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Appendix: Method

We here describe the three parts of the data material in the FRONT proj-
ect at the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences in the University 
of Oslo: the questionnaire surveys, the action research and the interviews.

Quantitative Studies:  
The Questionnaire Surveys 
The FRONT project was originally planned as an exploration of initiatives 
with a limited emphasis on research. It soon became clear, however, that 
more research on conditions at the faculty was needed. Consequently, the 
research part of the project was expanded to include two questionnaire 
surveys. The two surveys consisted of a detailed questionnaire (18 pages, 
190 variables, N = 843) sent to all employees of the faculty (including 
PhD students), and a shorter questionnaire sent to a sample of master 
students (N = 213), making a total of 1056 respondents. The project was 
thus based on a broad combination of methods, including both quantita-
tive and qualitative types of data, as described below. This expansion not 
only provided a better basis for knowledge, it also became important for 
the initiatives, since the results were reported back and discussed among 
employees and management at the faculty in the latter part of the project 
period, which resulted in greater interest and involvement. 

The employee survey included questions on career development, expe-
riences from the PhD period, support from supervisors, collaboration 
with colleagues, ambitions and motivation, publishing, promotion,  
bullying/harassment, unwanted sexual and racist attention, and evalu-
ation of the culture in the department/unit. It also contained questions 
on one’s interest in the natural sciences from a young age, and on the 
households of married and cohabiting couples, including which of the 
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partners’ careers had priority. It was designed to delineate the employees’ 
experiences and challenges throughout their careers. 

The questionnaire form was developed based on a combination of 
recent international studies of gender differences in academia (partic-
ularly the European Asset and Integer studies: Aldercotte et al.,  2016; 
Drew, 2013), and recent research on gender and equality in Norway (Holter 
et al.,  2009), in Europe (Scambor et al.,  2013,  2014) including Poland 
(Warat et al., 2017), and internationally (Barker et al., 2011). The questions 
on career, work environment and culture were gender neutral. We were 
thus able to map the effect of various types of social inequality (back-
ground variables), including ethnicity and social class (see Chapter 6). 

The student survey  included questions on the students’ attitudes to 
gender equality, and their experiences of gender balance in their learn-
ing environment. The survey was based partly on a previous UiO study 
of students’ learning outcomes (Thun & Holter, 2013), and also included 
questions on the culture of “gender marking” disciplines (whether pro-
grammes or subjects are perceived to be “feminine” or “masculine”). 
Given that the situation is different for students and employees, the ques-
tions in the two surveys differ. 

Altogether, the two surveys provide greater breadth and depth of 
detail in the data material than what has prevailed in studies of academic 
careers. For example, questions regarding gender balance are connected 
with work environment, academic culture, gender equality, and other 
dimensions of social inequality. The surveys cover a total of 269 variables 
(190 in the employee survey, and 79 in the student survey). This breadth 
enabled cross-sectional analyses, as well as providing greater detail and 
depth in many areas, resulting in new information and findings not pre-
viously known. 

Questions were formulated through collaboration in the FRONT 
team, the project’s resource group, and with the faculty leadership. We 
wish to emphasize that a shared, open and curious approach character-
ized this collaboration. The attitude has been to put all facts on the table 
regardless of whether the problems were big or small. In other words, the 
researchers on the team were not inhibited because of critical questions 
and analyses. 

https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF479
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF481
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF487
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF491
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF492
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF495
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF480
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF493
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The market research firm Ipsos conducted the employee survey in 
collaboration with FRONT from March to May 2018. The questionnaire, 
developed and delivered by FRONT, was designed as an online survey 
to which employees were encouraged to respond through faculty emails, 
among other things. The survey was sent to academic employees from the 
PhD level upwards (both temporary and permanent employees), as well 
as to administrative/technical employees. FRONT also conducted a lim-
ited study of former employees at the faculty by sending out the employee 
survey to 100 persons who completed their PhD at the faculty between 
2010 and 2016, but were no longer employed there in 2018. The online 
version of the form was filtered according to position category, so that the 
academic employees answered the entire form, including academic career 
development, whereas the administrative employees answered only part 
of the form.1

