L FORSKERUTDANNINGSUTVALGET
Det matematisk-naturvitenskapelige fakultet

Det kalles inn til mgte i Forskerutdanningsutvalget, torsdag den 9. februar 2016 kl. 10.15-
12.00, i mgterom 1005, Realfagbygget, 1. etasje.

SAKI GODKJENNING AV INNKALLING OG SAKSLISTE
SAK I PROTOKOLL FRA MJTE 01.12.2016
SAK 111 ORIENTERINGER

a) Fram til 19.01.2016 er det tatt opp om lag 56 kandidater med startdato i 2016
og 1 hittil i 2017. Ngyaktige tall og oversikt over kandidater som er tatt opp
hittil i 2017 blir delt ut i matet.

b) I perioden 01.01.-31.12.2016 disputerte 59 kandidater for ph.d.-graden ved
MN-fakultetet. Maltallet (prognose) for disputaser i 2016 var 70.
Det er levert inn 13 avhandlinger til bedemmelse for disputas i 2017, én av
disse for dr.philos.-graden. Maltallet (prognose) for disputaser i 2017 er 68.

c) Arbeidsgruppe om fakultetsvise ph.d.-program

d) Orientering fra det sentrale Forskningsutvalget, samt andre rad og utvalg.
Faste lenker:
Forskningsutvalget http://www.uib.no/fa/arbeidsfelt/forskningsutvalget/sakslister

SAK 2/17 Diskusjon — digital utsending av avhandlinger og informasjon til komitéen
Forskerutdanningsutvalget diskuterte pa matet 1.12.16 hvilken informasjon
medlemmer av bedgmmelseskomitéen og leder av komitéen mottar nar de skal
bedgmme en avhandling. Det ble ytret gnske om a ha en gjennomgang av
denne informasjonen. Se vedlagte notat.

SAK 3/17 Oppfelging av framdriftsrapporter pd instituttene
Hvert institutt orienterer kort om oppfelgingen internt. Hvordan falges
rapportene opp ved instituttene? Har instituttene spesielle funn eller oppfelging
de planlegger?

SAK 4/17 EVENTUELT
Anne Marit Blokhus

Leder

Eli Neshavn Hgie

Sekretaer
Bergen, 31. januar 2017. MN/BIG
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UNIVERSITETET | BERGEN
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FORSKERUTDANNINGSUTVALGET
Sak 2/17
Mgtedato: 09.02.2017

Informasjon til komitémedlemmer og digital utsending av avhandlinger

Forskerutdanningsutvalget har gnsket en gjennomgang av hvilken informasjon medlemmer av
bedemmelseskomitéen og leder av komitéen mottar nar de skal bedgmme en avhandling.

I sammenheng med dette gnsker fakultetet ogsa a diskutere muligheten for & ga over til digital
utsendelse av avhandlinger til komitémedlemmer.

Informasjon til komitémedlemmer

Medlemmer og leder av komiteen far i dag informasjon om rutiner og reglement for bedgmmelse nar
de far papirkopi av avhandlingen i posten. Brev som sendes leder av komitéen, medlemmene av
komitéen og kandidaten er vedlagt.

Fakultetet gnsker innspill pa innholdet i informasjonen som sendes ut, og foreslar at all informasjon til
komitémedlemmene legges pa en egen nettside. Da vil denne informasjonen alltid vere tilgjengelig,
ogsa for en komitéleder far personen formelt er oppnevnt.

Utsendelse av avhandlinger

Rutine i dag er at kandidaten leverer papirkopier av avhandlingen til instituttet. Disse blir sa levert til
fakultetet sammen med forslag til bedemmelseskomité. For & fa ut avhandlingen raskt sender i tillegg
noen veiledere ut en pdf-versjon av avhandlingen nar det er klart hvem som blir medlemmer av
komitéen. Komitémedlemmene far da ikke informasjon om regler for bedgmmelse, dette far de farst i
brev sammen med papirkopien av avhandlingen. Nar avhandlingen leveres pa papir blir den ikke
arkivert digitalt i ephorte, og arkiveres derfor kun som papirkopi.

