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1 This translation into English has not been proof­read. It is published to make the content available for a 
non­Norwegian speaking audience. If anything about the translation is unclear, please contact STIP­HF.  
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Background 
At the meeting on March 21, 2014 STIP-HF decided to conduct an independent 
survey of how pleased ph.d. candidates are with their own supervision situation. 
This is also mapped in half-year reports and in the midway evaluation, but not 
anonymously. Through the current survey we aimed to map sides of the 
supervision relations which are not covered in other types of evaluation. A short 
survey was distributed, where the candidates were asked to judge their last 
supervision session and the overall supervision. The survey was made electronically 
in the webapp skjemaker.app.uib.no and sent out via e-mail to 
hf-stipendiater@uib.no four times in the course of April 8-24, in a Norwegian and 
English version.  
 
A copy of the survey is attached. 
 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https%3A%2F%2Fskjemaker.app.uib.no%2F&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNGnJuEO79etZJw0RyAw_OzNC6Gy9w
mailto:hf-stipendiater@uib.no


Results 

Selection 
From the total ph.d. population of 192 active candidates (both external and 
internal) we received response from 101 candidates , which amounts to a response 2

rate of about 52 %. The response rate varies from 33 to 61 % among the institutes. 
The highest response rate can be found at LLE, where 61 % answered the survey. 
At IF 58 % of the candidates answered the survey, and at AHKR, 49 % answered. 
The lowest response rate can be found at the smaller institutes, but as these 
institutes have few ph.d. candidates, this could be an incident. 
 
We consider this to be good coverage. The survey was sent out to all ph.d. 
candidates, with several reminders, in a period of a couple of weeks. Even if we do 
not claim statistical representativity, we would suggest that the survey provides a 
good insight in the ph.d. candidates’ opinion on the questions that they have 
answered.  

 

  

2 81 answered the survey in Norwegian, and 20 answered in English. 31 of the answers were from AHKR, 33 from LLE, and 
23 from IF. There were 14 answers from the remaining faculties: Griegakademiet, FOF, SKOK and SVT.  



How pleased were the ph.d. candidates with their last supervision 
session? 
 

Feedback on text 

 
N = 87 
 
Three quarters of the selection were pleased with feedback on text on their last 
supervision session. About 10 % were not pleased with feedback on text. Most of 
those who were not pleased belong to IF. Most of those who were pleased belong 
to AHKR and LLE. 
 



Academic advice 

 
N = 98 
 
About 85 % answer that they were pleased with academic advice on their last 
supervision session. Less than 2 % answer that they were not pleased. Most of those 
who were not pleased belong to IF. Most of those who were pleased belong to LLE 
and AHKR.  

 

  



Project planning 

 
N = 99 
 
Almost 74 % report to be pleased with project planning. 14 % report not to be 
pleased. Most of those who were not pleased belong to IF. Most of those who were 
pleased belong to AHKR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

The overall supervision 
 

 
 
N = 98 
 
Almost 83 % report to be pleased with the overall supervision. About 9 % report to 
not be pleased. Those who are not pleased belong to IF and LLE.  
 

 

  



In general, how pleased are you with your supervision? 
 

 
 
N = 99 
 
About 81 % answer that they are usually pleased with their supervision. About 10 % 
answer that they are less pleased with supervision, while none (!) answer that they 
are displeased. Most of those who report to be very pleased and pretty pleased 
belong to AHKR. Most of those who report to be less pleased belong to IF.  
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

Co-supervisor 
 

 
N = 101 
 
At AHKR 87 % of the ph.d. candidates have a co-supervisor; at GA 80 %; FOF 50 
%; LLE 67 %; IF 47 % and SVT 50 %.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

Inclusion in a research network 
 

 
N = 101 

Other thoughts 
The survey also contained a blank field where one could fill in thoughts and 
comments. There were approximately as many positive as negative comments in 
this feedback. 
 
Among positive comments were engagement, flexibility, and a clear and direct 
communication. People also find it positive to have a co-supervisor, and one person 
particularly mentions the positive aspects of having a co-supervisor with other 
aspects, from another institute. 
 



Regrettably, there were also comments on negative experience in supervision 
relations. Too little supervision, unclear feedback, too close relations, focus on 
details were among these comments, and some mentioned that it is unclear what 
one might expect from a supervisor. Some regret that poor supervision relations 
are hard to solve as the research network is small. Some mention that supervisors 
do not include the candidate in the research network or even oppose their 
participation (!).  
 
Among other contributions we find views on the candidate’s relations to their 
supervisor and others in the research network: one can extend their network by 
searching out informal supervisors at the university, e.g. by contacting researchers 
in their own field and in fields with similar research practice. Courses in supervision 
for supervisors are called for. One respondent writes that ph.d. candidates fuzz too 
much about supervisors and should take more responsibility themselves. 
 

Summary 
STIP-HF is pleased with how the survey was received by the ph.d. candidates and 
how it was conducted. 
 
Most ph.d. candidates at the Faculty of Humanities report to be pleased with their 
supervision, while some candidates are displeased or less pleased, either with parts 
of the supervision or with their supervision in general. There seems to be 
differences between the institutes, but we have not studied the significance of these 
differences. 
 
There is a different percentage of candidates that have a co-supervisor at the 
different institutes.  
 
We hope that the results of this survey, including the positive and negative 
feedback that was given in the comment field, will be considered at faculty and 
institute levels. This survey has looked on supervision from a ph.d. candidate 
perspective. It could be interesting to know more about what the supervisors 



themselves consider to be good supervision, and which expectations s/he has to the 
supervision situation, in a similar survey. A survey like this could also be distributed 
among students and supervisors at Master level. We are aware that supervision 
must be understood in a wider frame than how ph.d. candidates experience their 
own situation. All parts would benefit from a broader focus on supervision 
culture. 
 



Appendix: Questionnaire 

 



 