The student questionnaire was distributed in paper format to master’s 
students in randomly selected lectures and reading halls in late autumn 
2017. The students were studying computer science, biology or physics. 
Computer science made up the largest group. The response rate among 
the students was approximately 95 per cent (N = 213). Women constituted 
44 per cent of the sample, men 55 per cent, and others 1 per cent. The 
majority were between 22 and 25 years old. Those with Norwegian nation-
ality made up 73 per cent, whereas 27 per cent had a different nationality. 

Both the student and the employee surveys motivated many respon-
dents to make comments, which was an option at the end of the form. 
The comments consist of both praise and criticism of the working and 
learning environment. There is some skepticism to the surveys, mostly 
from men, but this is sporadic, and not common in the comments. 

The employee questionnaire was answered by 843 people (485 men  
and 358 women), of whom 705 are currently employed, and 138 are former 
faculty employees. The latter group consisted primarily of former PhD 
fellows, in addition to some who had recently retired. It is difficult to state 
the exact response rate for each position category, as we do not know how 
many actually received the questionnaire form, and many, particularly 
on the recruitment level, changed positions around the time when the 
form was distributed. However, we can obtain a relatively realistic picture 

https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#FN154
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by looking at the number of responses in various position categories and 
comparing them with data on employees from the Database for Statistics 
on Higher Education (DBH). As expected, PhD fellows had the lowest 
response rate, with just over 30 per cent. With little experience in aca-
demia, it can be difficult to answer, and in addition, turnover in this group 
is high. Among the other groups of full-time employees, the response rate 
was relatively even, from just over 40 per cent for postdoctoral fellows and 
associate professors, to roughly 45 per cent for full professors, and up to 
almost 50 per cent for researchers and technical/administrative employ-
ees. Given that the questionnaire was extensive, this represents, as far as 
we are able to judge, a satisfactory response rate compared to similar sur-
veys. The form was formulated only in English (not Norwegian), which 
may have slightly reduced the response rate. As mentioned, the response 
rate among students was very high (95 per cent), but this survey was 
smaller (fewer questions and a smaller sample, 213 students). Moreover, 
the sample was somewhat random and consisted only of students who had 
shown up for classes in three essential natural science disciplines (com-
puter technology, biology and physics), or were present in reading halls 
during the period when the survey was carried out. 

As mentioned, the surveys include 1056 respondents in total. An analysis 
of dropout from the employee survey shows that men responded slightly 
less often than women (roughly in line with other similar surveys), and 
that the PhD fellows responded less often than the rest – but apart from 
this, the survey is relatively representative of the faculty. Typical reasons 
for not answering were “too little time”, “the form was too long” and the 
like. One can also imagine that “association to employer” (Ipsos distributed 
the form, but the faculty leadership sent out a reminder) and “aversion to 
issues concerning gender and gender equality” also contributed to a lower 
response rate. However, we do not find any clear indications of this. Nor do 
we see any clear signs of skewed selection (dropout or skewed distribution) 
on questions relating to gender equality. The response rate is slightly higher 
among women than men, which is common for this type of survey. 

Data analysis was carried out by the FRONT team (primarily Holter), 
partly in collaboration with Åsmund Ukkelberg from Ipsos, in order to 
identify the material’s main patterns. The collaborative method included  
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a combination of paired and multivariable analysis techniques. The analy-
ses were mainly explorative, focusing on mapping statistical associations, 
rather than hypothesis testing.2  However, the data allow sketches and 
models of possible causal factors, intermediate, and effect factors. This 
is described in more detail in Chapter 4 on publishing and Chapter 6 on 
intersectionality. Analyses also included more detailed techniques, such 
as cross-tabulations and partial correlations. 

