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Minutes from PhD Programme Committee meeting 

 
Time: Wednesday, 5 October 2022 at 13.30 – 15.30 
 
Place: Universitetsbyen 81, 1872-547 
 
Participants: Henriette Rübsam, Sebastian Riedelbauch, Anna Hvarregaard Christensen, Nanna 
Birkmose, Pernille Nedergaard Madsen, Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer, Anni H. Andersen, Finn Skou 
Pedersen, Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen, Jan Trige Rasmussen, Knud Larsen and Helle Homann (minute 
taker). 
 
Not present: Pia Møller Martensen. 
 

Item Minutes 

1.  Approval of minutes from the PhD Programme Committee meeting on 14 January 2022 
 
Approved 

2.  Approval of the agenda 
 
Approved 

3.  Introduction round 
 
The meeting started with a short introduction round.  

4.  Discussion and preparation of the GSNS seminar 
 
GSNS is hosting a seminar 6-7 October 2022 at Fuglsøcentret in Knebel. Both VIP and PhD 
students are invited.  
From MBG PhD students Henriette Rübsam, Sebastian Riedelbauch, Pernille Nedergaard 
Madsen, Anna Hvarregaard Christensen and Nanna Birkmose will participate. Professor 
Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen and Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer, Head of Programme, will attend 
the seminar as well. All are present at today’s meeting.  
 
The main topic of the seminar is the GSNS Action Plan 2022-2023 (cf. 
https://phd.nat.au.dk/fileadmin/phd-nat-tech/Nat_Action_plan/GSNS_Action_Plan_2022-
23_final.pdf). Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer and Head of Graduate School, David Lundbek 
Egholm, are scheduled to provide a follow up and status on implementation on the second 
day of the seminar. 
 
The action plan is based on an external evaluation produced by an international review 
panel in September 2021 and the survey study “Quality in the PhD Process” (KIP21) 
conducted in January 2021. The plan contains six specific themes within which GSNS will 
focus actions.  
According to Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer, most of the action points in the plan have already 
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been initiated which is very positive. The action plan includes many valuable initiatives, 
and it is ambitious because many of the goals are difficult to achieve. However, Ernst-
Martin Füchtbauer is optimistic seeing that GSNS and Head of Graduate School in his 
opinion are very capable at finding new ways to make things happen.  
 
During the discussion Theme 3: “Management of teaching workload” was highlighted. 
Anni H. Andersen and Nanna Birkmose both stressed that it is of great significance to look 
into this area and support more uniform workloads for students and standard rules for 
registering working hours.  
Furthermore, Theme 1: “Student recruitment and onboarding” was debated. In this 
connection, Jan Trige Rasmussen pointed out that it is very important to assess several 
qualifications, and not only good grades, when recruiting new PhD students. 
 
More generally, Henriette Rübsam mentioned that part of the aim of the GSNS seminar is 
to give participating PhD students the opportunity to share experiences across 
programmes.  
 

5.  How should we handle on-site, hybrid and virtual PhD defences at MBG? 
 
Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen stated that restrictions during Covid-19 were instrumental in 
bringing into focus the question of whether on-site or virtual defences is the best option. 
Also, climate considerations and the effort to reduce the university’s carbon footprint play 
a major role in this discussion.  
 
At MBG on-site defences with physical attendance by international opponents are 
preferred. Even if it entails travelling long distances by plane in order to reach Aarhus. 
Opponents being present in person create a vibrant and more engaging setting for the 
defence and makes the day a festive and valuable experience for the PhD student finishing 
his or her education. Virtual defences, on the other hand, have a tendency to distance the 
opponents from the event and contribute to a lack of involvement on some level.  
Therefore, in a climate perspective the benefits for the students gained by an on-site 
defence supersede the costs for the environment in this area.  
 
According to Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer, opinions differ on the subject of on-site versus 
virtual defences in the PhD Committee at faculty level. Due to climate considerations the 
committee tends to prefer a hybrid version combining the two different formats. Although 
on-site defences are preferred at MBG, the participants at the meeting agreed that hybrid 
defences have advantages as well and should be explored further. As Anna Hvarregaard 
Christensen mentioned, hybrid defences may help to provide a wider selection of 
international opponents. Possibly, more people would be willing to serve as opponents if 
they could participate virtually instead of travelling a long way.  
 
Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen pointed to the fact that it is important to bring PhD students’ 
opinions into the discussion: Both PhD students that have tried on-site defences and PhD 
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students that have conducted their defences virtually.  
 
Timing was also discussed. When is it most suitable to draw attention to the fact that PhD 
defences at MBG are expected to be conducted on-site with physical presence? 
Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen suggested that the chair is responsible for communicating this. 
After receiving the e-mail from GSNS entitled “Upcoming PhD Thesis submission and 
defence”, the chair should emphasize in his or hers initial correspondance with the 
supervisor that defences take place on-site and that this should be taken into account 
when selecting opponents.  
 
Anni H. Andersen suggested that Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer at the next meeting for the 
group leaders communicates that on-site defences are preferred at MBG whenever 
possible.  
 

6.  Qualifying exams 
 
Ditlev Egeskov Brodersen suggested a revision of the Part A exam evaluation by asking the 
external examiners for written input. At present, the supervisor provides the written 
input.  
The suggestion is rooted in the thought that it is easier for the external examiner to form 
an independent opinion of the project and suggest prospective changes, if the examiner 
authors the first draft of the evaluation.  
 
The participants in the meeting supported this suggestion.  
 
It was decided that an e-mail is to be sent to the external censor and the supervisor 
informing them that the procedure for creating the evaluation has been altered.  
The e-mail should be sent immediately after GSNS sends the e-mail “Upcoming qualifying 
exam” to supervisors.  
The external examiner will be asked to make a short draft in advance based on the written 
progress report. The draft will then be completed in collaboration with the supervisor 
after the oral exam and enriched with written input about the changes that would 
improve the project in a future perspective.  
 
Anni H. Andersen proposed that Ernst-Martin Füchtbauer at the next meeting for the 
group leaders informs everybody that the guidelines have changed in regard to qualifying 
exams.  
 

7.  Any other business 
 
Finn Skou Pedersen gave a few comments on two PhD defences which he chaired recently. 
  

 


