
Health PhD Committee (Health PhD Committee
meeting)

06-03-2026 13:00 - 15:00

Ny Munkegade 118, bldg. 1520, room 731 (Sea View)



Punkt 1: Meeting information

Participants
PhD students: Morten Hulbæk Fog, Nicole Renner, Dennis Vinther, Nina Ziegenbein,
Oskar Kjærgaard Hørsdal, Camilla Klinge Renneberg

Academic staff: Stine Sofia Korreman, Stephan Lange, Kasper Hansen, Naiara Santana
Codina, Rubens Spin-Neto, Rikke Katrine Jentoft Olsen.
Graduate School of Health: Helene Nørrelund (Head of graduate school), Annika
Haarbye Jensen (minute taker).

Guest:
AUPA, Aarhus University PhD Association: Michelle Ølgaard

Absence: Viola Burau, Birgitte Rosenvind Eriksen (Head of department)

Punkt 2: Constitution of the committee and welcome to
new members

It is recommended that
- Presentation round
- The PhD Committee recommends 1) a chairperson (academic staff member) and
perhaps 2) a deputy chair (elected PhD student)
- The PhD Committee points out members for the advisory committees in 2026

Case
Stine Sofia Korremann (retiring chairperson) will welcome all and initiate a presentation
round. Next, Stine Sofia Korremann will give a briefing on the committee’s work.

Chair and deputy chair
According to the standard rules of procedure for the PhD Committee (appendix 1), a
constituent meeting must be held in the beginning of every year. At the first meeting the
PhD Committee recommends a chairperson and perhaps a deputy chair to the Dean. All
candidates for the position as chair (academic staff representative) must report their
candidacy prior to the meeting (to Stine or Annika) or at the meeting.
NB! Deputy chair must be an elected member of the committee.

If desired, the new chairperson can run the rest of the meeting.

Advisory committees
The following advisory committees need to be formed (see appendices 2 and 3 for more
details on the work of the advisory committees):
- Course Committee (Members will meet once a year (late August) to approve the course
portfolio of the coming year. Additionally, course suggestions submitted on an ongoing
basis will be evaluated per e-mail)
- Committee for Credit Transfer and Dispensation (Members will usually evaluate
applications per e-mail).

Responsible
Stine Sofia Korremann



Appendices
1. Standard rules of procedure for the PhD Committee
2. Terms of reference, Course Committee
3. Terms of reference, Committee for Credit Transfer and Dispensation
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STANDARD RULES OF PROCEDURE 
 

for 
 

PhD Committee at Health 
Aarhus University 

  
 
Prepared within the framework of the Standard Rules of Procedure for PhD Committees as laid 
down by the rector, see article 32 (5) of Aarhus University by-laws. 
 
 

Membership, constitution of the committee etc. 
 
1. The PhD committee consists of a total of 13 members (7 representatives of the academic staff, 6 

representatives of the PhD students) elected by and from among the academic staff and PhD 
students of the main academic area in question.  

 
(2) When determining the number of members and any divisions into areas of representa-
tion, the subject scope of the graduate school is taken into account.  
 
(3) The PhD committee may invite non-members to participate, to a specified extent, as ob-
servers at PhD committee meetings. Observers have a right to speak, but have no voting 
rights.  

 
2. Representatives of the academic staff on the PhD committee are elected for a period of three 

years. Representatives of the PhD students on the PhD committee are elected for a period of one 
year.  
 

(2) No later than one week before newly elected members join the committee, the PhD 
committee holds its first meeting. The retiring chairperson convenes this meeting. At this 
meeting the retiring chairperson briefs the PhD committee on the committee’s work, and the 
committee schedules its future meetings.  
 
(3) At the first meeting the PhD committee recommends a chairperson and perhaps a deputy 
chairperson to the dean. The chairperson and any deputy chairperson are appointed by the 
dean for a period of one year.   

 
 

Tasks 
 

3. The PhD committee has the following tasks: 
1) Recommending a chairperson from among the academic staff on the PhD committee and 

perhaps a deputy chairperson from among the students on the PhD committee. Recommen-
dations must be submitted to the dean, who will make a decision based on the authority of 
the rector.  

2) Making recommendations to the rector regarding the composition of assessment commit-
tees. 

3) Approving PhD courses 
4) Drawing up proposals for internal guidelines for the graduate school, including PhD guide-

lines, for the head of the graduate school. 
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5) Making statements on the evaluation of PhD programmes and supervision, including inter-
national evaluations of graduate schools, for the head of the graduate school. 

6) Approving applications for credits, including advance credits, and for exemptions. 
7) Making statements about all issues of importance for the PhD programme and PhD supervi-

sion which the rector presents. 
8) Other tasks pursuant to the university’s by-laws. 

 
 

Committees 
 

4. The PhD committee may appoint advisory committees, but these committees may not be as-
signed any independent powers.  

  
 

Ordinary and extraordinary meetings, written consideration 
 
5. The committee performs its activities at meetings, see, however, Article 7. Ordinary meetings 

are held at the university, although not during the period 1 July-15 August.  
 

(2) The chairperson distributes an agenda or a notice cancelling the meeting to the members 
no later than four working days prior to each ordinary meeting. If there is a deputy chairper-
son, he/she helps to organise the work of the PhD committee, including presenting proposals 
for the agenda. At the same time, the agenda or the cancellation must be published on the 
university’s website or in another suitable manner. A supplementary agenda setting out ad-
ditional items to be considered may be distributed no later than two days before the mee-
ting.  