A chief goal of this work was to produce “robust” results across tech-
niques, in other words associations that are clear and consistently sta-
tistically significant. The FRONT team led by Holter used mainly SPSS 
for the data analyses, in combination with Excel, Open Office Draw, and 
other programmes.

The next step was to remove spurious or self-evident associations, 
and test what we were left with, considering the impact of background 
variables, and other essential variables as they gradually emerged more 
clearly in the analyses – for example, experiencing academic devaluation 
and unwanted sexual attention. 

The analyses showed a considerably larger gender gap in experiences 
than the early interviews in the FRONT project showed. “Statistics see 
what you do not see,” Arnoldo Frigessi claims (in Vogt, 2019). This rule 
struck a chord in our material. The faculty took part in a sort of X-ray 
examination in relation to gender balance and gender equality. The sur-
veys provided a new and more critical picture than what we had expected 
from the first round of interviews. The results were more interesting than 
we, as researchers, had anticipated. 

Figures from the questionnaire surveys in this book represent primar-
ily only statistically significant gender differences with a few exceptions, 
in which the absence of gender difference is essential. This is commented 
on in the text, for instance in the figures in Chapter 5, in which variables 
that do not have a significant gender difference are included, because this 
is an important point in relation to the gender gap. The gap varies and 
includes only some of the variables. The fact that we find significant gen-
der differences for roughly half to two-thirds of the environmental and 
cultural variables (depending somewhat on the measurement method) is 
nevertheless an important finding that applies to the material as a whole. 

https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#FN155
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#RF494
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One methodological objection discussed in several chapters, based 
on discussions at the faculty, is that women are more critical than men 
in evaluating the work environment and academic culture, and that 
this affects our results. It should be emphasized here that nearly all the 
variables relating to work environment and culture were formulated in 
a gender-neutral manner. Although dropout may be somewhat condi-
tioned by an interest in gender and gender equality questions, we see a 
relatively even response rate among different groups. It is also unclear 
why this should play a significant role in specifically gender-neutral ques-
tions about one’s work situation. Moreover, we have clear indications that 
women are not more critical than men, for instance in relation to super-
visors. This also applies to areas where, based on the objective situation, 
they could respond more critically than men (satisfaction with salary 
level). Our interview results indicate the same thing. 

With all this in mind, we consider the hypothesis that “particularly 
critical women” have answered the employee survey to be unlikely, as 
well as the possibility that “particularly critical men” have dropped out. 
However, the project did not include a dropout study, with an analysis of 
those who chose not to answer the questionnaire. 

There are important research challenges related to what our results 
tell us, and what they do not tell us. They say something about selection 
and dropout upwards in academia. Moreover the structural map (in part 
two of the book), and the development of initiatives (part three) are new. 
However we have only, to a small degree, included experiences from all 
the people who drop out from the career ladder. What have they experi-
enced, why did they quit? This is a weakness that may be corrected by bet-
ter dropout analyses (on different levels) in further research. “The losers” 
experience things that “the winners” do not see. 

It is also clear that both the questionnaire surveys and the interviews 
may be improved – as is always the case in retrospect. Some variables 
clearly point to significant differential treatment, such as academic deval-
uation, unwanted sexual attention, and problems following care leave. 
These deserve more elaboration and more detailed investigation, in addi-
tion to more questions on gender equality. We have reason to believe 
that the inclusion of more such critical questions and a larger sample, 
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including dropouts, would sharpen – not dampen – the critical picture 
that our data provide. 

We asked about place, but not time, in relation to important work envi-
ronment issues, such as harassment. This is a weak point. We do not know 
for certain, then, how much reporting is characterized by experiences here 
and now (for example, on the current position level), compared with older 
or long-term experiences (current and previous position levels).3 The sur-
veys included many questions, and the questionnaire forms would have 
been far too long if we were to include sub-questions for each. A clearer 
follow-up of the most important ones, more “in-depth” both in details and 
as a process over time, therefore stands out as a topic for further research. 

