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[bookmark: purpose]Purpose
This document describes the current Chalmers process for applications for the title of docent. It is intended as a common overview for applicants, departments, heads of department, IBs, members of the Docent Committee, and external reviewers.
This document describes the current operating model. Detailed templates and instructions are provided in separate documents.
[bookmark: what-a-docent-title-represents]What A Docent Title Represents
A docent title confirms scientific and pedagogical competence beyond the doctoral level. It is an academic title, not an employment. A docent is expected to be able to supervise doctoral students, contribute to education at advanced and doctoral level, and independently conduct research at a high and internationally relevant level.
[bookmark: general-principles]General Principles
· The process should be transparent and consistent across Chalmers.
· The process should use a common set of expectations, while still allowing structured consideration of field-specific differences.
· The process should be rigorous, but not unnecessarily heavy.
· The process should be efficient and should not use the time of applicants, departments, reviewers, or the committee unnecessarily.
[bookmark: main-actors]Main Actors
· Applicant
· Department
· Head of Department
· IB / IB chair
· Chalmers Docent Committee
· Case-specific Docentnämnd
· External reviewers
[bookmark: main-process]Main Process
[bookmark: early-departmental-dialogue]1. Early Departmental Dialogue
Before a formal application is submitted, the candidate should discuss readiness with the department. This should normally involve the Head of Department and relevant academic leadership within the department. The exact internal process may differ between departments.
The Head of Department is the final departmental gate before a formal application is submitted.
[bookmark: application-preparation]2. Application Preparation
The candidate prepares:
· CV
· publication list
· short narrative application
· appendices that support the narrative application
· selected publications, normally 5 to 10
The department prepares a support letter. This should normally include input from the IB or IB chair, but departments may organize this in different ways.
[bookmark: formal-submission]3. Formal Submission
The application is submitted together with the department support letter and proposed external reviewers.
The department may propose external reviewers, but must not contact any proposed reviewer in advance.
For affiliated candidates, the same criteria apply as for employed candidates. In such cases, the department support letter must explain the benefit to Chalmers.
[bookmark: formalia-check]4. Formalia Check
The Chair or Vice-Chair checks whether the application is complete and whether the formal requirements for review are met.
If the application is incomplete or clearly does not meet the formal requirements, it may be rejected at this stage with written justification.
[bookmark: formation-of-docentnämnd]5. Formation Of Docentnämnd
If the application proceeds, a case-specific Docentnämnd is appointed. A Docentnämnd normally has 3 to 4 members.
The normal composition principle is:
· one member from the candidate’s department when no conflict of interest exists
· one member with relevant subject understanding
· one member providing broader committee perspective
· one member serves as chair or coordinating contact for the case
This is the normal composition principle, not a binding rule.
[bookmark: external-review]6. External Review
The Docentnämnd reviews the application and selects external reviewers. The process uses 2 external reviewers.
Reviewer selection should follow Chalmers requirements on scientific level and conflict of interest. The committee intends to use a relatively pragmatic approach to conflict of interest assessment, focusing on the real relationship between candidate and reviewer.
Reviewer statements are expected to be written and structured, and to include both criterion-level judgments and free-text reasoning.
[bookmark: assessment]7. Assessment
The Docentnämnd makes an overall assessment based on:
· the written application
· appendices and selected publications
· department support letter
· external reviewer statements
· an interview, only if needed in a specific case
Interview is not a standard step. It is optional and should only be used when important issues remain unclear after the written review.
[bookmark: recommendation-and-decision]8. Recommendation And Decision
The Docentnämnd submits a recommendation to the Chair of the Docent Committee.
The Chair makes the final decision.
If the application is approved, the process concludes with a docent lecture and the formal issuing of the title.
[bookmark: decisions-rejection-and-appeals]Decisions, Rejection, and Appeals
There are three types of negative outcome in the process:
· Formalia rejection. The Chair or Vice-Chair determines at the formalia check that the application is incomplete. The candidate receives a written outcome decision and may reapply in the next round.