 
(3) If a member requests in writing no later than one week prior to an ordinary meeting that 
a specific case should be considered, the chairperson must include the case as an item on the 
agenda for the meeting in question. 

 
(4) The chairperson must ensure that the information required to assess cases is presented to 
the members. If this information is not sent to the members along with the agenda for an or-
dinary meeting, members must be told when the material can be expected to be distributed 
or handed out to them. 
 

6. Extraordinary meetings must be held as and when deemed necessary by the chairperson. Extra-
ordinary meetings must also be held if so requested by one-third of the members of the PhD 
committee. The meeting must be held within one week of the request being made.  

 
(2) Extraordinary meetings must be convened subject to a notice of no less than 24 hours. 
The notice must specify the items on the agenda and must contain the information required 
to assess the cases in question. 

 
 
7. If all the members agree, routine issues may be decided without holding a meeting through writ-

ten consideration. A proposal for a decision along with the information required to assess the 
case must be distributed and must form the basis for the consideration. The members must indi-
cate whether they can accept the procedure for the consideration, and if so whether they can 
approve the decision proposed for the case. If any member cannot accept that the case should be 
determined through written consideration, the case will be included on the agenda for the next 
meeting of the PhD committee. 
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Public access to meetings 
 

8. PhD committee meetings are public. The PhD committee may decide, however, that meetings 
will be held behind closed doors during the consideration of individual items on the agenda if 
deemed necessary due to the nature of the case or if otherwise required by the circumstances.  
 

(2) If the PhD committee finds that its deliberations are being disrupted, it may exclude one 
or more member of the audience from the meeting in question. If necessary, the rest of the 
meeting may be held behind closed doors.  
 
(3) Meetings must be held behind closed doors when considering cases involving infor-
mation that must be kept confidential to safeguard public and private interests. Here are so-
me of the cases that must be considered behind closed doors: 
1. Composition of assessment committees. 
2. Applications for credits and exemptions for named individuals. 
3. Cases submitted to the committee for comment or by way of information concerning the 
personal or financial situation of specific individuals.  
 
(4) Any uncertainty as to whether a case warrants deliberation behind closed doors must be 
settled behind closed doors if deemed necessary by the chairperson or a majority of the 
members.  
 
(5) The PhD committee may grant permission for observers to be present during the consid-
eration of cases conducted behind closed doors.  
 
(6) Members and observers must observe confidentiality in cases considered behind closed 
doors in accordance with Article 8(3).  
 

 
Quorum, the chair and consideration of cases 

 
9. The PhD committee forms a quorum when at least half the prescribed number of members are 

present.  
 

(2) The chairperson presides over PhD committee meetings. The chairperson decides in all 
matters relating to the conducting of the meetings.  
 
(3) Cases are considered at meetings in the order in which they are listed on the agenda.  
 
(4) The PhD committee may decide to include new items on the agenda, and it may decide 
to deviate from the original order set out in the agenda and consider cases in another order.  
 
(5) Decisions in cases which were not included as individual items on the agenda distributed 
prior to an ordinary meeting may be made only when none of the members present at the 
meeting object to this.  
 
(6) Decisions in cases which were not included as individual items on the agenda distributed 
prior to an extraordinary meeting may be made only when none of the members present at 
the meeting object to this. 
 

10. The PhD committee’s decisions are carried by a simple majority of votes. 
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Compulsory attendance, competence to act and calling in substitutes 
 

11. The members have a duty to attend committee meetings. 
 

(2) Members who are unable to attend a meeting must notify the chairperson of this fact  
before the meeting in question. The resolution minutes for each meeting must state which 
members were absent. 
 
(3) Members may only vote at PhD committee meetings if they are present in person, see, 
however, Article 7. 
 

12. Members must notify the chairperson of any circumstances which may give rise to doubts about 
the member’s competence to act. As far as possible, such notification must be given before the 
meeting in question.  
 
(2) In cases of doubt, the PhD committee determines whether the member may participate in the 
consideration of the case in question. If the member cannot participate in the consideration of 
the case in question and a substitute has been elected for the member, the chairperson calls in 
the substitute to participate in the consideration. 
 

13. If a member is absent due to illness, study trips etc. for a period of at least two months and is 
therefore unable to participate in the PhD committee’s work, the chairperson calls in the substi-
tute to take the member’s place on the committee during the period of absence. The chairperson 
decides whether the conditions for calling in the substitute have been satisfied. Decisions regar-
ding the calling in of substitutes must be reported to the election secretariat. 
 
(2) Any members who are no longer eligible must resign from the PhD committee. If a member 
takes leave of absence, the rector (via the election secretariat) may decide - on the recommenda-
tion of the PhD committee - that the said member should only withdraw during the leave of ab-
sence. 
 

14. In the event of vacancies on the PhD committee and if a sufficient number of substitutes have 
not been elected or appointed to ensure that the PhD committee is made up of the required num-
ber of members, the PhD committee submits a recommendation to the rector (via the election 
secretariat) indicating whether the vacant seat(s) should be filled by supplementary election or 
whether the seat(s) should remain vacant until the next ordinary election.  
 
 

Resolution minutes and execution of the PhD committee’s decisions 
 

15. The PhD committee’s resolutions are recorded in resolution minutes, which are to be distributed 
no later than fourteen days after meetings if possible. The minutes are approved either when 
they are distributed or when they are submitted for approval at the next meeting. All members 
are entitled to have a minority viewpoint recorded in the minutes.  
 