Method Development in the Chapters 
The chapters in the book’s first part are based primarily on the ques-
tionnaire surveys in combination with the interview material. Here, we 
discuss the main results, topic by topic, in relation to gender balance and  
gender equality. Methodological remarks are included in each chapter. 
The statistics are mainly bi- and trivariate analyses. The chapters in the 
latter half of the book’s first part include more multivariable methods and 
controls for other dimensions of social inequality. 

In Chapter 4 “Who is Publishing What? How Gender Influences 
Publication”, we apply a multivariable analysis. If gender is included 
along with other variables in the analysis, particularly position level and 
the number of working hours spent on research, a separate gender factor 
becomes hardly visible. These are self-reported data, but as far as we can 
see, they are fairly realistically reported. Statistics indicate that the idea 
of women publishing less “because they are women” does not hold true. 

Chapter 6 “Ethnicity, Racism and Intersectionality”, presents the most 
important ethnicity-related problems in the material, and compares 
these with issues related to gender and class. Here, we apply multivariable 
techniques in order to uncover intersectionality, defined as co-variation 
between different grounds of discrimination.4 We analyze co-variation 
between gender, ethnicity and class. The analyses are based on statistical 
regression analysis and other techniques, as described in the chapter. 

https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#FN156
https://press.nordicopenaccess.no/index.php/noasp/catalog/view/143/737/5516#FN157
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The chapters in part two of the book are focused primarily on model 
construction. The FRONT study’s main results are summarized, dis-
cussed in relation to other research, and developed into models. Each 
model utilizes a somewhat dramatic metaphor, which may help their 
being remembered, and used, by researchers to understand the specific 
organization and academic culture. 

Chapter 7 “The Bøygen Model: The Hypothesis of Accumulated 
Disadvantage”, elaborates on the empirical data presented in Chapter 5 
“Experiences in Academia: A New Survey Study”. The hypothesis that 
obstacles and inner doubt are connected is verified and presented in a 
model. 

Chapter 8 “The Janus Model: Why Women Experience Disadvantage”, 
distinguishes between legitimate gender differentiation and illegitimate 
gender stratification. Stratification takes over from differentiation, as a 
main tendency upwards on the career ladder. We also discuss more com-
plex connections between these two elements. That gender stratification 
comes into play is shown empirically, for instance, in Chapter 3 “Sexual 
Harassment: Not an Isolated Problem”, and in Chapter 5 “Experiences in 
Academia: A New Survey Study”. 

Chapter 9 “The Triview Model: Three Views of a Problem”, presents a 
model largely based on qualitative empirical evidence from the project 
(and supported by the surveys), particularly in terms of culture and infor-
mal communication.

The quantitative material from the questionnaire survey and the analy-
ses uncovering gender-related patterns enlarged the picture significantly, 
in relation to early interviews and the qualitative material in the project. 
It provided an opportunity to develop the models described in the book’s 
second part. 

Qualitative Studies: Action Research  
and interviews
As already mentioned, the FRONT project consisted of various 
measures to promote gender equality at the faculty, in addition to 
research. FRONT’s strategy has been to combine the implementation 
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of measures with research, that is, to create initiatives that could be 
applied in practice, and at the same time generate new knowledge. The 
research following the initiatives was based on methodological ele-
ments from action research. In the introduction to part three of this 
book, we discuss action research in relation to the initiatives. In addi-
tion to methodological elements from action research (such as field 
diaries from 23 workshops), the research following the measures is 
based on interviews. Among a total of 93 interviews conducted by the 
project, 43 were carried out as part of action research. The remaining 
50 interviews were conducted with various purposes and somewhat 
different methods. 

In the next section, we start by describing the research following the 
measures before describing the rest of the interviews.

All the interviewees are anonymized. When quoting Aksel, Wenche, 
Tobias, etc. in the various chapters of the book, we use fictitious names.

