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The internal evaluation of the PhD programme at the Faculty of 

Educational Sciences, University of Oslo 

The University of Oslo’s quality assurance system for education requires a programme 

evaluation within a six-year period. The Faculty of Educational Sciences is evaluating its 

PhD-programme during 2020/2021 in the form of a mandatory self-evaluation and an external 

evaluation. The self-evaluation took place during the autumn semester of 2020 and the results 

are presented herein. The external evaluation is scheduled for the spring semester 2021. 

The first part of the self-evaluation report contains a brief presentation of the programme, 

whereas more detailed information on the programme is available on the web1. The 

descriptive part of the report includes enrolments and graduation data for the period 2014-

2019 downloaded from Norwegian Centre of Research Data’s database. Current PhD-

candidates were surveyed for this report and a selection of them were interviewed. PhD-

administrative staff was also interviewed. Note that the programme was revised in 2018, and 

that data collected for PhD candidates enrolled after the revision might not be representative 

for the entire six-year period this report evaluates. 

The second part of the report includes an assessment of the programme's planned learning 

outcomes, academic content and teaching and examination methods and how they relate to 

each other. Other key points are the programme's relevance to the job market, 

internationalization, the learning environment, infrastructure, and the PhD candidates' 

progression.  

 

 

The PhD Programme Council and the organisation of the PhD programme  

The PhD Programme Council is the faculty body governing the PhD-programme. It is chaired 

by the Dean for Research and is in charge of coordinating the faculty's organized research 

training, which includes the faculty's PhD programme. The Council reviews the academic 

framework, key priorities and systems for quality assurance and quality improvements in the 

programme. The Council also grants admission to the faculty’s PhD programme. 

Administrative staff at the faculty level support the Council. The head, the Dean for Research, 

serves as an adviser to the faculty's management on matters concerning research training. The 

Programme Council reports to the Dean. 

The members of the Council hold positions as heads of research training at the departmental 

level, one per department / centre and are supported by administrative staff at the 

departmental level. 

 

The PhD programme at the Faculty of Educational Sciences 

The following description of the programme springs from the revised plan of June 1st 2018. 

The main aims of the revision were to establish structured start for the candidates, to reduce 

the course portfolio in size, and to reorganize the mandatory methodology part of the 

programme. The Council introduced a mandatory research seminar at the start of the 

                                                           
1 https://www.uv.uio.no/english/research/phd/index.html 
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programme to make candidates plan their project, and get feedback, at an early stage, while 

also facilitating connections with fellow PhD candidates in related fields of research.  

The number of PhD-courses had ballooned over a number of years and the Council wished to 

exert greater control over the course offerings as well introducing additional flexibility in the 

mandatory components of the methodology courses.   

 

Learning outcomes – (qualifications after the programme has been completed) 

 

 

 

The programme plan 

The nominal period of study for the PhD programme at the Faculty of Educational Sciences is 

3 years, full-time. This includes a 30 credit course component, which corresponds to half a 

year / one semester of full time study. Twenty of these credits are restricted to certain topics 

whilst the remaining 10 may be selected freely among the preapproved courses. 1.5 weeks in 

 Upon completion of the programme, the candidates are at the forefront of their field in terms 
of knowledge. Successful doctoral candidates have insight into and master key scientific 
theories and research-related ethical issues, and they have a command of key research 
methods within the field of educational sciences. They are able to assess the expediency and 
application of different methods and processes in research and developmental projects. 

 The doctoral graduates are able to challenge established and new knowledge and practice 
within their own academic field, contribute to the development of new knowledge, new 
theories, methods and interpretations and forms of documentation within the academic area 
as well as conduct research and other work involving high demands to scientific insight, critical 
analysis and a high degree of research-related ethical integrity. 

 The doctoral graduates are able to formulate academic issues, plan and conduct research and 
development work at a high international level. They can work with complex academic issues 
and challenge established knowledge and practice in the field. 

 The doctoral graduates are able to guide others in research work within their own specialized 
field. 

 They can identify and discuss relevant ethical issues and carry out their research in accordance 
with the applicable code of ethics and principles of the National Committee for Research 
Ethics in the Social Sciences and the Humanities (NESH). 

 The doctoral graduates can assess the need for, participate in and contribute to professional 
and interdisciplinary cooperation in the educational sciences as well as the development of 
innovative measures and projects, both interdisciplinary and within educational sciences field 
of research. 

 The graduates are able to communicate research results through recognized and relevant 
channels both at home and abroad. They can participate in debates in the subject area and 
disseminate the relevance of the research for the development of knowledge and society. 

 The doctoral graduates can communicate knowledge and research results to diverse 
audiences, inside and outside academia. 
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this period must be spent getting some form of experience in academic communication. The 

research and dissertation should correspond to 2.5 years, full-time. 

Framework of the course component 

Candidates select their courses with the guidance and help from their supervisors; both are 

responsible for the course selection meeting the requirements of the course component. The 

candidates may choose courses offered at the Faculty of Educational Sciences or approved 

courses given at other departments, faculties or universities. This also applies to courses 

offering training in generic skills. 

There are no mandatory courses, rather there are mandatory topics that the candidates must 

cover either by attending courses offered by the faculty or by other institutions. The 

distribution is as follows:  

Mandatory topics 

The research seminar:     2 credits 

Philosophy of science:    5 credits   

Ethics:       3 credits                

Methodology:      10 credits 

Sum compulsory themes/topics   = 20 credits 

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Sum electives                                                        = 10 credits 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Sum training component                                       = 30 credits 

  

Participation in the research seminar, which goes over four semesters, is mandatory. 

