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Introductory Remarks 

 

The following documents form the basis for this assessment: 

• The RED10 evaluation 

• The self-evaluation of the Department of Swedish 

• The RED19 documentation as to costs, staff and bibliometrics 

• The notes taken and the impressions from the site visit conducted according to the enclosed 

programme 

Furthermore, the panel asked Professor Tommaso Milani, our extremely effective host, for additional 

information on: 

• The number of PhDs who have graduated along with information on which profile they 

belonged to and what their career has been since graduating 

• Information from the five research profiles on what they consider to be their best publications, 

published in the period under study 

• How the faculty allocation for visitors was used 

• The external grant funds distributed among the various types of positions in Swedish crowns 

(SEK) instead of percentages 

We gratefully acknowledge receiving this information swiftly. 

The panel prepared a site visit programme and detailed a number of questions beforehand. The site 

visit was conducted as informal, open and frank discussions between the panel and the members of the 

department. In this way we got a well-rounded impression of the atmosphere of the department and 

were able to summarise our impressions first in a meeting with the departmental leadership team and 

the profile leaders, and later at a meeting summoned for this purpose to which everyone from the 

department had been invited to attend. 

 

Report: Observations and Analysis 

 

Section A – Background and Research Standing 

 

A1. Background 

The RED10 evaluation concluded that the Department of Swedish was loosely organised and 

recommended changes. The changes put in place consisted, among other things, in the establishment 

of five research profiles, some of which existed already, some even as separate units (notably 

Språkbanken): 

• LT (Language Technology (Språkbanken)) 
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• LL (Lexicology and Lexicography, incl. SAOL) 

• MSSL (Multilingualism incl Swedish as a second language)  

• GG (Grammar Group) 

• TC (Text and Context) 

The first programme participates in teaching in the master’s programme of the same name (also taught 

by staff from Computational Linguistics at the Department of Philosophy, Linguistics and Theory of 

Science (FLoV)) and also has a specialised research education (PhD-) programme; this is also the case 

for MSSL (an attempt to create a national coordinated programme with the University of Gothenburg 

as the anchor has recently been launched), whereas the final three profiles all contribute to the various 

educational programmes in Swedish and jointly teach the PhD programme in Nordic Studies. 

The department is the result of fusions carried out some time ago. These may to a certain extent still be 

felt, partly because some parts of the department are in separate buildings. We are certain that the new 

building will be an asset in the further integration of the Department of Swedish (as indeed for all 

departments), not least since all interviewees expressed high hopes for it and also a great willingness 

to work in that direction. Thus, we do not recommend any changes in the organisation of the 

department. 

All the interviewees also expressed great confidence in the new leadership team. In particular, the 

plans for individual research planning, to be carried out in annual conversations with the deputy 

departmental head for research Professor Tommaso Milani, was seen as a promising initiative (cf. 

below). 

It was our impression that the five profiles – albeit to varying degrees – all had the task of being a safe 

home for employees who had common linguistic interests and performed this task to the satisfaction of 

their members. 

 

A2. Research standing 

We have given some thought to the profile of the department as such, partly within the University of 

Gothenburg (UGOT), partly also on the national scene. The name of the department stands out as a 

statement: Svenska/Swedish (although the name of the PhD programme is ‘Nordic’). Maybe the 

distinctive characteristics of the Swedish department are 

• Focus on Swedish as both L1 and L2 and Swedish as a written codified language 

• Broad approach to ‘schools of thought’, no one school dominating 

For the same reason, it perhaps appears somewhat less clearly profiled than other departments at 

Swedish universities we might compare with (Stockholm, Linköping, Uppsala, Lund). We shall come 

back to this. 

There are any number of ways to measure and objectify research quality and research standing. Most 

of these are based on comparisons with some baseline. UGOT has decided to use the University of 

Oslo (UiO) as the baseline for comparisons. Measured by this yardstick the department comes out as 

publishing significantly less than its sister institute at UiO, ILN. The numbers for 2017 (the only 

numbers available) are striking: 

ILN published a total of 140 publications, 102 of which were at level 1, 38 of which were at level 2. 

UGOT’s Department of Swedish published a total of 128 items, 26 of which could be classified 

according to the Norwegian system and only eight of which were level 2 publications. 
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Even bearing in mind that there are more staff at ILN, who in addition have much more research time 

than at the Department of Swedish (cf. the self-evaluation), we conclude that measured by this 

standard, the department fails to make a striking impression. 