The Research Following the Measures 
Chapter 10 “From Biology to Strategy: The Development of a 
Management Team” 
The initiative analyzed in this chapter was five seminar days for the 
faculty’s management team, on the topic of gender equality. The 
management team, a total of 14 people, consisted of the dean’s office 
and heads of the departments. The initiative started with a two-day  
seminar. Three months later, the group met again for one seminar 
day, and a further three months later, the initiative concluded with a  
two-day seminar. 

The analysis in the chapter is based on qualitative material in the 
form of notes from the five seminar days, and ten individual interviews. 
During the seminars, the researchers took notes by hand, and when the 
day was over they reviewed their individual notes and wrote a joint field 
diary. Flip-over sheets and other material produced by the participants 
were collected and documented in the field diary. 

One year after the seminar series ended, individual interviews with the 
ten participants who had been present at all seminars were conducted. The 
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semi-structured interviews lasted one to two hours and were recorded 
and transcribed. 

The two researchers who followed the project played somewhat dif-
ferent roles. One of the researchers met, as the project’s coordinator, 
the participants in connection with other project related activities. This 
researcher conducted the individual interviews and planned the ini-
tiative’s activities. The other researcher was only involved in the actual 
implementation of the seminars. 

The analysis itself began with an inductive approach to the material. 
All the material was reviewed several times to see whether it was possible 
to identify recurring themes and potential similarities and differences. 
The coding was based on the informants’ own descriptions and concepts. 
In the next phase, the material was interpreted based on theory of sen-
semaking.5 In the analysis, the management team’s role was investigated. 
What can a management team do specifically in order to develop sustain-
able equality work in the organization, and how should the team develop 
to be able to do this? 

Chapter 11 “From Resistance to Change? Processes for Change Within 
an Organization” 
The initiative analyzed in Chapter 11 is a seminar series for PhD super-
visors. The purpose of the five-hour long seminars was to increase the 
participants’ knowledge of gender imbalance in the organization, and 
to provide them with the opportunity to share experiences and reflec-
tions. Each seminar group consisted of 25–30 participants from some of 
the faculty’s nine departments. All the seminars were arranged in the 
same way: check-in, theoretical input, case discussions in small groups, 
and a conclusion by the faculty leadership. All employees at the faculty 
with supervision responsibilities on master or PhD levels were invited to 
attend the twelve seminars.  

The analysis in the chapter is primarily based on qualitative material 
in the form of notes from the twelve seminars. The qualitative material 
was collected through participant observation and is documented as a 
field diary. During the seminars, the researchers took notes by hand, and 
when the day was over, they reviewed their individual notes and wrote 
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a joint field diary. The FRONT project’s coordinator contributed to all 
the seminars, and a research assistant was also involved in conducting 
several seminars. 

In this chapter, two of the seminars are described as two scenes. The 
first scene is based on one of the first seminars, whereas the second scene 
is based on a seminar held 18 months later. The scenes are written accord-
ing to a method (used in action research, among other things) which is 
intentionally subjective, even if it is based on analyses and discussions 
in the research group, and therefore does not represent the individ-
ual researcher alone. It is comparable to notes from fieldwork, a prac-
tice memo, or a diary entry. The researcher’s encounter with the field is 
central. The method includes phenomenological analysis and is not an 
attempt to say anything “objectively” about what is occurring generally. It 
is limited to a few specific cases, as they were actually experienced with-
out any kind of advance filter. The scenes thus illustrate various aspects 
of the change work. The participants are different and react differently. 
Some are skeptical to the FRONT initiatives, whereas others are more 
positive.