Candidates must attend the seminar during the first two years of the PhD admission period. 

The intention of the research seminar is to provide for closer follow-up of the PhD candidates 

throughout their first two years, as well as to create frameworks for academic collaboration. 

The candidate must sit for 10 credits in methodology, which might include 5 credits of 

qualitative methodology and 5 credits of quantitative methodology or a course choice as 

follows:  

 a two-credit course in research design 

 a three-credit course in qualitative or quantitative methods 

 a 5-credit course in qualitative or quantitative methods 

The elective part is based on one or more of the specified items below. Students must attend 

these courses after admission to the PhD programme. 

1. Thematic courses and/or methodological topics in different 
research fields at the Faculty 

(max. 10 credits) 

2. National, international or Nordic research courses.(The Faculty 
must approve courses taken outside the Faculty) 

(max. 10 credits) 

3. Special curriculum (from courses, seminars or literature studies) (max. 3 credits) 
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4. A stay of at least 4 weeks at a relevant institution to learn 
methods/theory (Participation in research courses with 
documentation may be accepted in accordance with the credits to 
the course after an application. Other skills enhancement will 
be considered discretionary.     

 (max. 3 credits) 

5. Presentation of findings from own research in international 
forums/conferences (e.g. presentation of one’s own posters, 
lectures). 1 credit is awarded for each presentation. 

(max. 3 credits) 

 

The teaching form, mandated activities and assignments in a given course at the Faculty 

varies according to the topic and the intended learning outcomes. The majority of the courses 

will be a mix of lectures and interactivity in plenary sessions and/or group work. Participants 

might be required to prepare a presentation or to comment on a study. A common requirement 

is that participants submit an essay at the end of the course. Several of the methodological 

courses will involve hands-on tasks when introducing participants to specific methods and 

tools. Participants and the course tutor evaluate courses offered by the Faculty on a regular 

basis.  

Supervision 

PhD candidates at the University of Oslo normally have two supervisors. The supervisory 

relationship is governed by a written agreement and ethical guidelines. The Faculty appoints 

supervisors in cooperation with the relevant department(s). All supervisors must hold a 

doctoral degree or equivalent qualification in the relevant field. Additionally, the Faculty has 

since 2018 required that new supervisors attend a one-day seminar on topics related to 

supervision at the Faculty. Moreover, the Faculty also offers shorter seminars on PhD-

supervision to all supervisors on a regular basis.  

The main supervisor should normally have experience as a supervisor at the master’s level, as 

well as having published internationally. The candidate and supervisors must have regular 

contact and keep each other mutually informed on all matters regarding the PhD-project.  

Progress reports 

PhD-candidates and supervisors must submit separate progress reports for the PhD project 

every year as well as attend evaluations of both the doctoral programme and working 

conditions. Normally the reports will be discussed in an annual meeting between the 

candidate, the supervisor, and the departmental head of research training. The nature of the 

supervision will also be discussed at those meeting. 

Midway assessment 

All PhD candidates at the Faculty of Educational Sciences must undergo a midway 

assessment. Participants are the candidate, an opponent, the main supervisor, and normally the 

departmental head of research training . The opponent should not be involved in supervision 

of the PhD candidate. The candidate is expected to submit text (e.g. a first article) plus an 

outline of further work and an overview of classes taken and planned.  

Final reading 
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The candidates must have a mandatory, final reading at which the candidate, supervisor, end-

reader and programme coordinator are present. Final readings are organised by the academic 

departments. If the candidate's dissertation is not ready for submission and end-reading within 

the admission period (with or without an extension), the parties must schedule a final reading 

at which recommendations are made about potential revision before submission of the 

dissertation. 

Candidates in UV’s PhD programme 

Candidates financed by the Ministry, the Research Council of Norway, or other external 

funders (e.g. EU, NordForsk), are employed as research fellows at one of the Faculty’s 

departments / centre. Candidates may also be employed elsewhere and still gain admission to 

the PhD programme. All candidates employed at the Faculty are offered affiliation with one 

of the Faculty’s research groups, most often the same group as their supervisor is affiliated 

with. The research groups consist of academic staff with similar research interests. Group 

members organise regular meetings, arrange seminars, and provide a robust arena for PhD 

candidates to become involved in relevant discourses and practises.  External candidates 

employed at other institutions will not always be able to participate in the research groups’ 

activities. 

A majority of candidates employed at the Faculty have a four-year contract, with 75% of the 

time dedicated to the PhD programme and 25% to mandatory duties. This might include 

participation in research projects, teaching and examination work, supervision and 

administration (e.g. project administration, committee work, research group administration, 

information work). The duties may include tasks within and outside of a candidate’s own field 

of research, and are detailed in a binding agreement with the employer. The candidate and 

Head of department must agree on how to divide the duties in the four-year employment 

period. It is important to ensure that the PhD-project progresses well. During the first year, the 

candidate and supervisor should devise a plan for attending courses, participation in seminars 

and the dissertation. 

Candidates attending the Faculty’s PhD programme 2014-2019 

The dataset for the present section is from the Norwegian Centre of Research Data for the 

period 2014-20192. During this six-year period, the mean age has been 35 years for candidates 

starting at the programme, with the youngest candidates being 25 years old and the oldest 54 

years.  

                                                           
2 One should note that there are some uncertainty associated to how exact the dataset represents the number 
of candidates actively taking part in the PhD programme at any given time.  
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Figure 1: Candidates in the 2014-2019 period. 

