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(4) European Psychologist, Vol.8, No.1, March 2003.

European Psychologist here publishes a collection of papers on doctoral education. In eight separate articles, 22 psychologists from around the globe collectively describe and criticize psychology doctoral studies programs in Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States. European doctoral programs are presently in various stages of reform, trying to make improvements in such matters as admissions selection, fellowship funding, supervision, completion rates, length of study, quality control, and employment of new doctoral graduates.

The call for papers for this issue sought descriptions and critiques of existing doctoral programs as well as recommendations for changes and discussion of obstacles to those changes. These reports were to represent the perspectives and thinking of the author(s)—not that of some ministry, psychology association, or specific doctoral training program. Nor were these reports expected to comprise a handbook of doctoral programs in each country. Thoughtful yet opinionated criticisms were the goal, with the intention that these might inspire further discussions and studies about improving doctoral training. Furthermore, it was hoped that the reports would include pragmatic matters, such as employment prospects, funding, duration of studies, as well as normative issues like advancement of science.

(3) Smeby, J. C. (2000). Disciplinary differences in Norwegian graduate education. Studies in Higher Education, 25(1), 53-67.

Abstract. In the humanities and the social sciences master's and PhD students take more lime to complete their degree than in the natural sciences, This article examines the reasons for the difference. The findings suggest that field differences in Knowledge structures and in the organisation of research have significant implications for research training. 'Hard' fields are characterised by a directed supervision model and a close relationship between students' and supervisors' research. Even though this model appears to be effective, it seems to be difficult to implement in 'soft fields where team organisation of research is rare and where professional authority and judgements are more subject to discussion.

(2) Smeby, J. C., & Try, S. (2005). Departmental contexts and faculty research activity in Norway. Research in Higher Education, 46(6), 593-619.

Abstract: The aim of the paper is to examine the relationship between departmental attributes and university faculty research activity. Since individual and departmental factors are highly interrelated, individual attributes are included in a hierarchical linear model taking into consideration the nested structure of the data. Research activity is measured by research input in terms of time spent on research activities, and research output in terms of publications. The contextual factors have greatest impact on the indicator that is considered to be most essential when assessing research performance: published scientific articles. Department climate, age structure, as well as proportion of faculty members' with PhD's have significant impact on research output. 

(1) Smeby, J. C. (1996). Disciplinary differences in university teaching. Studies in Higher Education, 21(1), 69-79.

ABSTRACT Several studies indicate that there are differences between fields of learning which impact on both teaching and research. Data from a survey to all regular faculty members at Norwegian universities show significant field differences in the time spent on teaching and preparation, and in the distribution of time between different types of teaching and teaching levels. Some, but not all, of these differences may be due to genuine characteristics of disciplines. 