Fakultetet gnsker a sende avhandlingen kun digitalt/pa e-post til bedemmelseskomité. Dette vil gjere
at komitéen, spesielt de i utlandet vil fa avhandling og informasjon om bedgmmelse pa mye et
tidligere tidspunkt. | tillegg vil informasjon til komitéen legges pa egen nettside som alltid vil veare
tilgjengelig.

Det medisinsk- odontologiske fakultet og Psykologisk fakultet sender i dag ut avhandlinger digitalt pa
e-post. De benytter seg av vedleggstjenesten til UiB, slik at e-posten inneholder en lenke der
avhandlingen kan lastes ned fra.

Forskerutdanningsutvalget bes komme med innspill og forslag til innhold i informasjon til
bedgmmelseskomitéen, samt diskutere digital utsendelse av avhandlinger.

Anne Marit Blokhus



prodekan

Vedlegg

1) Brev til leder av komité
2) Brev til medlemmer av komité
3) Brev til kandidat

30.01.2017 BIG

Eli N. Hgie

sekretaer



) UNIVERSITY OF BERGEN

Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences

Information concerning your duties as a leader of an evaluation
committee, PhD-degree — NN

The Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences highly appreciates your willingness to
serve on a committee to evaluate the doctoral thesis of NN, pursuant to the rules and
regulations mentioned below, and hereby appoint you as a committee leader. Please find
information about the members of the evaluation committee on the enclosed form
Information regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis.

WRITTEN EVALUATION

In order to ensure efficient cooperation on the written evaluation within the evaluation
committee, it is very important that contact is established as soon as possible with the two
other members of the committee.

The committee must submit a joint, written evaluation of the candidate's work in good time
(minimum 3 weeks) before the planned defence of the thesis. It is important that the joint
conclusion whether or not the work is worthy of being publicly defended, is clear.

Contents

The joint. coordinated evaluation should start by mentioning the scientific field to which the
thesis in question is a contribution. Outstanding and important theoretical and/or
experimental details should be mentioned. The technical qualities (structure, written
presentation and general impression) of the thesis should be briefly commented on. The
joint evaluation should include “a discussion of the scientific significance of the thesis and
central factors concerning its theoretical framework, hypotheses, material, methodology and
findings” (please see point 3.1 “Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for Norwegian
doctoral degrees”). Individual comments from any committee member may be enclosed.

The evaluation should conclude as to whether the qualitative and quantitative scientific
requirements for a 3-year doctoral degree have been met, and whether the thesis is worthy
of being publicly defended for the degree of PhD The committee may not accept a thesis on
condition that changes are made to the material submitted. If the thesis is not found worthy
of public defence, please see section 3.3 in “Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for
Norwegian doctoral degrees” and relevant sections from the regulations.

Please see the enclosed regulations for doctoral degrees and other relevant information,
particularly point 3. The committee’s evaluation report in the enclosed “Guidelines for the
evaluation of candidates for Norwegian doctoral degrees”.

The committees work

The work with the written evaluation is administered by the leader of the evaluation
committee, and will include the following:

Telephone +47 55 58 00 00 Faculty of Mathematics and Postal address  Visiting address Executive officer
postmottak@uib.no Natural Sciences PO Box 7803 Allegaten 41, Anniken Birkelund
Internet www.uib.no Telephone +47 55582062 5020 Bergen Realfagbygget Rotstigen

Org. no. 874 789 542 Fax +47 55589666 Bergen +47 55 58 89 40

post@mnfa.uib.no
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AT LEAST 3 WEEKS BEFORE PLANNED DEFENCE a joint evaluation report (individual
statements of the opponents can be enclosed) about the thesis must be sent to the Faculty
of Mathematics and Natural Sciences. The report must be signed by all committee
members.

If there is not enough time to collect original signatures from all the committee members, the
opponents can either:

1. sign the evaluation report, scan and send by e-mail to you
or
2. sign the evaluation report and send it to you by fax

Scanned/faxed documents must be signhed by the committee leader before sending the
report to the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences.

The Faculty will then send the evaluation report to the candidate, who is given two weeks to
comment on the report.