(2) The chairperson executes the PhD committee’s decisions.  

 
(3) Approved minutes of PhD committee meetings are published on the university’s website to 
the extent that such decisions are not subject to confidentiality. The minutes are sent to the dean, 
the head of the graduate school, and relevant heads of department and course managers.  
 
(4) The chairperson of the PhD committee is responsible for ensuring that the PhD committee 
actively communicates information about its work. 
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16. Any questions concerning the interpretation of the Rules of Procedure are settled by the PhD 
committee.  
 
 (2) However, any questions concerning the interpretation of the Standard Rules of Procedure or 
concerning the compliance of the Rules of Procedure with the Standard Rules of Procedure must 
be submitted to the rector.  
 
 

Amendments to the Rules of Procedure and the Standard Rules of Procedure 
 
17. These Rules of Procedure enter into force on 1 February 2012. Any decisions to amend these 

Rules of Procedure may be carried by a simple majority of votes in the PhD committee provi-
ding that proposed amendments have been distributed at least fourteen days prior to the mee-
tings at which they are to be considered.  

 
(2) Any amendments to the Standard Rules of Procedure for the PhD committee laid down by 
the rector also amend these Rules of Procedure.  

 
(3) In exceptional cases and within the framework of Aarhus University’s by-laws, the rector 
may grant exemptions from the provisions of these Rules of Procedure. 

 
 
 
(Translated per 3 January 2023 based on the source: Standard rules of procedure for PhD Commit-
tees (au.dk). In the event of any inconsistency between the Danish and English language versions of 
the document, the Danish version prevails). 
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Note 

Terms of reference for the advisory committee of the PhD committee:  
Course Committee  

 
Purpose and tasks 
The purpose of the Course Committee is to prepare cases that are to be discussed in 
the PhD Committee, including recommendations.  
 
The committee has the following tasks: 
 

• To discuss and present recommendations for the course portfolio of the Graduate 
School of Health regarding quality, quantity, relevance, variation etc., including:  

1. discuss visions and guidelines for the course portfolio 
2. approval of new PhD courses11 

 
• To discuss and present recommendations for principles in relation to ECTS ac-

creditation for external courses. 
  

• To discuss course evaluations and suggest revisions in the course portfolio based 
on the evaluation output.  
 

• To discuss the form and content of the course evaluations, including revision of 
questions and/or text. 
 

• To discuss guidelines for how to make a course description. 
 

Procedure 
The committee meets once a year (August) to approve the course portfolio for the coming 
year. Additionally, the committee evaluates new course suggestions that are submitted on 
an ongoing basis.  The PhD administration supports the committee administratively.  

 
1 Approval of PhD courses: The process of approving PhD courses does not follow the meetings of the PhD  
committee. Therefore, the PhD committee has decided to give a mandate to the Course Committee to approve  
the suggested course portfolio on behalf of the PhD committee (decided on PhD committee meeting on 24 May  
2016). The approved course portfolio will be presented to the PhD committee on a following meeting.  
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AARHUS 
UNIVERSITET 
 

 
 
Composition 
The Course Committee is appointed by the PhD Committee and consists of two repre-
sentatives for the academic staff and two representatives for the PhD students. The com-
mittee members must be members of the PhD committee, however PhD students can join 
the committee as observers, if the PhD students elected for the PhD Committee cannot 
appoint two representatives. Observers have a right to speak, but have no voting rights, 
acc. to the Standard Rules of Procedure for the PhD Committee at Health, Aarhus Univer-
sity, article 1 (3). 
 
The members of the committee appoint a chair, who holds the responsibility of coordinat-
ing the work of the committee. 
 
 
 
 
Revised on 29 January 2024. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Punkt 2, Bilag 2: Terms of
reference Course Committee
Health_290124.pdf



 
 

 

 

Ph.d.-administration 
Aarhus Universitet 
Katrinebjergvej 89 F 
8200 Aarhus N 

Tlf .: +45 8715 0000 
E-mail:  health@au.dk 

Web: health.au.dk/om-
health/organisation/administrations

centret/forskeruddannelsen 
 

Note 
 
Lene Bøgh Sørensen 
 
Date: 21 May 2022 
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Terms of reference for the advisory committee of the PhD committee:  
Committee for Credit Transfer and Dispensation  
 
Purpose and tasks 
The purpose of the Committee for Credit Transfer and Dispensation is to prepare cases 
that are to be discussed in the PhD Committee.  
 
The committee has the following tasks: 
 

• To make guidelines for approval of applications concerning credit transfer 
• To make guidelines for approval of applications concerning dispensation 
• To advise in relation to actual cases (atypical cases that cannot be covered by 

the guidelines) 
 
Procedure 
The PhD administration will send all cases to the members of the committee for writ-
ten consultation. The PhD administration supports the committee administratively.  
 
Composition 
The Committee for Credit Transfer and Dispensation is appointed by the PhD Com-
mittee and consists of two representatives for the academic staff and two representa-
tives for the PhD students. The committee members must be members of the PhD 
committee, however PhD students can join the committee as observers, if the PhD stu-
dents elected for the PhD Committee cannot appoint two representatives. Observers 
have a right to speak, but have no voting rights, acc. to the Standard Rules of Proce-
dure for the PhD Committee at Health, Aarhus University, article 1 (3). 
 
The members of the committee appoint a chair, who holds the responsibility of coordi-
nating the work of the committee. 
 