But is that the right standard to use? This discussion belongs to Section D below. 

Another commonly used measurement is the amount of external funds allocated to the department. We 

have noted that in this regard, the department has performed well. It should, however, be noted that the 

external grants seem to be unequally distributed among the five profiles. The materials submitted to 

the panel do not make any detailed comparison possible but LT and LL seem to be doing extremely 

well compared to the other three profiles. 

As to the specific profiles we have noted the following points of interest: 

LT: Extremely well-functioning both internally at the department and at UGOT, as well as nationally. 

LT has been the receiver of grants both from UGOT itself and from the national granting agencies. It 

has an internationalised environment with excellent external connections and a clear profile. The 

challenge will be to find a way to increase funding once the present grants expire and even more 

challenging: To find a new leader soon. We recommend that the department consider the possibility of 

announcing the professorship in an open competition. As to the future of LT at UGOT, we recommend 

that a broad view of LT be taken such that it is also seen as a possible pillar of the Centre for Digital 

Humanities, though not the only one (if this centre is to be continued). 

LL: Well-functioning but also very specialised and with few possibilities for development, since the 

profile is bound by a long-lasting contract (41 years to go) with the Swedish Academy. This is both 

good (it gives a secure income) and challenging: the format seems to be very conservative and thus 

may be a hindrance for development. We found LL to be open to (more) collaboration with other 

profiles, particularly LT and GG. 

MSSL: The profile seems to be well on its way to becoming a national hub, led by its new professor. 

There is a lot of interest and there are a lot of applicants, e.g. for PhD positions. The challenge may 

again be to find new income but we learned that the department already has new ideas and some 

practiced routines for this, which could be developed further. The step from Swedish as a second 

language to Multilingualism gives the profile a chance to develop a new take on an old problem, one 

that indeed will make collaboration with e.g. GG and TC but also Linguistics at FLoV more obviously 

relevant. 

GG: Has recently suffered a great loss with the retirement of Elisabeth Engdahl. The group seemed 

less coherent than the others but was also very open to internal collaboration with other profiles. One 

might wish for a new common, externally-funded, project, cf. above and below. 

TC: This profile has grown and includes staff who take a CA and discourse approach to Swedish, and 

it has a recently appointed professor. As such it could be fruitful to initiate collaboration with other 

profiles as indeed has already happened. This group probably has most to gain from a map of all 

language-related research at UGOT (cf. below) since it has connections outside the department as 
well. A project to develop a broad take on the linguistic analysis of teaching, and the changing 

conditions for teaching Swedish as a subject, would be a welcome challenge for this profile to take on. 

We recommend that the department facilitate talks between and inside the profiles to search for 

themes for more projects to be carried out in common. A suggestion could be e.g. language 

acquisition and attrition in the broadest possible sense. 
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Section B – Leadership 

 

B1. Leadership 

B1.1 Department leadership 

The steering group of the department consists of one Head, one Deputy Head/Associate Head of 

Research, one Associate Head of PhD Research, one Associate Head of Research Infrastructure, and 

one Education Coordinator. The Education Coordinator leads the work of four Directors of Study. 

Taking into account the relatively big and diverse department, the panel finds the structure to be 

appropriate and the appointed leaders to be dedicated. The leadership at the department recently 

changed, and the self-evaluation report as well as the on-site interviews indicate that the department is 

now in a consolidating phase and redefining its identity, as well as looking for good ways of working 

towards the future. This redefinition must combine (as well as challenge) old practices, traditions and 

work cultures, with changed financial, academic and career demands. There are potential tensions at 

this juncture so leadership needs to be sensitive but at the same time decisive and distinctive. 

The department has five research profiles, and it is spelled out in the self-evaluation report (p.11) that 

the Associate Head of Department for Research has a function to support dialogue and collaborate 

among these profiles in order to encourage synergies. The head does not want to stipulate research 

directions, and it is an explicit decision not to formulate a common departmental research strategy. 

The panel is impressed by the success of research funding and activities within (most of) the profiles. 

However, there seem to be relatively few cross-profile collaborations (see further below). By way of 

example, there does not seem to be formal fora for the leaders of the five areas to meet and discuss. 

