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The wider effects of affirmative action strategies in Norway: the case of politics, academia and corporate boards of directors
Gendered organizational practices have been recognized as important factors for the persistent trend of occupational sex segregation globally (e.g., Acker, 1990, 2006a, 2006b; Collinson, Knight & Collinson, 1990; Kanter, 1977). Most organisations now have equality policies and Governments have introduced various policies, including affirmative action (AA), to reduce (with the aim of ultimately eradicate) the preferential selection of men over women for influential positions. Although the use of AA has been set up as a potential way to challenge inequality, it is argued that these strategies often fail (Acker 2006).  In fact, even organizations with egalitarian goals might develop inequality regimes over time (Acker 2006).
Norway is ranked among the most equal countries in the world (UNDP, 2007-2008; WEF, 2010) and has a variety of strategies promoting gender equality, both in terms of the social democratic welfare approach and AA. In fact, different forms of AA have since the 1970s regulated recruitment in areas such as politics, education, and boards in the public sector (Teigen 2000). From 2006, gender representation regulations were also put in place for private sector public limited companies boards. Nevertheless, the percentage of women in senior positions in areas such as the private sector and academia is still low and vertical sex segregation seems surprisingly persistent. 
This paper seeks to explore the wider effects of using AA within three Norwegian occupational groups; politics, academia and corporate boards. The three occupational groups have differences in relation to gender representation, nature of occupation, as well as use of AA. While in politics, gender quotas of a voluntarily nature  has been an important strategy for most political parties for approximately thirty years, a compulsory gender representation law with a requirement of a minimum of 40 per cent of each sex was implemented on the board of directors for public limited companies in 2006 with a two year implementation period. In academia, soft strategies are in use, but the use of quotas of a voluntarily or compulsory nature do not exist. Consequently, the share of women in the three occupational groups varies considerably. The share of women on boards has increased from approximately 8 per cent in 2003 to 40 per cent  in 2011 (Seierstad and Opsahl 2011), the share of women in politics is approximately 38 per cent  in parliament and 44 per cent in government (June 2009), while in academia, the share of professors are only approximately 16 per cent  (2007). 
This paper takes the position that it is important to go beyond the share of women and men in order to understand the wider effects and implications of using AA, both radical and liberal strategies. The aim of this paper is to, by building on Acker’s (2006) components of inequality regimes explore how the nature of the organization, the share of women in senior positions, and the use of AA can affect women’s position and experiences in three important, yet significantly different occupational settings. This paper will a) use range of macro and meso data, national and international to illustrate the Norwegian labour market and the three occupational groups, and b) it will draw on 66 qualitative interviews, with women politicians, academics and directors in order to explore the experiences of Norwegian women in senior positions in relation to equality and gendered organizational practices within the respective groups.
It might be tempting to see a unilinear relationship between the degrees of affirmative action and women’s roles in organizations. However, the findings will demonstrate that while AA are important, they operate alongside three different but still gendered organizational contexts.  The paper explores how these differences affect and influence women’s experiences of gendered practices within the respective occupational groups. 
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