 
Revised on 21 May 2022 (translated into English on 10 January 2023). 
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Punkt 3: Quality in the PhD Process (QiP) - report and
AUPA visit

It is recommended that:
The PhD Committee takes note of the briefing from AUPA and discuss the main
takeaways from the reports (attached).

Case:
QiP, Quality in the PhD Process, is a quadrennial survey conducted among PhD students
at Aarhus University. The survey has the aim of providing specific, local knowledge about
the university’s PhD programmes and the well-being of the PhD students. The survey
took place in autumn 2025.

Since the report became available, the results have been discussed in different fora at
AU and Health. AUPA, Aarhus University PhD Association, participates with a board
member and share their main takeaways with the PhD Committee, and which initiatives
based on this AUPA is currently discussing.

Read more about the survey on this page: https://phd.au.dk/strategy-and-
collaboration/quality-in-the-phd-process

Responsible
Guest: AUPA board member Michelle Ølgaard

Appendices:
1. QiP report for Health
2. QiP report for ClinFO
3. QiP report for Biomedicine
4. QiP report for Public Health

https://phd.au.dk/strategy-and-collaboration/quality-in-the-phd-process
https://phd.au.dk/strategy-and-collaboration/quality-in-the-phd-process


Foto: Lars Kruse / AU Foto

QUALITY IN THE PHD PROCESS 2025 REPORT FOR: HEALTH

Response rate: 55.7% Number of responses: 473
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Approx. one-third through

Approx. halfway through

Approx. two-thirds through

I have finished my PhD
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Comparison

How far along are you in your PhD programme?
 

 

PHASE OF PHD REPORT FOR: HEALTH

Quality in the PHD process 2025 Page 1 of 29
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Student teacher

Assistant lecturer (after Master's degree)

Student assistant (with research-related tasks)

Research assistant (after Master's degree)

Research year student (only at Health)

Other type of work (e.g. student guidance or administrative
work)

No, none of the above

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

15%
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9%

36%
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10%

34%

Number
of replies

73

33

44

169
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49
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-1

-1

3

-5

0

3
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Universitet

-3

3

-3

12

13

-1

-11

Comparison

The PhD students' employment at the university prior to enrolment
 

 
Question: "Have you been employed at Aarhus University prior to your enrolment as a PhD student (including Aarhus University Hospital)? (You may tick off more than one answer.)".
 
Note: The figure shows the proportion of PhD students who have ticked off the above categories. Note that the PhD students could tick off more than one choice. It was not possible for
the students to tick off more than one choice in the case where they answered "No, none of the above".
 
Note: The total sum of all choices does not add up to 100 percent, as it was possible to tick off more than one choice.
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Yes No

Did one or more of your current supervisors encourage you to
become a PhD student?

Did you go to one or more of your current supervisors to get
help or inspiration for your PhD application?

Did you as a BA/Bsc or MA/Msc student get supervision from
one or more of your current supervisors?

Did you work for one or more of your current supervisors before
you applied for your PhD scholarship?
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Not important at all Less important Important Very important

I was passionate about doing research

I wanted to teach

I was very interested in my topic

I assumed that the PhD title would create opportunities in the
job market outside the university

I considered it to be a regular job with a permanent income

I didn't have any other plans when I was given the opportunity

I considered the PhD title to be prestigious
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16% 35% 47%

8% 21% 37% 34%
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Motives for beginning the PhD
 

 
Question: "Please think back to the beginning of your PhD process. To which degree were the following statements important to your choice of becoming a PhD student?".
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Not at all To a limited degree To some degree To a high degree

Does the selection of PhD courses give you the possibility of
strengthening your general research qualifications?

Does the selection of PhD courses give you the possibility of
strengthening your research qualifications within the

framework of your project?

Did your change of environment strengthen your research
project?

Was the change of environment worth the effort compared to
your professional benefits (e.g. networks, general skills as a

researcher)?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

9% 40% 49%

6% 28% 44% 21%

10% 18% 31% 41%

8% 20% 26% 47%

No. of
replies
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0.0
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-0.3
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0.0
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PhD students' experience with the educational elements in the PhD programme
 

 
Question: “We will now ask you some questions about the educational elements of your PhD. Not all elements are necessarily relevant for your particular PhD programme. If one or more
elements are not included in your PhD programme, please choose “not relevant”. The same applies if, for example, you have not had a change of environment or if you have not yet
performed teaching.”.

THE EDUCATIONAL ELEMENTS OF A PHD REPORT FOR: HEALTH
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Not at all To a small extent To some extent To a high degree

To what extent did you experience challenges in becoming
integrated (e.g. academically, socially or practically) into the
research environment you were part of during your resear...

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

32% 31% 27% 10%

No. of
replies

333

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

Comp.

PhD students' experience with the educational elements in the PhD programme (continued)
 

 
Full question text: “To what extent did you experience challenges in becoming integrated (e.g. academically, socially or practically) into the research environment you were part of during
your research environment change?”.
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Only few staff members were physically present, which made it
difficult to meet people in person

I felt academically isolated

It was difficult to build networks and relationships

There was a lack of introduction or support in the environment

There was a significant language or cultural barrier

Other
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If you experienced challenges what were the main challenges?
 

 
Note: The total sum of all choices does not add up to 100 percent, as it was possible to tick off more than one choice. Answers to the open questions ”If you experienced challenges what
were the main challenges? - Other" and "If you would like to elaborate on your experience, you can do so here:" can be found in the comment report.
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Not at all To a limited degree To some degree To a high degree

Has the work you do in addition to your own project (e.g.
teaching or other departmental work) been an instructive

experience?