Figure 1 illustrates the number of enrolled candidates in the period, with 120 candidates 

enrolled in 2014 and 95 in 2019. The decrease in number of candidates from 2014 to 2019 is 

probably due to new PhD-programmes at university colleges that are now universities. A 

criterion for becoming a university is that they offer at least three PhD programmes. This is 

illustrated by the percentage of externally employed candidates being 30% in 2014 and down 

to 11.6% in 2019. Figure 1 also shows that the number of female candidates has been 

significantly greater than the number of male candidates all through the period. In 2019 there 

were 68 female candidates enrolled in the programme, whereas 27 male candidates attended 

the programme. For the six-year period women accounted for 71,4% of the participants. 

 

Figure 2: Candidates per unit in the 2014-2019 period. 
Note. ILS: Department of Teacher Education and School Research, IPED: Department of Educational 
Research: ISP: Department of Special Needs Education: CEMO: Centre of Educational Measurement  
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In Figure 2 the number of enrolled candidates are distributed across the different units at the 

Faculty. Figure 2 shows that the Department of Educational Research (IPED) had the largest 

number of PhD candidates through the period. The number of candidates has however, 

become more similar across the three departments during the last three years of the period. 

The Centre of Educational Measurement (CEMO) started in 2013 and has increased its 

number of PhD candidates steadily over the six-year period. 

Figure 3 shoes the number of graduating candidates per year. Except for 2014 when 28 

candidates in total graduated, the numbers vary between 23 and 16 for the total number of 

candidates. 

 

Figure 3: Number of graduated candidates for each unit during the six-year period. 

Time to completion is calculated based on gross time. Unfortunately, the collected data is not 

sufficiently fine grained to calculate net time. This means that we are not able to check to 

what extent sick leave or parental leave affect time to completion.  

 

 

Figure 4: Number of years to completion for the Faculty of Educational Sciences (UV) and the Faculty 
of Social Sciences, University of Oslo.  
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Data for the Faculty of Educational Sciences was compared to a comparable dataset showing 

gross time for candidates from the Faculty of Social Sciences at the University of Oslo. The 

mean number of years from start to graduation for the six-year period is 5.26 for UV and 5.40 

for SV. In addition, there is a clear tendency for female candidates to use more time than 

males, probably because maternity leave is not uncommon among the female candidates. 

Women at the UV Faculty’s PhD programme constitute 71.4% of the total sample. In general, 

candidates at the Faculty’s PhD programme seem to use approximately as many years as 

candidates in the field of social sciences at other Norwegian universities.  

Labour market prospects 

There is no systematic data on candidates’ employment after graduation. However, 

communication with employers and former candidates indicate that candidates from the 

Faculty’s PhD programme are attractive in the job market, specifically in institutions of 

higher education and research institutions. This impression is partly confirmed in a recent 

national survey (NIFU, 2019)3, where 73% of former PhD candidates within social sciences 

(including educational sciences) report that they are employed in higher education and 

research institutions. Given the recent demand for employees holding a PhD in teacher 

education, we believe the percentage could be even higher for candidates from PhD 

programmes in educational sciences.  

The perspective of PhD administrative staff 

The present section is based on a meeting with PhD administrative staff from all four units. 

The relevant officers are responsible for administrating the courses and other activities taking 

place within the framework of the programme. They also counsel candidates on a number of 

practical issues, and are sometimes approached by candidates when problems occur. The 

participants at the meeting were asked about their view on the initial phase of the candidates’ 

work, progress monitoring, and international mobility.  

At the very start of their employment, mainly internal PhD-candidates at the Department of 

Teacher Education and School Research (ILS) have individual meetings with the 

departmental head of administration, PhD-supervisor, and the head of research. Their 

introduction to the PhD-programme is via an initial meeting with all new PhD-candidates. ILS 

has, in recent years, organised PhD-lunches and open meetings in order to facilitate 

connections between internally and externally employed PhD-candidates, and between the 

different research groups.  

The Department of Special Needs Education (ISP) has traditionally had start-up meetings 

with internally employed PhD-candidates but have recently extended the tradition to 

encompass externally employed candidates as well, where they cover topics such as the 

structure of the PhD-programme, course selection, supervision and so on. All candidates also 

have individual meetings with their supervisors and, in addition, internally employed PhD-

candidates have individual meetings with the head of administration. Topics covered are 

among others data protection, Open Access publishing, Crisitin etc. Further, candidates with 

mandatory teaching duties meet with the head of studies.  

The department has a PhD-forum, which is organised by the academic PhD-coordinator 3-4 

times a year. AN invitation goes to all PhD-candidates, though the external PhD-candidates 

rarely attend as it is not given that they reside in Oslo. The candidates can choose topics such 

                                                           
3 NIFU (2019). Doktorgradsundersøkelsen 2019. https://nifu.brage.unit.no/nifu-
xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2678938/NIFU-rapport2020-19.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 
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as how to write the extended abstract, how to prepare for the defence etc. The departments 

also prioritises PhD-candidates in its communication policy by generating a news item upon 

the publication of a candidate’s first article.  

The Centre of Educational Measurement (CEMO) reports that they have similar routines. 

They have an initial meeting with all new PhD-candidates where they get practical 

information. Supervisors have individual meetings with their PhD-candidates once a week in 

the duration of the PhD.-contract and the head of administration has regular but informal chats 

with the candidates working on the premises. In addition, administration allocates office space 

strategically so that new PhD-candidates are never grouped together. CEMO has a large 

number of international candidates and receive assistance from the central administration. The 

bulk of extra work in connection with international candidates comes prior to receiving them. 