At the public defence you must make sure that the evaluation report is signed in original by
all three committee members and sent to the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences
if this is not done previously.

TRIAL LECTURE

After the dissertation has been submitted but before the defence the doctoral candidate must
give a trial lecture on a given topic (see guidelines for PhD Item | and section 11.1 of the
regulations). The Faculty recommends that the trial lecture is held latest 3 weeks before the
planned defence. The department or a person authorized by the department appoints a
special trial lecture committee (which should have the same head as the dissertation's
evaluation committee). The committee for the trial lecture must consist of at least three
members, but all of these may be in-house. All members must have a doctoral degree or
equivalent competence. The department is responsible for arranging the trial lecture and
announcing it

The trial lecture can also be held in connection with the defence and evaluated by the
evaluation committee for the thesis. In these cases the trial lecture will be announced by the
Faculty along with the defence.
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Please refer to the enclosed form Information regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis to find
information about the trial lecture of this candidate:
- Alternative 1: Trial lecture with a separate evaluation committee for the trial
lecture
- Alternative 2: Trial lecture given in connection with the defence and with the
same evaluation committee as for the thesis

The committee sends the title of the trial lecture in writing to the department (the research
programme committee) 15 workdays before the trial lecture date. The department must
immediately forward the title and information about the composition of the committee to the
faculty on a special form. Ten workdays before the trial lecture the department announces
the topic of the trial lecture to the doctoral candidate. After the trial lecture has been held the
result of the trial lecture (pass/fail) is reported to the faculty on the original form signed by the
members of the committee.

If the trial lecture is given in connection with the defence, the result can be given on the final
report after the defence (please see the last section of this letter).

A trial lecture must be given and passed before the defence can be held. If the trial lecture is
failed, please refer to the PhD-regulations.

PUBLIC THESIS DEFENCE

The date for the public defence is decided by the evaluation committee in consultation with
the candidate. The department, in cooperation with you as the committee leader, will find the
time and venue for the public defence.

About 3 weeks before the defence you, or the departments administration in your place, will
inform the Faculty about the time and venue for the defence, by e-mail to:
disputas@mnfa.uib.no

We ask you as committee leader to inform the opponents and candidate about the time and
venue for the public defence.

The Faculty will find a leader of the defence and announce the defence.

The defence is an academic discussion between the opponents and the doctoral candidate.
The defence itself is open to the public. Normally, close relatives, fellow students, colleagues
and faculty members from the department are present. It is customary for the candidate and
the opponents to dress formally.

For detailed information, please see both the enclosed “Procedure for the defence of doctoral
theses at the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences” and the existing regulations and
guidelines.

PRACTICAL INFORMATION

We ask that you, in cooperation with the department, assist the committee members in
booking hotel rooms if necessary. A completed travel subsistence form should be sent to the
department along with relevant receipts.
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The opponents will also receive a standard monetary remuneration for their work. They will
be sent the necessary forms from the department, and these must be returned to the
department before the defence.

AFTER THE DEFENCE

After the defence, the evaluation committee must write a statement (final report) confirming
whether the candidate has successfully passed the defence (and trial lecture if relevant). The
statement must be signed by all three members of the commiittee. It is the committee
leader’s responsibility that the signed statement (final report) is sent to the Faculty of
Mathematics and Natural Sciences. A statement template can be found on this web page
(at the base of the page, under the heading “Enclosure(s):”):
http://www.uib.no/matnat/56991/disputas-doctoral-thesis-defence

Yours sincerely,

Eli Neshavn Hgie
Head of section
Birthe Gjerdevik
Senior Executive officer

This document has been electronically approved and therefore has no handwritten signatures

Enclosure(s):
e Documentation of approved evaluation committee (signed form: “Information
regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis”)

e Co-author declaration

e Copy of the letter sent to the opponents

e Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for Norwegian doctoral degrees
¢ Regulations for the doctoral degree (PhD) at the University of Bergen

e “Procedure for the defence of doctoral theses at the Faculty of Mathematics and
Natural Sciences”, UiB

e The thesis
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CHECK LIST

|:\ Contact committee members as soon as possible

Time and date for the defence decided
Mail to the Faculty

3 weeks before defence — Evaluation report to the faculty,
(Allégaten 41)