Is the 280 hours of departmental work per year of such a nature
that it negatively affects your PhD programme?

Are you satisfied with the extent of your teaching assignments?

Are you satisfied with the content of your teaching
assignments?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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8% 44% 46%
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Less than 280 hours annually Approx. 280 hours annually More than 280 hours annually

Has the work you have done in addition to your own project
been more or less than 280 hours annually (cf. the rule of 840

hours within three years)?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

46% 42% 13%

No. of
replies

72

Teaching and other departmental work related to the PhD
 

 

 
Note: Only respondents who have answered "I have finished my PhD" to the question "How far along are you in your PhD programme?" have answered this question.
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

Here I meet other PhD students with whom I can exchange
ideas

If I have any problems related to the PhD programme, I'm
always welcome to ask one of the other researchers

Here I feel respected as a co-researcher

There is a sense around here that working together on research
is fun

If I want to, I have good opportunities for writing academic
texts in collaboration with other researchers

The scientific staff members are generally interested in hearing
about my project

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

4% 6% 5% 18% 67%

4% 12% 80%

4% 6% 18% 70%

4% 6% 10% 23% 56%

8% 9% 19% 26% 38%

5% 12% 27% 53%

No. of
replies

468

469

467

458

441

451

2021

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.1

Comparison

PhD students' experience of the research environment
 

 
Question: “In the following we will be asking you about your perception of the research environment at your department. Department has different connotations and can mean different
things like a centre, research programme, research group or even the whole department. We would like you to think of your daily research environment, that is, the researchers you meet
on a regular basis.”.
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

Here we present and discuss each other's research on a regular
basis

It is my impression that researchers here often write academic
texts in collaboration with their PhD students

It is possible to talk openly with colleagues about successful as
well as unsuccessful experiences

I feel like I'm part of the research community here

Here both PhD students and professors are welcome to share
their opinion

In physical terms, I spend most of my research time outside of
the research environment (e.g. in a company)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

4% 7% 9% 29% 51%

4% 3% 12% 25% 55%

4% 8% 22% 64%

4% 5% 8% 21% 61%

5% 5% 23% 66%

76% 5% 4% 5% 10%

No. of
replies

465

434

466

468

465

445

2021

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.1

Comparison

PhD students' experience of the research environment (continued)
 

 
Question: “In the following we will be asking you about your perception of the research environment at your department. Department has different connotations and can mean different
things like a centre, research programme, research group or even the whole department. We would like you to think of your daily research environment, that is, the researchers you meet
on a regular basis.”.
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Yes, I have a dedicated desk with the necessary equipment available during my full working hours

Yes, but the desk is shared because there is not enough room for everyone to have a personal desk

Yes, but the desk is shared due to an agreement that I work from other locations (e.g. from home) part of the time

No, I do not have a dedicated office space

Do you have a desk and relevant equipment at your workplace
that you can use?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

90% 7%

No. of
replies

470

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

Comp.

Almost all of my work is done outside the university/workplace

The majority of my work is done outside the university/workplace

About half at the university/workplace and half elsewhere

The majority of my work is done at the university/workplace

Almost all of my work is done at the university/workplace

How much of your research time do you typically spend
working from home?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

5% 5% 11% 41% 38%

No. of
replies

473

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

Comp.

PhD students' experience of the workplace and remote work
 

 

 
Explanatory text: “In the following section, we would like to ask you some questions about your physical working conditions and your experiences with working from home or from other
locations outside the university/workplace. We are interested in both your opportunities to work physically on site and your experience of how remote work affects supervision, academic
interaction, and participation in the research environment.
 
Note: If you have been on parental leave or other approved leave of absence, please answer the questions based on a normal working period during your PhD programme”.
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Not at all – my access is the same regardless of where I work

To a small extent – physical presence makes a small difference

To some extent – physical presence makes some difference, but I still have access in other ways

To a high extent – physical presence is crucial for my access

To what extent has your own physical presence at the
workplace affected your access to supervision and academic

feedback from your supervisor(s)?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

13% 17% 47% 23%

No. of
replies

456

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

Comp.

Not at all – I receive supervision regardless of my supervisor’s physical presence

To a small extent – my supervisor’s physical presence makes a small difference

To some extent – my supervisors physical presence makes some difference, but supervision is still available in other ways

To a large extent – my supervisor’s physical presence is crucial for my supervision

To what extent has your supervisor’s/supervisors’ physical
presence at the university/workplace affected your

opportunities to supervision and academic feedback?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

11% 15% 49% 25%

No. of
replies

459

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

Comp.

Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

I experience having a good balance between working physically
at the university/workplace and working remotely?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

4% 4% 7% 16% 70%

No. of
replies

441

Aarhus
Universitet

0.0

Comp.

PhD students' experience of the workplace and remote work (continued)
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Yes No

Is your project closely related to the research field of your main
supervisor?

Is your PhD project embedded in a larger research project
managed by one of your supervisors?