Here the analysis also began with an inductive approach to the mate-
rial, where notes were reviewed several times to see if it was possible to 
identify recurring themes as well as potential similarities and differences. 
In the next phase, the material was interpreted based on a theory of resis-
tance and change.6

Chapter 12 “From Exception to Norm: The Development of Resilience 
in a Network” 
The initiative analyzed in this chapter is an organized network of 18 
female associate professors and full professors. The two-year long ini-
tiative was structured as a forum, in which the two researchers offered 
theoretical input on various topics chosen by the participants. Dialogue 
tools were used to shed light on the topics through a structured and effec-
tive exchange of experiences. In total, the network participants met on 
eight occasions. The initiative began with a two-day seminar followed 
by two all-day seminars and five half-day seminars. The project’s coor-
dinator participated in all the seminars, and designed and organized the 
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initiative. The other researcher contributed to the design and implemen-
tation of six of the seminars. During the seminars, the researchers took 
notes by hand, and when the day was over they reviewed their individ-
ual notes and wrote a joint field diary. However, the chapter is first and 
foremost based on interviews with the participants. All the participants 
were interviewed before commencement of the initiative. After one year, 
interviews were conducted with the 14 people who had actively partici-
pated in the programme’s activities, and in connection with the last sem-
inar a group interview was carried out. The first interview was conducted 
by the FRONT project’s coordinator in collaboration with the project’s 
postdoctoral fellow. The purpose of the semi-structured interviews was 
to investigate both the female researchers’ situation at the faculty, and 
whether some common needs and wishes could be supported by means 
of organized measures from the faculty. The FRONT project’s coordina-
tor conducted the second interview. Here, the goal was to explore how 
the participants perceived the implemented initiative. The concluding 
group interview was conducted by the FRONT project’s coordinator 
and the researcher who participated in the actual implementation of  
the seminars.  

The analysis is characterized by an inductive approach to the mate-
rial. All the material was reviewed several times to see if it was possible 
to identify recurring themes, and similarities as well as differences. The 
coding was based on the informants’ own descriptions and concepts. In 
the next phase, the material was interpreted based on theories on organi-
zations and gender, as well as resilience.7  

Other Interviews in the Project
Ten Interviews Conducted as Expert Dialogues  
As several of the project’s initiatives were aimed at women from post-
doctoral to professor levels, interviews with women on these position 
levels were also emphasized in the research following the initiatives. In 
mapping the situation at the faculty, we also conducted ten interviews 
with men in permanent academic positions, and with men and women 
on master and PhD levels. The interview method, which we referred to 
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as “expert dialogues”, was developed by the project during the spring of 
2017. The sample and method were exploratory. The informants were con-
tacted as experts in their fields, based on their experience, and invited 
to a one-hour open dialogue. Holter designed the dialogue form based 
on his experience as a working life researcher. The conversations began 
with a question about what they emphasized and experienced in their 
everyday working life – what is fine, what is not so fine. Then the ques-
tion of what they think (and do) in relation to gender and gender balance 
was adressed. The conversations were conducted using a method largely 
allowing the interviewees to govern the dialogue based on what they are 
interested in, while at the same time addressing the main issues in the 
interview guide.8  All the conversations were recorded and later tran-
scribed. Initially, the agreed time for the dialogues was one hour. Several 
conversations lasted considerably longer, up to two hours, as the infor-
mants had much they wished to convey.

Nineteen Interviews as Part of the GENERA Project
One part of the Horizon 2020 project GENERA involved an analysis of 
the organizational culture from a gender perspective in departments 
of physics in 18 European countries, through interviews with women 
and men in different position categories. The structured interviews 
were conducted based on an interview guide designed by GENERA’s 
research group. We participated in GENERA by conducting 10 inter-
views based on this interview guide. We also carried out another nine 
interviews at the Department of Physics at UiO using another method, 
“The Biographical Narrative Interview Method”, in order to obtain more 
material. All these interviews were carried out by a research assistant 
from the FRONT project. The interviews were conducted in English, 
recorded and transcribed. 

Nine Interviews with Female Postdoctoral Fellows 
The nine interviews with female postdoctoral fellows at the departments 
of physics, biosciences and informatics were conducted by the FRONT 
project’s postdoctoral fellow. All the informants had participated in the 
FRONT project’s ten-day career programme for female postdoctoral 
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fellows. The semi-structured interviews lasted between one and one and 
a half hours and were recorded and transcribed. 