The Department of Education (IPED) also reports that they have similar routine as the other 

departments. The head of administration welcomes new internally employed PhD-candidates. 

They receive a folder with information about what to expect in the initial phase of their PhDs, 

including a list of meetings - and the topics these meetings will cover - with key people, such 

as their supervisors(s), the head of studies regarding their teaching duties. The administration 

finds a mentor/buddy (experienced PhD candidate) for each new PhD-candidate. 

Candidates can report issues using various channels, including those that are part of the 

progress monitoring system. The mandatory yearly progress report, which candidate and 

supervisor(s) fill separately, is one such channel. Other resources are the head of research, the 

PhD-administration as well as the yearly appraisal interviews for internally employed PhD-

candidates. Additionally, the departmental head of research training must show by his/her 

actions and demeanour that candidates can freely discuss their problems.  

When it comes to challenges, candidates across all departments report similar issues. They 

find the official PhD-regulations difficult to understand, both in form (linguistically 

challenging language) and content (the regulations are too complicated). One prime example 

of this is the mandatory course component, which has been under considerable regulation. 

Candidates report that they have difficulties understanding the balance between mandatory 

and optional course topics and they find composing the theoretical component to be a difficult 

task.  

Another challenge is how to combine mandatory teaching duties with their research. Some 

candidates have to spend a considerable amount of time on data collection, whilst others can 

get access to already collected data quite easily. This internal discrepancy, while natural and 

perhaps unavoidable, makes candidates with similar employment conditions have, potentially, 

vastly different experiences when it comes to time management. The departments try to 

facilitate the issue by having flexible teaching schedules for those candidates who must do 

extensive data collection.  

Yet another challenge is that the candidates’ opportunities for attending international 

conferences or apply for funding are in large part governed by the time and effort their 

supervisors spend, in essence, pushing and teaching their candidates to focus on these issues, 

making a slight divide in the candidate population (between those who have internationally 

oriented supervisors and those who have not). The Faculty makes available a sum of NOK 

300 000 upon application, with a cap of NOK 50 000 per candidate, for candidates who want 

to travel abroad. The Faculty also aims to use the Erasmus+ exchange programme for PhD-

candidates strategically as it is underused per today. 
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Candidates’ experience and satisfaction with the PhD programme 

The PhD candidates’ experiences were evaluated in an online survey and three group 

interviews, both conducted in autumn 2020. The survey had 27 questions and was sent to all 

candidates at the faculty via email. The group interviews were conducted with nine 

candidates, of different gender, age, family situations and nationality, selected from across all 

four departments/centre. The participants were ensured full anonymity and no identifying 

information about specific cases and examples are revealed in this report. 

Quantitative survey results 

Out of the 107 who received the invitation, a total of 50 responded across the whole faculty 

(response rate of 46%4). Basic demographics included questions about department, gender, 

years as PhD candidate, country of birth, whether they had children under 18 years, type of 

their PhD project and their age. To ensure anonymity, participants had the option not to 

answer the demographic questions (see table 1).  

 

Table 1: Demographics of sample (N=50) 

Variable Option Total  CEMO IPED ILS ISP 

Unit 
Answered 41  8 14 10 9 

Do not wish to answer 9      

Gender 
 

Female 27  2 12 6 7 

Male 12  6 1 3 2 

Do not wish to answer 11          

Years as PhD 
candidate 
 

0-1 16  3 6 5 2 

2-3 19  4 7 3 5 

4+ 3  1 0 1 1 

Do not wish to answer 12          

Country of birth 
 

Norway 24  3 8 5 8 

Other 15  5 5 4 1 

Do not wish to answer 11          

Children under 18 
 

Yes 18  1 6 5 6 

No 22  7 8 4 3 

Do not wish to answer 10          

Type of PhD project 
 

Part of larger project 20  3 7 5 5 

Alone-standing project 17  5 6 3 3 

Do not wish to answer 13          

Age 
 

under 30 9  2 3 3 1 

30-40 25  6 10 4 5 

41-50 6  0 1 3 2 

Do not wish to answer 10          
 

                                                           
4 The e-mail lists used for the survey included several candidates who have not been active employees or researchers for several years and 
were therefore unlikely to participate in the survey. Even though the accurate percentage of inactive PhD candidates in the email lists is 
unfortunately unknown, it can be assumed that the actual response rate would have been higher, if only active candidates had been 
included 
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In the main part of the survey, PhD candidates were asked to rate their satisfaction with 

different aspects of the PhD programme at the Faculty of Educational Science (see figure 1). 

Overall, the majority of respondents were satisfied (50%) or somewhat satisfied (46%) with 

the quality of the PhD programme at the faculty. Only 4% reported they were somewhat 

dissatisfied. There were no significant differences in the average satisfaction depending on 

department, gender, age, country of birth or having children.  

Figure 1: Responses in percent, N=50 

Regarding supervision, respondents were satisfied (54%) or somewhat satisfied (40%) with 

the supervision of their doctoral dissertation, whereas 4% were somewhat dissatisfied. When 

asked about the frequency of their supervision meetings, 10% candidates reported they met at 

least once a week, 44% met regularly, but less often than every two weeks, 26% met around 

every two weeks and 20% met only sporadically (see figure 2). The majority of candidates 

were satisfied with the frequency of supervision meetings (56% satisfied; 36% somewhat 

satisfied) while 8% were somewhat dissatisfied.  