Recommendations 

The panel asks the department leadership to reconsider the decision not to have a joint research 

strategy, as well as having shared visions and missions of the department (where are we now? where 

do we want to be in five/ten years’ time?). Rather than restricting research freedom of individual 

researchers, a well carried out strategy effort – led by the department leadership but in which the 

whole staff is engaged – means that research strengths of the department are identified and carefully 

documented; it enables renewal of old and traditional fields and supports emerging new themes and 

areas; it marks Swedish at UGOT on the map and distinguishes it from other departments; it guides 

decision-making and development, and engages with strategies of the university (and faculty). 

 

B1.2 Faculty/University level leadership 

The system is such that a lot of the power, responsibilities and decision-making have been delegated 

by the Vice-Chancellor (Rektor) – via the faculties – to the individual departments. In reality, the 

faculty level seems to be fairly weak, a point repeatedly addressed in the faculty report. This means 
that the Head of Department has a lot of power to decide on how to allocate teaching and research 

time, and to outline strategies. The department therefore has been delegated a lot of freedom but also 

responsibility and pressure. During the onsite interviews, voices were raised asking for the faculty to 

be more visible, to take action, and to have general research strategies, as well as to provide hands-on 

guidelines as to how to allocate funds. 

Recommendations 
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The panel recommends that the strategy process at the departmental level be attuned to the efforts at 

the level of the faculty so that interfaces are made clear and efficient. 

 

B2. Recruitment 

Recruitment to the Department of Swedish takes two different guises: 

Either you are recruited as a PhD student and may continue as a lecturer, initially with very little 

opportunity for research. You may then rise up the career ladder through the promotion programme to 

get more opportunities. Or you are recruited from another university in Sweden or abroad after 

applying for a UGOT post which has been openly advertised. 

Obviously, the open-competition option is necessary in cases where the department leadership finds 

that it is necessary for the department to bring in new people in or if the leadership wants to test 

whether the staff who are already present will stand the contest when a position is openly advertised. 

There are now a number of recruitment programmes, such as the Pro Futura and the WAF, which on 

the one hand make a lot of opportunities available for persons who are allowed into the programme, 

but on the other hand also obliges the department to secure a tenured position for the person taken on 

as part of the programme. Such programmes are thus costly and care needs to be taken in order to 

ensure that UGOT candidates really wish to stay on after the programme. Otherwise the investment is 

wasted. 

The faculty has for the time being also allotted a sum of SEK 500,000 each year for attracting 

international visitors. This sum is put at the disposal of each department according to the judgement of 

the leadership. 

All of these options call for strategic decisions taken by the leadership as part of an overall aim to 

develop fields where the department is either already strong but could become stronger, or where the 

department is not yet strong but could develop it if the right person is hired. An analysis of needs, e.g. 

educational needs, and promising possibilities must lie behind any decision as to positions. 

Recommendations 

The panel recommends that all positions be scrutinised from the point of view of the overall strategic 

aims of the department as developed during broad consensus discussions on how to tackle future 

challenges (cf. below). Internationalisation is already present at the department and faculty support is 

available, but faculty funds might be used more efficiently if a long-term perspective of developing 

new strong points were the basis for all decisions. 

 

B3. Career structure 

Strengths 

• The department has been successful in training PhD students. Many UGOT PhDs have 

found research-oriented work elsewhere in Scandinavia, and many have continued in 

Gothenburg. This indicates that the Department of Swedish has been successful in this 

aspect of their work. 

 

Weaknesses 

• Lecturers who continue at UGOT immediately after their PhDs may attempt to further their 

careers via promotion, as noted in Section B2. Because they only have 10% research time, 

many, if not most, find it hard to be successful enough in research to develop their careers this 

way. 
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Recommendations 

• The panel recognises the tension between promoting in-house talent and recruiting from the 

outside, but notes that international experience or at least experience outside the department 

that awarded a candidate’s PhD, is often considered very positively by funding agencies (e.g. 

the ERC). The panel recommends that the most promising researchers be strongly encouraged 

to seek funding for postdoctoral research. Naturally, senior staff members should be involved 

in this by advising on research themes, funding sources, and even on structuring concrete 

proposals. 