Twelve Interviews in Advance of the FRONT Initiatives
Prior to the implementation of the FRONT project’s initiatives, we con-
ducted interviews with the faculty’s vice dean for research, two heads 
of departments, three postdoctoral fellows who had participated in a 
career development programme at the Department of Biosciences, and 
others who were working with research leader development at UiO in 
various ways. These interviews were conducted by the FRONT project’s 
full-time employee and the project’s postdoctoral fellow. The interviews 
were recorded, and some of them were transcribed. These interviews were 
not used for research purposes but were conducted to develop the imple-
mented initiatives.

Material From FRONT2
The work of the FRONT project has continued in a new project called 
FRONT2 (Future Research and Organizational Development in Natural 
Sciences, Technology and Theology, 2019–2023). The material from 
FRONT2 is currently being collected and is not yet fully analyzed, but it 
is part of the picture in terms of our interpretations and discussions, for 
example of men and masculinities in this book. The material includes 
both individual interviews and focus groups. 

References
Amundsdotter, E., Anderssson, S., Muhonen, T. & Liljeroth, C. (2018). «Kvinnor 

talar ju också mycket på möten, så vad är problemet?» Möten, makt och kön. 
Rapport från ett FoU-projekt vid Malmö universitet. https://mau.diva-portal.org/
smash/get/diva2:1420388/FULLTEXT01.pdf

Amundsdotter, E. (2009). Att framkalla och förändra ordningen – aktionsorienterad 
genusforskning för jämställda organisationer [Doctoral dissertation, Luleå tekniska 
universitet]. DiVA. http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:ltu:diva-27023

Andersson, S. (2009). Aktionsorienterad genusforskning – i skärningspunkten 
mellan genusforskning och ett praktiskt jämställdhetsarbete. In S. Andersson,  
E. Amundsdottir & M. Svensson, Mellanchefen en maktpotential – 

https://mau.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1420388/FULLTEXT01.pdf
https://mau.diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:1420388/FULLTEXT01.pdf
http://urn.kb.se/resolve?urn=urn:nbn:se:ltu:diva-27023


393

a p p e n d i x :  m e t h o d

aktionsorienterad genusforskning (Research report). Fiber Optic Valley & 
Stockholms Universitet.

Aldercotte, A., Guyan, K., Lawson, J., Neave, S. & Altorjai, S. (2016). ASSET 2016: 
Experiences of gender equality in STEMM academia and their intersections 
with ethnicity, sexual orientation, disability and age. Equality Challenge Unit. 
http://www.ecu.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/ECUs-ASSET-report-
November-2017.pdf

Barker, G., Contreras, J. M., Heilman, B., Nascimento, M., Singh, A. & Verma, R.  
(2011). Evolving men 2011: Initial results from the international men and gender 
equality survey IMAGES. International Center for Research on Women (ICRW). 
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/library/evolving-men-initial-results-
international-men-and-gender-equality-survey-images

Drew, E. (2013). Integer baseline report. Centre for Women in Science & Engineering 
Research. (WiSER), Trinity College. Dublin. https://www.tcd.ie/tcgel/assets/pdf/
INTEGER%20Report%202013.pdf

Greenwood, D. J. & Levin, M. (2007). Introduction to action research, social research 
for social change. Sage.

Gunnarsson, E., Westberg, H., Andersson, S. & Balkmar, D. (2007). «Learning 
by fighting?» Jämställdhet och genusvetenskap i Vinnovas organisation och 
verksamhetsområde (Arbetsliv i omvandling rapport 2007:14). Växjö universitet.

Hansson, A. (2003). Praktiskt taget. Aktionsforskning som teori och praktik – i spåren 
efter LOM [Doctoral dissertation, Göteborgs universitet]. GUPEA. http://hdl.
handle.net/2077/15800

Herr, K. & Anderson, G. L. (2005). The action research dissertation: A guide for 
students and faculty. Sage.