Trial lecture
I: Topic announced to candidate (10 workdays before)

In connection with the defence — send to the faculty:
Evaluation report with 3 original signatures
Final report from the defence with 3 original signatures

If you have questions, please contact disputas@mnfa.uib.no or Birthe Gjerdevik, tel 55 58 34 88
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) UNIVERSITY OF BERGEN

Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences

Information concerning your duties as a member of an evaluation
committee — PhD degree

The Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences highly appreciates your willingness to
serve on a committee to evaluate the doctoral thesis of NN, pursuant to the rules and
regulations mentioned below, and hereby appoint you as a committee member and
opponent. Please find information about the members of the evaluation committee on the
enclosed form Information regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis.

Please note that there are currently two Norwegian doctoral degrees: the PhD degree and
the dr.philos.-degree.

PRACTICAL INFORMATION

As a member of the evaluation committee, you will receive a standard monetary
remuneration as a small appreciation of the work that you do. The appropriate department
will also cover your travel expenses and accommodation.

WRITTEN EVALUATION

In order to ensure efficient cooperation on the written evaluation within the evaluation
committee, it is very important that contact is established as soon as possible with the two
other members of the committee.

Contents

The joint, coordinated evaluation should start by mentioning the scientific field to which the
thesis in question is a contribution. Outstanding and important theoretical and/or
experimental details should be mentioned. The technical qualities (structure, written
presentation and general impression) of the thesis should be briefly commented on. The joint
evaluation should include “a discussion of the scientific significance of the thesis and central
factors concerning its theoretical framework, hypotheses, material, methodology and
findings” (please see point 3.1 “Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for Norwegian
doctoral degrees”). Individual comments from any committee member may be enclosed.

The evaluation should conclude as to whether the qualitative and quantitative scientific
requirements for a 3-year doctoral degree have been met, and whether the thesis is worthy
of being publicly defended for the degree of PhD. The committee may not accept a thesis on
condition that changes are made to the material submitted. If the thesis is not found worthy of
public defence, please see section 3.3 in the “Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for
Norwegian doctoral degrees” and relevant sections from the regulations.

Please see the enclosed regulations for doctoral degrees and other relevant information,
particularly point 3. The committee’s evaluation report in the enclosed “Guidelines for the
evaluation of candidates for Norwegian doctoral degrees”.

The work with the written evaluation is administered by the leader of the evaluation
committee.

TRIAL LECTURE

Telephone +47 55 58 00 00 Faculty of Mathematics and Postal address  Visiting address Executive officer
postmottak@uib.no Natural Sciences PO Box 7803 Allegaten 41, Anniken Birkelund
Internet www.uib.no Telephone +47 55582062 5020 Bergen Realfagbygget Rotstigen

Org. no. 874 789 542 Fax +47 55589666 Bergen +47 55 58 89 40
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An approved trial lecture must be given before the public defence. Normally, the trial lecture
is given no later than 3 weeks before the defence, and is evaluated by a separate trial lecture
committee with the same leader as evaluation committee for the thesis and defence.

The trial lecture can also be given in connection with the defence, and will then be evaluated
by the evaluation committee for the thesis.

Please see the enclosed form “Information regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis” to see
which option has been chosen for this doctoral candidate:
- Alternative 1: Trial lecture with a separate trial lecture committee
- Alternative 2: Trial lecture in connection with public defence, evaluated by the
evaluation committee for the PhD thesis

The leader of the evaluation committee will inform you of the procedures for trial lecture in
connection with the defence, if the evaluation committee for the PhD-thesis will also evaluate
the trial lecture.

THESIS DEFENCE

The defence is an academic discussion between the opponents and the doctoral candidate.
The defence itself is open to the public. Normally, close relatives, fellow students, colleagues
and faculty members from the department are present. It is customary for the candidate and
the opponents to dress formally. For detailed information, please see both the enclosed
“Procedure for the defence of doctoral theses at the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural
Sciences” and the existing regulations and guidelines.

After the defence, the evaluation committee must write a statement confirming whether the
candidate has successfully passed the defence. The statement will be written by the
committee leader and must be signed by all three members of the committee.