· Non-progression to external review. The Docentnämnd or Chair determines that the application should not proceed to external review. This may be because the application contains little or no documented evidence of scientific independence, or for other substantive reasons. The candidate receives a written outcome decision. A new application may be submitted no earlier than 18 months after the decision.
· Rejection after full review. The Docentnämnd has completed its assessment and the Chair has decided not to admit the candidate. The candidate receives a written outcome decision. A new application may be submitted no earlier than 18 months after the decision.
In all cases the written outcome decision is sent as a PDF by email to the candidate and the Head of Department, and includes written feedback.
The candidate may appeal a rejection to the Deputy Presidents (swe: pro-rektorerna). An appeal must be submitted within 3 weeks of receiving the written outcome decision.
[bookmark: field-specific-interpretation]Field-Specific Interpretation
Chalmers aims to use a common set of expectations across departments and fields. At the same time, the committee recognizes that publication practices, authorship conventions, supervision opportunities, and typical outputs differ across fields.
For that reason, the process allows for short department- or field-specific interpretation notes. These are intended to clarify how the common criteria should be understood in specific contexts. They are not intended to create separate local systems.
[bookmark: core-expectations]Core Expectations
[bookmark: scientific-independence]Scientific Independence
Scientific independence is central. The expectation is that independence should be explained clearly in the narrative application and, where possible, supported by documented evidence rather than only by candidate claims.
Publications are normally the main basis for demonstrating scientific independence. Other evidence may strengthen or clarify the case, but usually does not replace publication-based evidence.
Applications that contain little or no documented evidence of scientific independence are considered weaker and may not proceed to external review.
An independent research line is typically assessed as a reasoned pattern across the candidate’s publications and profile, rather than as a separate standalone document.
Examples of documented publication evidence include, but are not limited to:
· single-authored publications
· clearly leading or senior-author publications, where that convention is meaningful in the field
· published CRediT statements or equivalent published contribution statements
· signed co-author certificates or letters documenting the candidate’s role in the work
· corresponding-author responsibility, where documented and meaningful in the field
Other forms of documented evidence relevant in the candidate’s field may also apply.
Examples of other documented evidence include, but are not limited to:
· grants as PI or scientific lead
· documented project, work-package, lab, or infrastructure leadership
· (co-)supervision responsibility
· invited keynote or similar invited talks
· editorial roles, expert assignments, patents, software, datasets, standards, demonstrators, startups, or similar documented outputs or responsibilities
For recent publications, typically from around 2020 onwards, documented contribution statements or co-author certificates are expected as a matter of course. For older publications where such documentation was not standard practice, candidates are still expected to obtain retrospective contribution statements or co-author certificates where possible. Argued evidence is accepted only where documentation could not be obtained retrospectively either, and the candidate should explain why. The independence case will be assessed on what is documented; the absence of documentation weakens the case regardless of the reason. Chalmers proposes the use of the CRediT taxonomy for new contribution statements and certificates, but other clear wording is also acceptable if it can be reasonably mapped to key CRediT roles or tasks.
[bookmark: scientific-contributions]Scientific Contributions
The applicant should demonstrate research contributions of sufficient quality, breadth, depth, and maturity beyond the doctoral level. The formal requirement of scientific production corresponding to at least two PhD theses should be understood as a minimum level rather than the typical expected level for a successful docent application. If the case is close to the formal minimum in volume, the application should make a particularly clear and well-supported case for the quality, maturity, and independence of the candidate’s contributions. This should be assessed in a field-aware way.
[bookmark: pedagogical-competence]Pedagogical Competence
Pedagogical competence is important, but should not dominate the process. Teaching at bachelor level is expected and is a merit. The formal pedagogical requirement is mainly tied to advanced, master’s, and doctoral level teaching and supervision.
Doctoral (co-)supervision experience is a strong and normally expected merit in a docent application. If such experience is limited or absent, this should be clearly explained and balanced by other evidence of supervisory and academic maturity.
[bookmark: leadership-and-other-merits]Leadership and Other Merits
Leadership and broader academic merits may strengthen the case, especially where they support academic maturity, independence, and contribution to the field.
