University of Helsinki funded doctoral researcher positions 2025
Instructions for evaluation

The following criteria are evaluated on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating that the criterion is inadequately addressed or suffers from serious inherent weaknesses, and 5 indicating that the criterion is addressed in all relevant aspects, and that there are no shortcomings, except minor. Below we provide guidelines for the grades. Please aim to use the full scale to assess the applicants. 

The threshold for each individual criteria is 3, when pooled from all three evaluators. Applications scoring below 3 (pooled average) in any of the criteria will not be moved forward in the application process. 
Some of the applicants may have already started their doctoral work and are thus more advanced in their project. Please take this, as well as possible career breaks, into consideration when assessing the applicants. The target completion time of a doctoral degree at the University of Helsinki is four years of full-time work from the start of the project/study right. This may reflect to the salaried years the applicant is applying. 

Use of AI The applicants are advised to familiarise themselves with and follow the University of Helsinki guidelines on the use of artificial intelligence in research and write the application according to these guidelines. 
Evaluation criteria
1. Quality of the research plan. Consider especially (a) clarity and novelty of the research objectives, (b) suitability of the methodology, (c) impact of the research and the potential for scientific renewal, and (d) ethical aspects (if applicable).
1 — Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent weaknesses. 
2 — Fair. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are significant weaknesses. 
3 — Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of shortcomings are present. 
4 — Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a small number of shortcomings are present. 
5 — Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor
2. Feasibility of the research plan. Consider especially (a) realistic achievability of the objectives (incl. target time), (b) quality of the work plan, (c) supervision arrangements and the research environment, supervisor’s supervision experience and training, and (d) risks and their mitigation plan. 
1 — Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent weaknesses. 
2 — Fair. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are significant weaknesses. 
3 — Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of shortcomings are present. 
4 — Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a small number of shortcomings are present. 
5 — Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor
3. Competence of the applicant Consider especially the curriculum vitae of the researcher, their relevant experience and existing skills and competences. If the applicant has already started their doctoral research, please consider the acquired knowledge and skills against that background.
1 — Poor. The criterion is inadequately addressed, or there are serious inherent weaknesses. 
2 — Fair. The proposal broadly addresses the criterion, but there are significant weaknesses. 
3 — Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well, but a number of shortcomings are present. 
4 — Very Good. The proposal addresses the criterion very well, but a small number of shortcomings are present. 
5 — Excellent. The proposal successfully addresses all relevant aspects of the criterion. Any shortcomings are minor