If you have questions concerning your duties as a committee member, please consult the
leader of the evaluation committee.
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Yours sincerely,

Eli N. Haie
Head of section

Birthe Gjerdevik
Senior Executive Officer

This document has been electronically approved and therefore has no handwritten signatures

Enclosure(s):

e Documentation of approved evaluation committee (signed form: “Information
regarding evaluation of a doctoral thesis”)

e Co-author declaration

e Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates for Norwegian doctoral degrees

o “Procedure for the defence of doctoral theses at the Faculty of Mathematics and
Natural Sciences”, UiB

e Relevant sections from the regulations for the doctoral degree at the University of
Bergen

e The thesis



Guidelines for the evaluation of candidates
for Norwegian doctoral degrees







Guidelines for the Evaluation of
Candidates for Norwegian Doctoral Degrees

Recommended by the Norwegian Association of Higher Education Institutions
23 March 2007

1. Regulations and supplementary provisions

The evaluation of scientific theses submitted towards doctoral degrees at Norwegian
universities and university colleges is regulated by:

« theregulations of the respective institutions for the degree of Philosophiae Doctor (PhD)
and supplementruy provisions to these regulations;
« the regulations of the respective institutions for the degree of Dr. philos.

The regulations and supplementruy provisions for the degree in question must be made known
to all those involved in the evaluation of candidates for doctoral degrees at each institution.
The following guidelines are derived from and folmulated within the pru-ameters of these
regulations, with particular focus on the process of evaluation. The aim of these guidelines is
to provide a supplementary discussion of the norms and procedures which are assumed to be
common to all Norwegian doctoral degrees. Consequently, the guidelines are general in
nature and are intended to complement the specifications for the respective institutions or
degrees, as stated in the supplementary provisions of the institution in question.

2. Preparatory procedures
2.1 Appointment of an evaluation committee

The responsible academic unit (e.g. faculty, department) appoints an evaluation committee
consisting of no less than three members, on the recommendation of the academic staff in the
discipline concerned, and subject to the approval of the governing body or the Rector of the
relevant institution where this is laid down in the regulations. The recommendation should list
the relevant qualifications that the individual members represent, and how the committee as a
whole covers the subject matter of the thesis. At least one member should be a person with no
connection to the institution. If possible, at least one member should be from a foreign
educational institution. As far as possible, both genders should be represented on the
committee. If this is not possible, the reason must be stated.

The doctoral candidate must be informed of the composition of the committee. The candidate
may comment on the composition of the committee, informing the responsible academic unit
of any problems of prutiality or other matters of  significance.

To ensure satisfactmy progress in the evaluation procedure, the responsible academic unit
appoints a chairperson from among the members of the evaluation committee. The
chairperson should preferably be a member of the institution. Under special circumstances,
the responsible academic unit may instead appoint an administrative chairperson from its
academic staff who does not participate in the evaluation of the thesis.




The chairperson of the committee is responsible for the organisation of the committee's work,
including ensuring satisfactory progress from the start and observing the deadline set for the
completion of the committee's work. The chairperson is responsible for coordinating the
compilation of the committee's report on the thesis and for distributing tasks among the
committee members in connection with the public defence.

For doctoral degrees that require participation in an organised research programme, the thesis
must be submitted to the committee along with an account of where the training was carried
out and the name of the candidate's supervisor(s). Documentation must be provided of the
approved research training programme in which the candidate has participated. As the training
programme has already been approved, the purpose of submitting this information to the
committee is not to obtain its approval, but rather to aid the committee's formulation of the
prescribed topic of the trial lecture.

In cases where a revised version of a thesis is submitted for re-evaluation, the new evaluation
committee must contain at least one member of the original committee.

If a candidate who has previously submitted a thesis which was subsequently rejected submits
an entirely new thesis for evaluation, a new evaluation committee may be appointed.

2.2 Correction of errors of a formal nature after submission of the doctoral thesis

A thesis that has been submitted may not be withdrawn. However, the doctoral candidate is
entitled to make minor corrections of a formal nature. These must be submitted in the form of
an errata sheet enclosed with the copies of the thesis submitted to the responsible academic
unit no later than one month prior to the public defence. No other corrections may be made to
work which has been submitted for evaluation.