 

Figure 2: Frequency of supervision meetings, in percent 
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The mandatory courses were largely reported to be satisfying (46% somewhat satisfied; 34% 

satisfied), but a considerable part also reported dissatisfaction (16% somewhat dissatisfied; 

2% dissatisfied). Out of the 46 respondents who had already taken elective courses, 44 % 

were somewhat satisfied, 36 % satisfied and 12 % somewhat dissatisfied.  

The institutional follow-up of the candidates’ progress was defined as research seminars, 

yearly progress reports, midway evaluation and the final reading. The majority of candidates 

were satisfied (54% satisfied, 38% somewhat satisfied) whereas 6 % reported their 

dissatisfaction. When asked about the resources available for their doctoral research 

(specified as equipment, workspace, funding), the majority reported to be satisfied (54% 

satisfied; 32% somewhat satisfied), but a considerable minority also reported dissatisfaction 

(8% dissatisfied; 6% somewhat dissatisfied).  

The satisfaction with the tasks and teaching as part of their working duty showed a larger 

variance with 42% being satisfied, 30% somewhat satisfied and 18% somewhat dissatisfied. 

Ten percent of respondents did not answer the question or reported they did not have any 

working duty. Similarly, when asked about satisfaction with work-life balance, answers 

varied from 24% being satisfied, 42% somewhat satisfied, 24% somewhat dissatisfied and 

10% dissatisfied. In addition, candidates reported varying satisfaction with their own progress 

in their doctoral dissertation work with 26% being satisfied, 50% somewhat satisfied, 18% 

somewhat dissatisfied and 6% dissatisfied.  

Finally, the majority of candidates felt somewhat integrated (54%) or very integrated (32%) in 

the academic environment at their departments, while 14% feel very little integrated. 

Similarly, when asked about how integrated they feel in the social environment at their 

departments, the majority felt somewhat integrated (50%) or very integrated (36%), while 

10% felt very little integrated and 4% not at all integrated (see figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Academic and social integration, in percent 
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reported that the stay abroad had led to a delay in the writing of the dissertation, while the 

other two did not experience any major delays. Two agreed that the stay had led to the 

development of their language and research abilities, while the third one disagreed with these 

statements. 

Summary of group interviews and open-ended survey 

responses 

The results of the group interviews are summarized without disclosing specific information 

about individual candidates. In addition, comments disclosed in open-ended survey responses 

are used to complement the summary. 

 

PhD courses 

The interviewed candidates were generally satisfied with the PhD courses as most had been 

useful for their dissertation. The courses were also seen as important social arenas to meet 

other PhD candidates across the faculty. Some courses were highlighted as particularly well 

designed and useful for the candidates’ own research and development of writing skills. 

Individual feedback from course tutors was especially appreciated along with flexible 

deadlines for papers and encouraging participants to work on issues and data sets relevant for 

their own research.  

The Philosophy of Science course evoked mixed responses. While many enjoyed the intense 

work with the course contents and felt it was an important part of their academic 

development, others felt that its requirements were too extensive and not always useful for 

their own research. In some cases where candidates had little experience with the type of 

philosophical work from before, writing of the paper was their main focus for up to six 

months, which was felt to be disproportional to the credits. This mismatch was highlighted 

even more by those who took the course in the new system where the course counts only 5 

instead of 7 credits. Other courses also entailed extensive reading and writing tasks, which 

were sometimes seen as disproportionate to the credits.  

The ethics course in the new system was appraised as a good, practical course, giving 

candidates relevant information about handling GDPR issues. In addition, the e-learning 

course for GDPR was mentioned as useful. Generally, the candidates felt that working with 

data protection in their own projects, and supervising their master’s candidates, required a 

proactive attitude but that appropriate and helpful information was provided by the institution 

when they searched for it.  

In addition, several reported that they would appreciate more (voluntary) hands-on workshops 

on academic writing for specific types of data (e.g. for presenting qualitative, quantitative or 

mixed methods findings). This also applied to stress management courses and other offers that 

could help candidates handle work-life balance issues. Candidates reported they felt generally 

well informed about the course offers and requirements. However, especially in the case of 

some methods courses, it was difficult for participants to assess upfront whether the level of 

difficulty and required pre-knowledge matched their own. Moreover, there were mixed 

opinions on the planning of courses. Some candidates felt it was difficult to plan and predict 

which courses would be useful at what stage of their doctoral work, while others had good 
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experiences with the course planning, especially when supported by their supervisors. It was 

highlighted that the course on research design is especially useful to take in the first year, 

which some candidates felt they had not been clearly informed about.  

Several candidates reported that the process of accepting courses from other institutions is 

opaque and inflexible. The criteria for giving external courses credits at the Faculty very often 

does not match the actual educational value of the courses. This led sometimes to situations in 

which external courses that candidates experienced as especially valuable for their learning 

only qualified for a reduced number of credits at the Faculty due to lack of ‘traditional’ 

assessment used in the course (e.g. when the course included interactive learning activities, 

but not writing a paper). In addition, there were uncertainties around which activities counted 

as research dissemination.  

 

 

Social and academic environment 

Generally, PhD candidates felt welcomed in their research groups and by other candidates at 

their departments. The transition was relatively easy for those who had earlier held positions 

as teaching assistants at their departments. However, it was pointed out that new candidates 

without previous relations to the Faculty did not feel integrated. International candidates 

especially were thought to benefit from more institutionalised social meeting arenas and 

activities aimed at inclusion. It was also highlighted that the central international staff 

mobility office is an important resource for new international staff, but that the administrative 

support at faculty and departmental level could improve with regards to pointing newly 

arrived staff towards available help structures at the institution (e.g. finding housing, 

organising childcare).  