Are you formally employed somewhere outside Aarhus
University?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

85% 15%

36% 64%

42% 58%

No. of
replies

467

467

456

2021

-0.1

-0.1

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

0.0

-0.2

Comparison

Organizational context
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

My main supervisor is available when needed

My co-supervisor(s) is/are available when needed

I receive sufficient supervision from my main supervisor

I receive sufficient supervision from my co-supervisor(s)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

6% 24% 67%

6% 9% 32% 51%

4% 4% 7% 19% 66%

3% 7% 11% 27% 52%

No. of
replies

472

467

471

462

2021

0.0

-0.1

0.1

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

0.0

-0.1

0.1

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ experience of supervisor availability
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

0%

16%

36%

39%

8%

1%

0%

Number
of replies

1

74

170

185

38

4

1

2021

-1

-3

-6

7

2

0

0

Aarhus
Universitet

-12

-26

11

22

5

0

0

Comparison

My main supervisor One of my co-supervisors

Which supervisor is most often in contact with you and is the
most well-informed about what you are doing?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

78% 22%

No. of
replies

473

2021

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ number of supervisors
 

 
Question: "How many supervisors are affiliated with your project? (Please include both main supervisors and co-supervisors.)".

 
PhD students’ specification of which supervisor they use the most
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No supervision Some supervision Comprehensive supervision

Completing a literature review and summarising the important
issues

Identifying and posing research questions that contribute to the
research field

Designing well thought out research studies

Collecting and analysing empirical data

Writing academic texts (e.g. articles, dissertations, book
contributions, abstracts)

Planning and managing my PhD project during the project
period

Building a network and cooperating with other researchers

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

43% 41% 16%

6% 42% 52%

6% 32% 61%

8% 46% 46%

4% 39% 57%

16% 54% 30%

18% 50% 31%

No. of
replies

435

463

465

447

447

467

465

2021

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

-0.1

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ experience of the scope and content of supervision
 

 
Question: "Please describe to what degree you have received supervision in the following areas. The supervision given can be from one or more supervisors.".
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No supervision Some supervision Comprehensive supervision

Teaching

Communicating my research orally (e.g. presentations at
conferences, lectures and defences)

Planning a change of environment

Handling personal issues (e.g. work-life balance)

Complying with responsible conduct of research

Considering my future career paths

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

49% 37% 15%

18% 51% 31%

16% 55% 29%

31% 46% 23%

12% 45% 43%

28% 41% 31%

No. of
replies

451

452

438

444

462

442

2021

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

0.0

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ experience of the scope and content of supervision (continued)
 

 
Question: "Please describe to what degree you have received supervision in the following areas. The supervision given can be from one or more supervisors.".
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

My supervisor is friendly and accommodating

The relationship between my supervisor and me is
characterised by mutual respect

My supervisor recognises my work

I feel confident asking my supervisor about things I’m unsure
about

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

10% 85%

13% 80%

4% 6% 14% 74%

4% 4% 14% 76%

No. of
replies

473

472

472

472

2021

-0.1

0.0

-0.1

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

0.0

0.0

0.1

Comparison

PhD students’ experience of the quality of the interpersonal relationship
 

 
Question: "Please indicate to what degree the following statements reflect your experience of the relationship between you and your supervisor.".
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

My supervisor often sets the agenda for the supervision

My supervisor makes many important choices in my project

My supervisor has clear preferences for the direction my
project needs to take

My supervisor tells me what works well and what I need to do
better

My supervisor helps me break down my tasks into manageable
subtasks

My supervisor monitors my work closely

My supervisor sets benchmarks and tells me what I need to do

My supervisor has a clear expectation that I will follow the
advice I get

My supervisor gives me many specific tips on what to do

My supervisor supports me in taking ownership of my PhD
process

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

27% 24% 27% 12% 10%

10% 18% 25% 28% 18%

6% 14% 23% 32% 26%

6% 11% 15% 38% 30%

17% 15% 21% 28% 19%

6% 12% 15% 28% 38%

21% 20% 20% 25% 15%

4% 6% 24% 38% 29%

8% 13% 30% 47%

5% 21% 69%

No. of
replies

469

471

465

469

460

472

466

456

470

467

2021

-0.3

0.0

-0.1

-0.1

-0.1

-0.1

0.0

-0.1

0.0

-0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.1

0.3

0.3

-0.1

-0.1

0.1

0.0

0.2

0.1

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ experienced degree of hands-on supervision
 

 
Question: "Please indicate to what degree the following statements reflect your experience of the relationship between you and your supervisor.".
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

I feel that I’m in control of the project

I often feel insecure that what I do is good enough

I experience that it is possible to explore new research paths
within the framework of my project

Sometimes I wonder if I’m good enough to be a PhD student

It is important to me that I make all the critical choices in my
project

Sometimes I feel that I’m nothing but an assistant to someone
else’s project

I think that my project is very exciting

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

7% 9% 36% 46%

10% 20% 12% 32% 26%

3% 7% 14% 32% 43%

19% 13% 9% 29% 31%

9% 20% 28% 28% 16%

70% 13% 7% 5% 5%

7% 30% 60%

No. of
replies

471

471

460

472

471

471

471

2021

0.1

0.0

-0.1

0.0

-0.2

0.0

-0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

-0.2

-0.1

-0.1

-0.3

0.0

0.0

Comparison

PhD students’ sense of independence and insecurity
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Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost always

Do you feel that your work as a PhD student takes up so much
time and energy that it affects your private life?

Does your work as a PhD student give you severe stress
symptoms (e.g. isolation, palpitations, stomachache,

depression, restlessness, memory loss)?

Do you feel lonely during your day at your workplace?