Holter, Ø. G. & Aarseth, H. (1993). Menns livssammenheng. Gyldendal.
Holter, Ø. G., Svare, H. & Egeland, C. (2009). Gender equality and quality of life: 

A Nordic perspective. Nordic Gender Institute (NIKK) & The Work Research 
Institute (WRI). http://www.nikk.no/en/publications/gender-equality-and-
quality-of-life-a-norwegian-perspective-2009/

Johannisson, B., Gunnarsson, E. & Stjernberg, T. (Eds.). (2008). Gemensamt 
kunskapande – den interaktiva forskningens praktik. Växjö University Press.

Nielsen, K. A. & Svensson, L. (Eds.). (2006). Action and interactive research – beyond 
practice and theory. Shaker publishing.

Reason, P. & Bradbury, H. (Eds.). (2001). Handbook of action research: Participative 
inquiry and practice. Sage.

Scambor, E., Wojnicka, K. & Bergmann, N. (Eds.). (2013). The role of men in gender 
equality – European strategies & insights. Publications Office of the European 
Union.

http://www.ecu.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/ECUs-ASSET-report-November-2017.pdf
http://www.ecu.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/ECUs-ASSET-report-November-2017.pdf
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/library/evolving-men-initial-results-international-men-and-gender-equality-survey-images
https://resourcecentre.savethechildren.net/library/evolving-men-initial-results-international-men-and-gender-equality-survey-images
https://www.tcd.ie/tcgel/assets/pdf/INTEGER Report 2013.pdf
https://www.tcd.ie/tcgel/assets/pdf/INTEGER Report 2013.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/2077/15800
http://hdl.handle.net/2077/15800
http://www.nikk.no/en/publications/gender-equality-and-quality-of-life-a-norwegian-perspective-2009/
http://www.nikk.no/en/publications/gender-equality-and-quality-of-life-a-norwegian-perspective-2009/


394

a p p e n d i x :  m e t h o d

Scambor, E., Bergmann, N,. Wojnicka, K., Belghiti-Mahut, S., Hearn, J,. Holter, 
Ø. G., Gartner, M., Hrzenjak, M., Scambor, C., White, A. (2014) Men and gender 
equality: European insights. Men and Masculinities, 17, 552–577.

Thun, C. & Holter, Ø. G. (2013). Kjønnsbalanse og læringsutbytte. Akademisk Forlag.
Vogt, Y. (2019). Simulerer kreftbehandlingen din på datamaskinen [Interview with 

A. Frigessi]. Apollon, (1), 35–39.
Warat, M., Krzaklewska, E., Ratecka, A. & Slany, K. (Eds.). (2017). Gender equality 

and quality of life. Perspectives from Poland and Norway. Peter Lang.
Westlander, G. (2006). Researcher roles in action research. In K. A. Nielsen & 

L. Svensson (Eds.), Action and interactive research – beyond practice and theory 
(pp. 45–62). Shaker publishing.

Notes
1 Ipsos developed the database and guaranteed anonymity in the material, which was submitted 

to FRONT (in the student survey, the questionnaire form was anonymous). The research team 
in FRONT worked with an anonymized version of the database delivered by Ipsos.

2 Mainly multivariable analyses with one “response variable” (statistics) or “dependent variable” 
(sociology). In sociology, the term “multivariate” is often used for multivariable analysis. See also 
Chapter 6.

3 New studies can, for example, provide better detailing of “long-term experience” compared to 
“fairly isolated experiences”, in the most important problem areas. 

4 Meaning different types of social stratification, which may provide grounds of discrimination. 
We distinguish between legal discrimination and social stratification in the book and discuss 
this distinction in Chapter 6.

5 Sensemaking theory is described in Chapter 10.
6 Theory of resistance and change is described in Chapter 11.
7 For a description of the theories see Chapter 12.
8 For an early example of the development of interview methods in relation to men see Holter & 

Aarseth, 1993.
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