The initiation phase of the PhD candidates was experienced very differently. Some candidates 

reported that they were greeted with flowers in their offices and an official round of 

introductions, which was appreciated as a welcoming gesture. Others – especially those who 

had directly transferred from a previous employment at the faculty – felt their first days as 

PhD candidates seemed to go by unnoticed and were not marked in any special way.  

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Review and potentially (re-)align the actual workload demand and provided credit points of 
the offered PhD courses at the faculty 

 Allow flexible submission deadlines and choice of topics for course papers and provide more 
explicit guidance for participants in how to write papers relevant for their doctoral thesis 

 Provide more institutional guidance and clearer recommendations for when to take which 
courses from the PhD programme, especially in cases where supervisors are not proactively 
providing this guidance 

 Offer more voluntary courses on ‘general skills’ such as domain-specific academic writing, 
stress management and work-life balance 

 Make accreditation of courses from other institutions (incl. online courses) more transparent, 
flexible and allowing for alterative learning activities 

 Implement a better notification system to inform PhD about new courses and deadlines 
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The buddy system was highlighted as a potentially important way of helping new candidates 

integrate, but its success hinges on the assigned buddy. Many buddies reported they had not 

been clearly informed about what tasks the role entailed. Several candidates across the faculty 

were not assigned any buddies at all and were disappointed when they learned about this offer 

from their peers later on.  

The financial resources for travel, books and equipment offered by the institution were 

generally appreciated as very generous.  However, it was noted by some that they found it 

problematic that ergonomic office furniture (e.g. good chairs, movable desks, two screens, 

daylight lamp for offices without window) was only provided upon explicit request rather 

than being a standard. It was pointed out that this put especially those at a disadvantage who 

do not know whom to ask or who do not have a supportive supervisor who can help them.   

Finally, a few candidates mentioned that they sensed an implicit bias among some staff 

members that PhD candidates are at the lower end of the institutional hierarchy. Similarly, 

some felt that their work sometimes received little recognition from permanent staff and 

administration, even though they fulfil many important tasks for the institution. A particularly 

critical comment was that there seemed to be a large difference between supervisors, where 

some supervisors seemed to put much effort into helping their candidates’ advancement while 

others seemed to consider them as their private ‘labour force’.  

 

Duty work 

Generally, the candidates reported that their duty work was an important and giving part of 

their PhD experience. For many, it was also the part of their work that made them feel most 

like a valuable employee of the institution. However, several identified the way duty work 

was managed by the institution as one of their major work stress factors.  

This was related to the fact that several felt that the hours counted for certain tasks were too 

few compared to the actual time it took to complete the task. Examples of particularly 

noticeable mismatches were preparing new lectures from scratch, supervising candidates and 

assessing assignments. It was also mentioned that duty work was sometimes assigned on very 

short-notice and seemingly ad-hoc by the administration, which made it difficult for 

candidates to estimate their upcoming workload and manage their research plans.  

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Improve administrative procedures for newly arrived international staff to help identify 
available offers and services at the institution 

 Faculty-wide standardized welcoming procedures to mark the beginning of a PhD candidate’s 
employment period; ensure implementation even if person has been employed at the faculty 
before 

 Better follow-up of buddy system by ensuring all PhD candidates are matched with a buddy 
and providing buddies with better information and instructions about tasks and expectations  

 Ensure more ergonomic workspaces for PhD candidates who often are new to the institution 
and do not know who to approach  

 Increase general awareness of potentially harmful power imbalance between temporary and 
permanent staff and encourage more open discussions around these topics. 
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Here it was also reported that some felt relatively lonely and isolated when having to prepare 

lectures or even whole courses on their own without any information or further support on 

how the courses were run previously. In addition, several candidates pointed out they would 

have appreciated some sort of pedagogical training before supervising candidates themselves.  

Finally, many candidates reported that they did not have an overview of how many hours had 

been registered already, which increased their stress related to duty work. In addition, several 

pointed out how important it was for them that their supervisors helped them ‘protect’ their 

research time from too many duty work tasks.  

  

Supervision and institutional follow-up 

It was acknowledged that the experiences with supervision were highly dependent on the 

candidates’ relationship with the supervisor and the project context. Most candidates had 

positive experiences with supervision. Nonetheless, it remained unclear for some how to 

handle potential tensions between candidates and supervisor. Some candidates who were 

employed in larger projects reported they felt a strong dependency on their supervisors/project 

leaders, which made it especially difficult to raise potentially conflicting issues. While being 

appreciative of the ‘neutral’ role of the departmental head of research training , it was pointed 

out that especially in cases where own supervisors had close links to the current coordinator, 

it created uncertainty around what type of issues may be raised without risking a breach of 

loyalty.  

Several candidates appreciated that they received an overview of planned meetings with 

different administrative staff to discuss different issues (e.g. duty work, employment, PhD 

programme) in the beginning of their employment. However, it was not always clear to 

candidates who was in charge of ensuring that these meetings took place. This was related to 

the general issue that several candidates struggled with identifying their line manager. 

Candidates have to relate to supervisors, department leadership, research group leadership and 

administration. Many reported that their position and accountabilities in relation to the 

different actors had never been explicitly spelled out to them. Especially in situations when 

faced with incompatible demands from different actors, several candidates felt ill equipped to 

identify which of the instances was decisive and had the last say. 