 

B4. Funding 

Strengths 

• The primary funding of the Department of Swedish is tied to the number of students, so the 

department clearly needs to monitor the demand for this instruction and perhaps consider 

proactive steps to maintain it. Across Europe in general, fewer students are interested in 

languages, so caution is warranted. 

• Lexicology is financially strong due to its perhaps uniquely long-term contract with the 

Swedish Academy. Language technology has been unusually successful in acquiring 

prestigious external funding. 

Weaknesses 

• The programmes appear to involve a large number of courses, which in turn results in fewer 

students and less income per course, even while instructional burdens – preparations and 

contact hours – for the staff remain high (as noted above). Team teaching has excellent 

didactic benefits but can also add to the overhead for coordination need for the instructional 

program. 

 

Recommendations 

• Although there is presumably little one can do to allow more research time at all levels, we 

urge the department to do its best in this regard, especially at the most junior, instructor level. 

We repeat our recommendation from B3 (above) that the most promising researchers be 

strongly encouraged to seek funding for postdoctoral research. Naturally, senior staff members 

should be involved in this by advising on research themes, funding sources, and even on 

structuring concrete proposals. 

 

B5. Feedback and evaluation 

The introduction of individual research plans as described in the self-evaluation report is a concrete 

step meant to stimulate and make research activity among staff efficient. It gives the staff appropriate 

and encouraging motivation and feedback. When asked in the interviews, this planned initiative 

seemed to be highly appreciated among the staff. 

Recommendations 
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• The panel strongly suggests that the assignment to implement individual research plans 

should not be delegated to only one person, particularly if any consequences are to be 

attached to the success of the plans. Routines should also be developed for following up on 

the individual plans. 

 

 

Section C – Complete Academic Environment 

 

C1. Collaboration 

C1.1 Collaboration and networks within the University of Gothenburg, with other Swedish 

universities, and internationally 

The panel is very positive about the collaborations of the department (see immediately below), but we 

would especially like to recommend that the department do more to take advantage of the excellent 

linguistic research concentrated in the neighbouring departments of the Faculty of Arts, but also 

sporadically present throughout the university, e.g. in the Faculty of Education. The Faculty of Arts at 

the University of Gothenburg has excellent linguistic research in the Department of Philosophy, 

Linguistics and Theory of Science and in the Department of Literature and Languages. Together, they 

roughly equal the size of the Swedish department. 

There are some formal links and cooperations among these three organisations (such as the degree 

programme in language technology), and there are any number of informal ties, but there is no 

overarching structure where Gothenburg researchers in the language sciences can meet and seek to 

realise benefits from their proximity in opportunities to collaborate or at least find out about one 

another's work. 

We recommend that the Department of Swedish take the lead in creating a lightweight structure for 

promoting better cooperation. This recommendation seconds the department’s own goal of 
“developing new collaborations with other departments within the University of Gothenburg” (Self-

evaluation, p.10). 

We expect that the Swedish department will benefit from closer cooperation, which might be 

initiated with things as simple as a common website and a regular newsletter announcing 

upcoming conferences and workshops, lectures, and external visitors. This should mean better 

attendance and participation at such events, which is normally welcome. This should also lead 

to more opportunities for consulting with colleagues with complementary expertise when 

hypotheses arising in one linguistic sub-discipline lead to consequences in another, and thereby 

to opportunities for verification or validation. PhD projects may benefit when second 

supervisors may be drawn from a larger pool. Chances for participation in formal projects and 

grant applications may arise, and the larger group is likely to become better known 

internationally, perhaps leading to an enlargement of the “international footprint of research” 

(one of the department’s three main goals for the coming period, and the one they list first). 

At the risk of belabouring what might be obvious, we state explicitly that we do not recommend 

a large-scale reorganisation of the groups involved, but rather a low-budget investment in 

communications, at least as a start. 
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A second point concerns collaboration within the Department of Swedish itself. The panel was 

surprised to hear that some researchers in the language technology (LT) group feel like 

outsiders in the department. Perhaps this will improve when the entire department is housed in 

the new building. Given the likely continued importance of LT throughout linguistic research, 

the Deaprtment of Swedish should not just rely on the hope that geographic proximity will 

integrate this group more closely. Instead, the department should consider how it might 

integrate the expertise of the LT group into the others. The panel is convinced that this can 

improve not only the research of the LT group by confronting it with problems in linguistics but 

also the research of the other groups, as they incorporate techniques for computational 

modelling and/or for exploiting large data sets. 