Do you feel that you act alone in your project and lack the
necessary feedback to make progress?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

9% 22% 34% 25% 10%

31% 26% 26% 12% 5%

41% 23% 23% 8% 5%

30% 30% 26% 10% 4%

No. of
replies

471

468

468

469

2021

0.0

0.1

-0.3

0.0

Aarhus
Universitet

-0.2

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

Comparison

PhD students' experience of the workload and loneliness
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Disagree Somewhat disagree Neutral Somewhat agree Agree

Overall, I’m satisfied with what I have learned during my PhD
process

Overall, I’m satisfied with the quality of my research work

Overall, I’m satisfied with the quality of my research supervision

I can warmly recommend my main supervisor

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

5% 32% 59%

5% 7% 39% 48%

4% 7% 8% 26% 55%

5% 5% 7% 15% 68%

No. of
replies

465

467

470

471

2021

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

0.1

0.1

0.0

0.1

Comparison

PhD students' level of satisfaction
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1 - Not at all confident 2 3 4 5 - Very confident

... completing a literature review and summarising the
important issues

... identifying and posing research questions that contribute to
the research field

... designing well thought out research studies

... collecting and analysing empirical data

… communicating your research orally, e.g. at conferences

… communicating your research in writing so it is publishable

… planning and managing a research project independently

… collaborating with others e.g. researchers, organisations, and
companies

... submitting an abstract to a conference that will be accepted

... submitting a manuscript to a journal/publisher that will be
accepted

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

4% 14% 38% 43%

4% 20% 41% 34%

6% 22% 43% 29%

5% 17% 34% 44%

5% 17% 30% 47%

5% 19% 36% 39%

6% 22% 40% 31%

16% 36% 43%

10% 27% 61%

5% 17% 40% 36%

No. of
replies

464

468

467

464

466

467

467

463

463

460

2021

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.1

Aarhus
Universitet

0.0

0.0

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.2

0.2

Comparison

PhD students' assessment of their own research self-efficacy
 

 
Question: "To what extent do you feel confident managing the following tasks? (Place yourself on a continuum from 1 to 5.)".

ASSESSMENT OF OWN RESEARCH SELF-EFFICACY REPORT FOR: HEALTH

Quality in the PHD process 2025 Page 23 of 29

Punkt 3, Bilag 1:
QiP_Health_R.pdf



Researcher at a university

Researcher career outside the university (e.g. in a private
research organisation, an industrial company etc.)

Lecturer (at a level below university level)

Employee in the private sector (with no major focus on
research)

Employee in the public sector (with no major focus on research)

Become self-employed

Doctor at a hospital or a private practice (only Health)

None of the careers above

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

48%

40%

8%

16%

9%

4%

44%

4%

Number
of replies

225

188

39

77

42

19

207

21

2021

-3

4

2

4

-3

1

-1

-2

Aarhus
Universitet

-10

-13

-1

-6

-1

-2

28

0

Comparison

Career plans
 

 
Question: "Which career would you currently like to pursue? (Tick off up to two of the career paths below).".
 
Note: The total sum does not add up to 100 percent, as it was possible to tick off up to two career path options.
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Number of responses, number of "Don't know" or "Don’t know / not relevant" responses and percentage of "Don't know" or "Don’t
know / not relevant" responses for each statement/question with "Don't know" or "Don’t know / not relevant" answer options.
 

Statement/Question
Number of
responses

Number of "Don't
know" responses

Percentage of
"Don't know"
responses

Did one or more of your current supervisors encourage you to become a PhD student? 455 18 4%

Did you go to one or more of your current supervisors to get help or inspiration for your PhD application? 454 19 4%

Did you as a BA/Bsc or MA/Msc student get supervision from one or more of your current supervisors? 466 7 1%

Did you work for one or more of your current supervisors before you applied for your PhD scholarship? 465 8 2%

Please think back to the beginning of your PhD process. To which degree were the following statements
important to your choice of becoming a PhD student?

   - I was passionate about doing research 472 1 0%

   - I wanted to teach 472 1 0%

   - I was very interested in my topic 470 3 1%

   - I assumed that the PhD title would create opportunities in the job market outside the university 465 8 2%

   - I considered it to be a regular job with a permanent income 467 6 1%

   - I didn't have any other plans when I was given the opportunity 456 17 4%

   - I considered the PhD title to be prestigious 468 5 1%

Is your project closely related to the research field of your main supervisor? 467 6 1%

Is your PhD project embedded in a larger research project managed by one of your supervisors? 467 6 1%

Are you formally employed somewhere outside Aarhus University? 456 17 4%

Does the selection of PhD courses give you the possibility of strengthening your general research qualifications? 467 6 1%

Does the selection of PhD courses give you the possibility of strengthening your research qualifications within
the framework of your project?

466 7 1%

Did your change of environment strengthen your research project? 265 208 44%

Was the change of environment worth the effort compared to your professional benefits (e.g. networks, general
skills as a researcher)?

265 208 44%
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*The row shows the numbers for the response option "Not relevant / I have not had a change of environment".

Statement/Question
Number of
responses

Number of "Don't
know" responses

Percentage of
"Don't know"
responses

To what extent did you experience challenges in becoming integrated (e.g. academically, socially or practically)
into the research environment you were part of during your research environment change? *

333 140 30%

Has the work you do in addition to your own project (e.g. teaching or other departmental work) been an
instructive experience?