3. The committee's evaluationreport

On appointing the evaluation committee, the responsible academic unit stipulates a time frame
for the period from the submission of the thesis to the holding of the public defence, which
normally should not be longer than three months. The date for the presentation of the
Committee's evaluation report must be agreed on in relation to this period.

3.1 Description of the thesis

The report must contain a short description of the format of the thesis (monograph/collection
of articles), the type of work involved (i.e. theoretical/empirical) and the length of the thesis.
The rep011 must also include a discussion of the scientific significance of the thesis and

central factors concerning its theoretical framework, hypotheses, material, methodology and

findings.

3.2 Evaluation of the thesis

A Norwegian doctoral degree is awarded as proof that the candidate's research qualifications
are of a certain standard. Degrees incorporating a specified schedule and an organised
research programme (PhD) and degrees with no such requirements (Dr. philos.) areregarded



as being of an equal standard. This principle of equivalence refers to the academic standard
and quality of the work submitted, not merely its volume. In the organised research
programmes, qualifications may be documented through tests and participation in various
activities within the training programme. Since the degree of Dr. philos. does not include an
organised research programme, the preparatory work (e.g. the collection of data) and the
thesis itself may be expected to be more extensive than for degrees with an organised research
programme. Irrespective of the kind of degree, the candidate must satisfy the minimum
requirements to qualify as a researcher - demonstrated through requirements related to the
formulation of research questions, precision and logical stringency. The candidate must also
demonstrate originality and a good command of cunent methods of analysis and be able to
reflect on their possibilities and limitations. He/she must also demonstrate knowledge of,
understanding of and a reflective attitude towards other research in the field.

When evaluating a thesis, special consideration should be given to whether the thesis
represents an independent and comprehensive piece of scientific work of high academic
standard with regard to the fonnulation of research questions, methodological, theoretical and
empirical basis, documentation, treatment of the literature and form of presentation. It is
especially important to consider whether the material and methods applied are relevant to the
questions raised in the thesis, and whether the arguments and conclusions posited are ten able.
The thesis must contribute new knowledge to the discipline and be of an academic standard
appropriate for publication as part of the scientific literature in the field.

If the thesis consists of several intenelated minor works, the evaluation committee must
assess whether the content of the individual works forms a whole. In such cases, the candidate
must document the integrated nature of the work in a separate section by not only
summarising but also comparing the research questions and conclusions presented in the
separate works. This part of the thesis is of vital importance both for the doctoral candidate
and for the committee's evaluation of the work submitted.

If the thesis includes a joint publication, the doctoral candidate must obtain declarations from
his/her co-author(s), including their consent to use the work as part of the thesis. The
committee must consider to what extent the candidate's contribution to the joint publication
can be identified and whether the candidate is responsible for a sufficient portion of the thesis.
The abstract of the thesis must be written solely by the candidate. If the documentation
submitted by the candidate is insufficient, the committee may take steps to obtain further

information.

In special cases, the committee may require the submission of source material and
supplementary or clarifying information .

If the thesis is submitted as a joint publication, it is reasonable to expect the scope of the
research project and/or thesis to be more extensive than that of the work of an individual.
Each of the doctoral candidates must, as far as possible, be evaluated and tested in accordance
with the requirements for the evaluation of work submitted by one person.

3.3 The conclusion

The conclusion should comprise an evaluation and a discussion of the strong and weak points
of the thesis. This evaluation leads to a conclusion as to whether the committee finds the
thesis worthy for public defence, or whether the committee recommends that the thesis be




rejected. If there is dissent among the members of the committee, the reasons for dissent must
be stated.

3.4 The committee's report

The committee's report is to be submitted to the responsible academic unit. It is preferred that
the committee issue a joint report, with any individual statements enclosed. Grounds for
dissent among the members of the committee must always be stated. Individual statements
may be enclosed with the report even if the committee's conclusion is unanimous.