In this regard, it was also mentioned that despite being employed for several years, several 

candidates had never been invited to an annual employee meetings and were uncertain where 

they could turn to regarding more general issues concerning their employment. Those who 

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Make distribution and planning of duty work more transparent and aimed at long-term 
predictability for PhD candidates 

 Revise system of how many hours are counted per task  

 Implement system of institutional knowledge transferal to guide PhD candidates’ teaching, for 
example in form of a platform with teaching materials from previous years that can be 
accessed by PhD candidates 

 Offer faculty-wide pedagogical training for supervising Master candidates 

 Enable candidates to access their registered work online (e.g. like holidays in HR portal), to 
facilitate the candidates’ own planning and reduce stress caused by duty work 
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had had annual employee meetings pointed them out as especially important and helpful for 

orienting themselves in the workplace, learning about their opportunities and balancing out 

the dependency relationship to the supervisors. 

The midway evaluation was generally experienced as a positive and useful milestone. It was 

mentioned that in cases where readers were invited from outside the institution, it would be 

important for the institution to provide clearer instructions to ensure the quality of the 

evaluation. Candidates who were still awaiting their midway evaluation said they would 

appreciate more information from the administration about the process and what type of 

documents they need to prepare well in advance. 

The research seminars were appreciated as a useful activity, both from an academic and a 

social perspective. It was perceived especially useful to train on giving feedback. Other 

elements, such as workshops on writing the extended abstract, were in principle welcomed but 

partly experienced as less useful than the feedback sessions. It was reported by some that it 

felt sufficient to attend the research seminars for merely one year and that after having 

finished presenting and providing feedback oneself, the remaining seminars felt less relevant.  

 

 

Research stay abroad and leaves of absences 

Research stays abroad were generally appreciated as important opportunities for academic 

development. Some candidates reported, however, that they had too little information about 

certain rules and procedures ahead of their stay, which led to challenging situations upon 

return (especially regarding financial reporting).  

In cases of longer periods of non-parental leaves or setbacks in the PhD progression (e.g. due 

to issues with health, project, supervisors), some candidates wished for more continuity of 

institutional follow-up that would help them to get back on track. Those who had taken 

parental leaves reported on a very positive and informative follow-up by the parental leave 

team both during and after their leave. The practices of the central parental leave team were 

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Increase transparency about points of contacts in case of conflicts with supervisor (incl. 
alternatives to programme PhD coordinator) 

 Provide more explicit explanation of hierarchies and the organizational position of PhD 
candidates to facilitate orientation  

 This could be provided in form of a handbook or a more interactive sharing platform (e.g. in 
Teams) for both formal but also more informal best practices among PhD candidates at UV 
faculty. Examples of good practices that could be shared in such platforms were methods of 
keeping track of working hours, how to fill out travel refunds or how to plan one’s duty work 

 Ensure annual employee meeting for all PhD candidates 

 Provide clearer instructions to (external) midway evaluation readers and inform candidates 
about necessary documents well in advance 

 (Re)consider shortening the mandatory attendance period in the research seminars 
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highlighted several times as a good role model for how institutional follow-up should look 

like.  

 

COVID-19 response 

It does not come as a surprise that most candidates felt stressed by the pandemic situation and 

many reported being delayed in their research work. It was pointed out that there are very 

different practices of providing extensions to the candidates across the three departments at 

the Faculty. Some reported extensions as an easy process, while others felt they had not been 

clearly informed about the possibilities or had even been advised against applying for 

extensions by their supervisors. It was suggested that it would feel fairer to provide 

standardized extensions to all temporary research staff in order to avoid having to argue for 

their right for extensions based on different levels of hardship during the pandemic.  

 

 

Internal assessment of the programme – strengths, challenges and areas of 

improvement 

 

The educational component  

In accordance with University of Oslo’s quality assurance system we will first consider to 

what extent there is alignment between learning outcomes, academic content, forms of work 

and teaching, and assessments. 

The first three learning outcomes emphasize that graduated candidates should have the 

necessary knowledge and skills in order to consider relevant theoretical and methodological 

questions when planning and conducting research projects of international interest. We regard 

the quality and breadth of courses offered to represent a good foundation for candidates’ 

development as researchers at an international level. Basic topics in the philosophy of science, 

ethics, and methodology are covered in the compulsory part of the programme. Those courses 

together make up two thirds of the educational component. We emphasize that all candidates 

should have basic knowledge of both quantitative and qualitative methods, because they as 

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Provide more administrative support and information about institutional procedures and rules 
(especially with regard to financial reporting) in preparation of research stays abroad 

 Offer more continuous institutional follow-up in cases of non-parental leaves with the aim to 
help candidates to get back on track; practices of University of Oslo’s central parental leave 
team are highlighted as good example 

Ideas and suggestions raised: 

 Establish a more standardized approach to granting extensions to PhD candidates due to 
COVID-19 pandemic 
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researchers in the field of education are likely to be considering research results based on a 

variety of different methods. However, they are encouraged to emphasize courses covering 

methods used in their project. The Faculty offers a number of elective courses covering 

methods that are more specific. Forms of work and teaching vary according to the topic of the 

course, with courses on methodology involving both analyses of published studies as well as 

hand-on experience with specific software; whereas the other courses normally include a mix 

of lectures, candidate presentations, and plenary discussions. The most common form of 

assessment is the course paper. Recently the Faculty has emphasized other forms of 

assessment, such as candidates’ presentations or products from methodological training. 