442 31 7%

Is the 280 hours of departmental work per year of such a nature that it negatively affects your PhD programme? 296 177 37%

Are you satisfied with the extent of your teaching assignments? 443 30 6%

Are you satisfied with the content of your teaching assignments? 438 35 7%

Here I meet other PhD students with whom I can exchange ideas 468 5 1%

If I have any problems related to the PhD programme, I'm always welcome to ask one of the other researchers 469 4 1%

Here I feel respected as a co-researcher 467 6 1%

There is a sense around here that working together on research is fun 458 15 3%

If I want to, I have good opportunities for writing academic texts in collaboration with other researchers 441 32 7%

The scientific staff members are generally interested in hearing about my project 451 22 5%

Here we present and discuss each other's research on a regular basis 465 8 2%

It is my impression that researchers here often write academic texts in collaboration with their PhD students 434 39 8%

It is possible to talk openly with colleagues about successful as well as unsuccessful experiences 466 7 1%

I feel like I'm part of the research community here 468 5 1%

Here both PhD students and professors are welcome to share their opinion 465 8 2%

In physical terms, I spend most of my research time outside of the research environment (e.g. in a company) 445 28 6%

Do you have a desk and relevant equipment at your workplace that you can use? 470 3 1%

To what extent has your own physical presence at the workplace affected your access to supervision and
academic feedback from your supervisor(s)?

456 17 4%
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Statement/Question
Number of
responses

Number of "Don't
know" responses

Percentage of
"Don't know"
responses

To what extent has your supervisor’s/supervisors’ physical presence at the university/workplace affected your
opportunities to supervision and academic feedback?

459 14 3%

I experience having a good balance between working physically at the university/workplace and working
remotely?

441 32 7%

My main supervisor is available when needed 472 1 0%

My co-supervisor(s) is/are available when needed 467 6 1%

I receive sufficient supervision from my main supervisor 471 2 0%

I receive sufficient supervision from my co-supervisor(s) 462 11 2%

Please describe to what degree you have received supervision in the following areas. The supervision given can
be from one or more supervisors.

  - Completing a literature review and summarising the important issues 435 38 8%

  - Identifying and posing research questions that contribute to the research field 463 10 2%

  - Designing well thought out research studies 465 8 2%

  - Collecting and analysing empirical data 447 26 5%

  - Writing academic texts (e.g. articles, dissertations, book contributions, abstracts) 447 26 5%

  - Planning and managing my PhD project during the project period 467 6 1%

  - Building a network and cooperating with other researchers 465 8 2%

  - Teaching 451 22 5%

  - Communicating my research orally (e.g. presentations at conferences, lectures and defences) 452 21 4%

  - Planning a change of environment 438 35 7%

  - Handling personal issues (e.g. work-life balance) 444 29 6%

  - Complying with responsible conduct of research 462 11 2%

  - Considering my future career paths 442 31 7%

My supervisor is friendly and accommodating 473 0 0%
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Statement/Question
Number of
responses

Number of "Don't
know" responses

Percentage of
"Don't know"
responses

My supervisor often sets the agenda for the supervision 469 4 1%

My supervisor makes many important choices in my project 471 2 0%

My supervisor has clear preferences for the direction my project needs to take 465 8 2%

My supervisor tells me what works well and what I need to do better 469 4 1%

My supervisor helps me break down my tasks into manageable subtasks 460 13 3%

My supervisor monitors my work closely 472 1 0%

My supervisor sets benchmarks and tells me what I need to do 466 7 1%

My supervisor has a clear expectation that I will follow the advice I get 456 17 4%

The relationship between my supervisor and me is characterised by mutual respect 472 1 0%

My supervisor recognises my work 472 1 0%

I feel confident asking my supervisor about things I’m unsure about 472 1 0%

My supervisor gives me many specific tips on what to do 470 3 1%

My supervisor supports me in taking ownership of my PhD process 467 6 1%

I feel that I’m in control of the project 471 2 0%

I often feel insecure that what I do is good enough 471 2 0%

I experience that it is possible to explore new research paths within the framework of my project 460 13 3%

Sometimes I wonder if I’m good enough to be a PhD student 472 1 0%

It is important to me that I make all the critical choices in my project 471 2 0%

Sometimes I feel that I’m nothing but an assistant to someone else’s project 471 2 0%

I think that my project is very exciting 471 2 0%

Do you feel that your work as a PhD student takes up so much time and energy that it affects your private life? 471 2 0%

Does your work as a PhD student give you severe stress symptoms (e.g. isolation, palpitations, stomachache,
depression, restlessness, memory loss)?

468 5 1%
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Statement/Question
Number of
responses

Number of "Don't
know" responses

Percentage of
"Don't know"
responses

Do you feel lonely during your day at your workplace? 468 5 1%

Do you feel that you act alone in your project and lack the necessary feedback to make progress? 469 4 1%

Overall, I’m satisfied with what I have learned during my PhD process 465 8 2%

Overall, I’m satisfied with the quality of my research work 467 6 1%

Overall, I’m satisfied with the quality of my research supervision 470 3 1%

I can warmly recommend my main supervisor 471 2 0%

To what extent do you feel confident managing the following tasks?

... completing a literature review and summarising the important issues 464 9 2%

... identifying and posing research questions that contribute to the research field 468 5 1%

... designing well thought out research studies 467 6 1%

... collecting and analysing empirical data 464 9 2%

… communicating your research orally, e.g. at conferences 466 7 1%

… communicating your research in writing so it is publishable 467 6 1%

… planning and managing a research project independently 467 6 1%

… collaborating with others e.g. researchers, organisations, and companies 463 10 2%

... submitting an abstract to a conference that will be accepted 463 10 2%

... submitting a manuscript to a journal/publisher that will be accepted 460 13 3%
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