In cases in which the committee concludes that the thesis should be approved for public
defence, the committee should formulate a relatively brief recommendation. If the
committee's recommendation is to reject the thesis, it is reasonable to include more details of
the reasons for the decision.

If the conclusion of the committee is that the thesis should not be recommended for public
defence in its present form, but that a satisfactory standard may be reached by revising the
submitted thesis, a recommendation to this effect should be made. The committee should only
recommend the submission of a revised version of the thesis if the committee considers it
probable that a satisfactmy standard of a revision can be achieved within a six-month period.
In such cases, the committee should give some indication as to which parts of the thesis are in
need of revision (methodology, relationship between material and conclusion, use of
concepts, clarity of questions raised, etc.). This type of indication should not give the
impression that a new evaluation will necessarily lead to approval of the thesis. If the
committee concludes that fundamental changes to theory, hypotheses, material and/or
methodology are necessaiy before a thesis can be recommended for public defence, the
committee should not recommend revision of the same thesis.

4. Treatment of the committee's report on the thesis

The committee's written report and conclusion as to whether the thesis is to be recommended
for public defence is then submitted to the responsible academic unit for forwarding to the
doctoral candidate as soon as possible. Any comments from the doctoral candidate must be
submitted in writing within two weeks to the responsible academic unit, which will then
forward these to the committee members. Any reply from the committee must be sent to this
same unit. The decision lies with the responsible academic unit as to whether the thesis is to
be approved for public defence and the candidate may appear for the doctoral degree
examination, or whether the thesis is to be rejected (including whether a recommendation
should be given for the thesis to be resubmitted in a revised version).

5. The committee’s evaluation of the trial lecture(s) and public defence

5.1 Trial lecture(s)

The objective of the trial lecture(s) is to document the doctoral candidate's ability to impart to
others the knowledge gained through his/her research. Trial lectures should be strnctured so as
to be accessible to an audience with knowledge of the subject equivalent to one year of study
in the academic field.



For degrees/programmes for which a lecture on a self-chosen topic is required, the doctoral
candidate must forward the title of the chosen topic to the responsible academic unit no later
than one month before the public defence.

The theme of the presclibed topic should not be selected from the central research questions
covered by the doctoral candidate's degree work. The candidate must be informed of the
prescribed topic at least 10 working days before the public defence. A trial lecture on a chosen
topic must not be a summary of the thesis and findings therein, but must represent an
independent academic contribution to the field.

In the evaluation of the trial lecture(s), emphasis should be placed on both the academic
content and the candidate's ability to impart knowledge. The tlial lecture(s) is/are part of the
doctoral degree examination and must be approved prior to the public defence. For degrees
requiring two trial lectures, these are to be evaluated jointly. If the trial lecture(s) is/are not
satisfactory, a second attempt at the trial lecture(s) and public defence may be made after six
months have elapsed.

5.2 Public defence

The public defence is headed by the Dean or a person authorised by the Dean. The opponents
are appointed by the responsible academic unit or the evaluation committee. Care must be
taken to select opponents who will ensure that critical views of the thesis are not repressed.
The public defence is opened by the first opponent and concluded by the second opponent.
Other persons present wishing to take part in the discussion ex auditorio must notify the
chairperson of the public defence of their desire within the time limit determined by the
chairperson and announced at the start of the proceedings. Further details of how the public
defence is organised may be found in the regulations and supplementary provisions for
doctoral degrees. Any traditions and customary practice in public defences for a particular
degree should be taken into account.

If the thesis as a whole was submitted as a joint publication, the evaluation committee will
decide how the public defence is to be conducted. If the doctoral candidates will defend their
thesis in a joint public defence, the opponents must ensure that each candidate is tested to a
sufficient extent.

The public defence is an academic discussion between the opponents and the doctoral
candidate concerning the research questions raised, the methodological, empirical and
theoretical sources, documentation and form of presentation . A primaiy objective is to test the
validity of the central conclusions drawn by the candidate in his/her work. The questions that
the opponents choose to pursue need not be limited to those mentioned in the committee's
report. The opponents should seek to give the discussion a form which allows those
unfamiliar with the contents of the thesis or the subject area to follow the discussion.

