to, at least, 90%) is 
mandatory…”

“Those who do not attend…”

“…which entails group work from 
week 1 in teams set by the 
teaching team (collective)”

“Coordinator” (masc/fem)

…”Throughout the course, we 
analyze (plural)…”



What we can take from this part of the study

 The majority of syllabi do lean toward inclusive or partially inclusive writing.

 The linguistic landscape: 

Non-sexist 51.06% VERSUS Sexist 48.94%

 This suggests
 A shift towards gender inclusive language

 Relatively high awareness across instructors

 Strong potential for institutional training to consolidate the transition

“IT CAN BE DONE”  “IT SHOULD BE DONE”



Analysis and results (Surveys)

• Gender
• Teaching experience
• Knowledge of the institutional guide

(1) Sociodemographic data

• Level of agreement with standard believes

(2) Awareness, attitudes & 
perceptions

• In oral interaction (classes)
• In written documents (syllabi)
• Strategies used

(3) Self-reported practices of GIL

(4) Training, dialogue & perceived 
barriers

Gender

Teaching exp.

Knowledge of guidelines

Guidelines level of clarity: 4,47/5

Guidelines level of applicability : 
3,65/5



(2) Awareness, attitudes & perceptions (1 = disagree / 5 = agree)

MEAN IN A NUTSHELL

“GIL contributes to and promotes equality” 4.33 Strong general support

“Masculine generic is sufficient and does not 
need GIL alternatives” 2.33 Moderate rejection

“Inclusive language reduces readability” 2.21 Low readibility impact

“Students expect GIL in the classroom” 3.50 Moderate belief

“I feel institutional pressure to use GIL” 2.42 Low-moderate pressure

“I would like to have further practical training” 3.08 Solid demand for training



 Gender effects
• Masculine respondents → more support for masculine generic, higher perceived difficulty, more pressure

• Feminine and non-binary respondents → more supportive of inclusive language, greater desire for training

 Experience effects
• Less-experienced faculty (0–10 years) → more inclusive, more willing to receive training, lower resistance

• Senior faculty (+20 years) → more traditional, more pressure felt, less interest in training

COMMON BELIEF MEAN
GENDER TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Female Male NB 0–5 yrs 6–10 yrs 11–20 yrs +20 yrs

“GIL contributes to and promotes equality” 4.33 4.43 4.11 5.00 4.29 5.00 4.25 4.27 

“Masculine generic is sufficient and does not 
need GIL alternatives” 2.33 2.07 2.89 1.00 1.71 2.50 2.25 2.73 

“Inclusive language reduces readability” 2.21 2.07 2.56 1.00 1.86 1.50 1.75 2.73 

“Students expect GIL in the classroom” 3.50 3.29 3.67 5.00 3.29 4.50 3.25 3.55 

“I feel institutional pressure to use GIL” 2.42 2.00 3.11 2.00 2.00 2.50 2.25 2.73 

“I would like to have further practical training” 3.08 3.43 2.33 5.00 3.71 4.50 3.25 2.36 



(3) Self-reported practices of GIL
Frequency of 
GIL in class

Frequency of GIL in 
documents

No correlation between GENDER, TEACHING EXPERIENCE and FREQUENCY OF USE OF GIL

Except for three outliers, RELATIVE HIGH FREQUENCY OF USE (“always” or “frequently”)



(3) Self-reported practices of GIL

• Chosen alternative(s) when they want to avoid masculine “generics”:

“I don’t try to avoid masculine generics”

Splitting & ouble forms (os/as; alumnos y alumnas)

Colective nouns (“student body”)

Syntactic change (nominalization, passive…)

Graphic forms (-e, -@, -x)

Feminine as default

Other



(4) Training, dialogue & perceived barriers

Have you received any 
specific training?

Would you like to 
receive it? What are the main obstacles?

• Lack or habit
• Lack of training 
• lack of clarity across guidelines
• Doubts concerning linguistic 

norm and acceptance
• Students’ rejection
• Other teachers’ rejection
• Lack of time to revise and learn



I believe that inclusive language is not 
yet widely implemented in actual 
practices and that broader social 

awareness is needed beyond what the 
guidelines provide. I think many people 
do not want to be labeled as feminists, 

either out of conviction or to avoid 
being singled out.

It is necessary to include 
non-binary people and 
other gender-diverse 

identities.

The reluctance to attend training courses is 
mainly due to the overload of teaching and 

administrative tasks; under different 
circumstances, I would have no problem 

taking them.

Many instructors believe that non-sexist language is a 
feminist exaggeration; they either lack (or do not wish 

to develop) an awareness of the importance of 
linguistic choices in making certain groups visible and 
in shaping or dismantling ideological biases and social 

imaginaries. The reliance on the linguistic norms 
imposed by the RAE does not help to narrow this gap.

Linguistic practices and beliefs about language are 
generally not conceived as a space where social inequality 

is reproduced, despite extensive research in sociolinguistics 
showing the opposite — not only regarding non-sexist 

language, but also in areas such as linguistic racism or the 
ways in which language/variety correlate with social class 

and socioeconomic position. In other words, many speakers 
do not recognize how deeply language participates in the 

construction and reinforcement of social hierarchies, which 
contributes to the persistence of this gap between 

institutional guidelines and actual linguistic practice



RQ3: Is there a gap between policy, declared practice, and 
documented linguistic reality?

• Yes — a clear and measurable gap exists, in three directions:
1. Policy vs. actual syllabi

• Institutional guidelines promote inclusive, non-sexist language.
• Many syllabi still contain large proportions of masculine universal forms.
 Inclusive language is not yet fully institutionalized in written materials.

2. Declared practice vs. documented practice
• Instructors report more inclusive usage than what appears in syllabi.
• Self-report suggests commitment and awareness; syllabi reveal uneven implementation.
 This suggests a gap between personal practice and formal documentation.

3. Attitudes vs. behaviour
• Many instructors believe inclusive language promotes equality, yet

• senior faculty and masculine respondents still prefer traditional forms,

• training uptake is uneven,

• readability concerns remain strong.

• The gap is partly generational and partly ideological.



Conclusion and contribution to the field
Inclusive language is gaining ground, especially in oral use and among early-career 
instructors, but not yet fully reflected in written syllabi.
Knowledge of institutional guidelines remains limited, though instructors express strong 
interest in practical training.

Attitudes polarize along gender and experience: women, non-binary people, and junior 
faculty show strong support; men and senior faculty concentrate most resistance.
Inclusive practice exists, but inconsistently, and personal efforts do not always 
translate into the institutional documents where they matter most.

The gap between policy, practice, and documentation reveals the need for:
(1) clearer guidelines, (2) applied training, (3) revision of existing syllabi templates, (4) 
long-term cultural change within departments
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Thank you!
¡Gracias!

Questions? Feedback?

María Muelas-Gil
maria.muelas@uam.es
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