Regarding the candidates’ feedback presented in the present report, we note that they question 

if the workload mirrors credits achieved. Our calculation of credits is based on the European 

Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS), and the Faculty has developed a guide for 

how to calculate the workload of different elements in a course5. Candidates also require more 

information about the courses offered, and more institutional guidance regarding how to 

progress through the educational component of the programme. We consider this a point of 

improvement both at the institutional level and for supervisors. 

Research ethics are a key topic in the listed learning outcomes. The PhD course on research 

ethics introduces participants to relevant guidelines and laws, and provides and arena for 

discussing questions related to candidates’ own projects. The course paper submitted at the 

end of the course should also hark to the participants’ projects. Research ethics is also a topic 

of discussion in courses on methodology, and all PhD candidates are require to do a digital 

course on the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), similar to the course required by 

all members of staff. In general, we believe candidates will achieve a good understanding of 

the basic issues related to research ethics. 

Dissemination of research to the academic community and to audiences outside academia is 

considered an important part of the skills and knowledge candidates should acquire. During 

the programme, candidates will get several opportunities to disseminate their project to peers 

and the research group they are associated with. Candidates are also encouraged (and 

financially supported) to attend international conferences to present their work. However, the 

Faculty has to a lesser extent facilitated or encouraged dissemination to audiences outside 

academia and we see that as an important point of improvement. 

After defending their dissertation, candidates should be able to guide others in doing research 

within their field of specialization. A number of candidates will get the opportunity to 

supervise candidates at the bachelor or master level. The University offers courses on 

supervision. These are, however, not mandatory for PhD candidates and, as other groups are 

prioritised, PhD-students rarely get to attend.  The Faculty needs to consider how to train  

PhD candidates in teaching and supervision, and we acknowledge the concerns put forward 

by the PhD candidates.   

 

Finally, the learning outcomes emphasise skills in cooperation within interdisciplinary and 

innovative projects. These skills mainly refer to the general competence part of the 

Norwegian Qualifications Framework. Although such skills to some extent will necessarily 

                                                           
5 https://www.uv.uio.no/english/research/phd/resources-tools/phd-programme-plan_01.06.2018.html 
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develop while candidates work on their projects and take part in discussions in the research 

groups, we believe that more courses aiming at developing such generic skills must be 

included in the programme.  

Supervision 

Results from the candidate survey indicates that candidates are generally satisfied with 

supervision. However, we do note that supervisors could be more active in informing 

candidates about the structure of the educational component of the programme and in 

discussing which elective courses to choose. Also, it varies how engaged supervisors are in 

facilitating research stays abroad. These issues should be emphasized in the mandatory 

seminar for new supervisors, but the Faculty also needs to consider whether seminars for all 

supervisors should include the same issues.  

Relevance to labour marked  

As we already have indicated, candidates from our PhD programme seem to get adequate 

jobs. The Faculty has in the last four years organised two seminars where institutions that 

have employed candidates from the Faculty are invited and are asked to talk about what they 

look for when hiring. They have also talked about relevant work in their institution and 

answered questions from candidates. The audience have appreciated learning about job 

opportunities. The Faculty should consider organizing new such seminars in the future. It is 

also worth noting that candidates with teaching duties have a tremendous advantage, as 

further career in academia requires teaching experience at university level.  

Internationalisation 

Both feedback from administrative staff and from the group interviews with candidates show 

that candidates’ have limited interest in research stays abroad. A recent, national study shows 

that 44% of candidates in the social sciences have had research stays abroad6. Establishing an 

international network and development of relevant competences were highlighted as the main 

outcomes of the research stay. There could of course be a number of practical challenges 

related to research stays, such as funding and family issues. The Faculty does however believe 

that there is potential for an increase in the number of candidates doing research stays abroad, 

and we will continue to search for means that might increase candidates’ interest. The Faculty 

is exploring the possibility of having international researchers as digital mentors for our PhD-

students as an alternative to candidates actually traveling abroad, both as a solution to Covid 

travel restrictions and for the deeper problem of candidates with young families not having 

the opportunity to travel. 

Learning environment and infrastructure 

Results from the candidate survey indicate that a majority of the participants felt well 

integrated in the academic and social environment of the department. However, a minority of 

the participants (14%) reported not being well integrated. Further details are in the group 

report as well as a number of suggestions for improvement. The Faculty should strive to 

                                                           
6 NIFU (2020). Doktorgradsundersøkelsen 2019. https://nifu.brage.unit.no/nifu-
xmlui/bitstream/handle/11250/2678938/NIFU-rapport2020-19.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 
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improve the situation for all candidates, and suggestions like a more structured buddy/mentor 

system and more institutionalized social meeting arenas should be investigated.  

Candidates’ progression 

At the national level, candidates in fields categorized as social sciences do graduate later than 

candidates in other fields. It is worrisome that too many candidates are using more than the 

scheduled three or four years (including duty work) in order to finish their dissertation. 

Although the data on progression from the national database refers to candidates’ gross time, 

and we do not have exact numbers on net time, there seems to be a tendency for candidates to 

use more than the estimated time to completion. This is a problem for the candidates as that 

funding might stop before they get to defend their dissertation. The Faculty needs to get better 

data on candidates’ progression and to consider means that could improve their progression. 

In the revised programme plan, a better structure of the initial phase was implemented. The 

potential effect of that intervention should be evaluated. 

 

Feedback provided in the group interviews and open-ended survey responses included a 

number of ideas and suggestions that will be taken into account in the development of the 

PhD programme at the Faculty. 
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