The chairperson of the public defence is responsible for ensuring that the time available is
used effectively and that the discussion is concluded within the given time limit. At the end of
the proceedings the chairperson of the public defence will declare the public defence closed.
The chairperson does not give an evaluation of the public defence, but merely refers to the
evaluation that will be given in the committee's report.

5.3 Evaluation of the public defence



If a thesis is found to be worthy of public defence, this will normally lead to approval of the
thesis and its defence for the doctoral degree. Should the main conclusions of the thesis prove
to be untenable through factors which come to light during the course of the public defence,
the committee must evaluate the public defence as unsatisfactory. This is also the case if
blameworthy factors come to light during the public defence which may be crucial in the
evaluation of the work, such as a breach of ethical norms in research or sound academic
practice.

5.4 The committee's report

After the public defence, the evaluation committee submits areport on whether the trial
lecture(s) and the public defence have been deemed worthy of recommendation.

It is the responsibility of the committee to decide whether or not to recommend the public
defence for approval. Should new factors come to light during the course of the public
defence which create uncertainty among the committee members and which cannot be
resolved during the public defence, the committee should assess the possible consequences of
these factors before giving a final evaluation in the report.

6. Concluding procedures

The committee's report on the result of the trial lecture(s) and the public defence is submitted
to the responsible academic unitand then forwarded to the governing body of the institution
for further consideration. In principle, both academic entities are at liberty to draw their own
conclusions. However, it is extremely rare for the responsible academic unit or governing
body to reject a unanimous recommendation from the evaluation committee except for
extraordinary reasons. Such reasons could be, for instance, obvious misinterpretation by the
evaluation committee of the institution's quality requirements, or new information which
comes to light after the committee's report has been finalised (e.g. cheating) and which may
have a bearing on the final decision.

If the responsible academic unit and governing body of the institution approve the public
defence, the governing body of the institution will confer the doctoral degree on the
candidate.

If the trial lecture(s) or public defence is/are rejected, the doctoral candidate may make a
second attempt after six months have elapsed.

7. Appeal

Provisions relating to the right to appeal the rejection of a thesis, public defence or trial
lecture(s) are laid down in the institution's regulations for each type of degree.
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PROCEDURE FOR THE DEFENCE OF DOCTORAL THESIS AT THE FACULTY
OF MATHEMATICS AND NATURAL SCIENCES

The auditorium where the defence is to be held must have:

Two rostrums, the one on the right for the candidate and the one of the left for the opponents,
a desk (with a green tablecloth) and

a chair placed to one side of the rostrnms, for the use of the person chairing the proceedings.

Before the defence staiis, at least ten copies of the thesis should be made available in the
auditorium for use by the audience. The copies of the thesis are usually collected again after
the defence, and this should be stated on the cover of the copies.

Both the doctoral candidate and the opponents are expected to dress formally at the
defence. The whole ceremony normally takes between two and two and a half hours, and it
is open to the public. The candidate's family, fellow students and colleagues are usually
present.

le Academic procession:
The doctoral candidate, the committee and the leader of the defence enter the auditorium
In procession in the following order:
Leader of the defence (Dean)
Opponent (the first opponent)
Opponent
Third member of the conm1littee
Doctoral candidate

ole Introduction by the leader of the defence:

The leader of the defence gives brief information, stating:
- who the doctoral candidate is
- when he or she was admitted to the ph.d. progranune
- who has (or have) been supervisor(s)
- that the programme of study has been completed
- the thesis, its title and submission date
- the composition of the evaluation committee and the approval of the thesis for defence
- the opponents

ole The doctoral candidate's presentation:
The doctoral candidate presents his or her work (objective and findings/ results) before the
scholarly discussion stalis. The presentation should last for approx. 30-40 minutes.

<l Opponents, examination and the evaluation of the doctoral candidate’s defence:
Two members of the evaluation committee act as opponents. The opponents agree in
advance on the division of tasks between themselves and inform the leader of the defence.
» The.first opponent is given the floor. He or she gives a briefresume (5-15 minutes) in
which the doctoral candidate's scholarly work is put in an international perspective.
He/she then examines the candidate.

» (Break, ifapplicable)