The Department of Swedish lists an impressive number of local and international collaborations and 

networks in its self-evaluation. We can be certain that these enhance the work of the department and 

that they ensure that UGOT is well known in Sweden as well as in Europe, and indeed in the world. 

The Swedish Language Bank (SLB, Språkbanken) is a well-funded initiative led by the language 

technology (LT) group at UGOT and involving speech technology at KTH and the Swedish Institute 

for Language and Folklore (Institutet för språk och folkminnen, ISOF). It is developing a nationwide 

infrastructure for research on language technology, linguistics, and other research built on language 

data. It alone would suffice to put UGOT on the map with respect to collaborations, but the self-

evaluation lists four more LT projects with European and American partners, and funded by selective 

and prestigious agencies. Some SLB tools are so popular that they have inspired international 

workshops among users. 

The groups focusing on grammar, lexicography, multilingualism, and text and context are likewise all 

involved in national, Scandinavian and international collaborations ranging from collaborating on 

specific research topics, to conducting European projects and including active roles in international 

professional organisations. 

 

C1.2 Collaboration with external stakeholders 

Cooperation with external, non-academic stakeholders is concentrated in the LT and lexicography 

groups, where the very long-term contract of the lexicography group with the Swedish Academy is 

worth special mention. The group is under contract for work on the official Swedish dictionary, and 

the length of the contract indicates the remarkable confidence the Academy places in the department. 

 

C2. Relevance and impact on society 

The department admits candidly that a good deal of its research is motivated solely by scientific 

curiosity rather than specific applied goals. It sees its teaching and its graduates (see Section C3 

below) as its most tangible contributions to society, but it also lists several other contributions that 

arise occasionally. 

C2.1 Management and support 

In order to communicate its work to the public (see below), the department works through a 

departmental Communications Officer, but there is apparently little need for structures to foster 

knowledge transfer to industry, government or elsewhere. 
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C2.2 Research relevance and impact on society 

The department houses research in societally relevant areas, including aphasia (a neurological 

language disorder) and the multilingualism associated with contemporary immigration. Members of 

the language technology profile produce freely available software, which is definitely used outside of 

UGOT, and several department members have written textbooks that are used outside Gothenburg. 

Other members of the department are active in presenting research to the interested public, for 

example at the Gothenburg Book Fair, but the department itself is critical about the success of its 

outreach efforts.  

The department does not yet systematically gather information on this aspect of its work. 

We recommend that researchers be asked to keep track of this aspect of their work, and that the 

department keep a record of their annual or bi-annual reports. We are aware that this monitoring of 
outreach is a common challenge for the entire university (as discussed in other panel reports) and thus 

will have to be coordinated at least at the faculty level. 

 

C3. Research-teaching linkages 

The department is proud to continue the tradition of interwoven research and instruction, but both the 

self-evaluation and the remarks of colleagues in interviews emphasised that the teaching expectations 

could be burdensome. Semesters are 20 weeks long, many staff members have 65% and even 90% 

assignments in instruction, and courses are often team-taught. With respect to the final point, the 

panel appreciates the advantages of team teaching, but notes that it always involves an additional 

overhead of coordination. 

It surprised the panel to learn that there were many staff members who would be pleased to be 

involved in teaching but whose contracts do not allow it. This seems to be concentrated in the LT and 

LL programmes, and the committee recommends that the department explore opportunities to involve 
staff members from these areas in the instructional programmes. 

 

This is sensible in order to let students benefit from their expertise, and to give staff members in LT 

and LL an opportunity to acquire qualifications in instruction, while also relieving the burdensome 

level of teaching assignments elsewhere in the department. Perhaps willing staff members might take 

on some teaching in the team-taught course without violating the terms of their contracts. 

 

C3.1 Undergraduate and master’s education 

Although the department lists five research programmes, one of them, language technology (LT), is 

not involved in the teaching programme, and virtually all students in the undergraduate degree 

programme are students of Swedish (Scandinavian languages) or Swedish as a second language (SSL). 

Both these profiles are associated with the multilingualism research programme. Except for LT all the 

programmes participate in the master’s programme, where the imbalance between Swedish/SSL and 

the rest is smaller, but still exists. The education directors are proud of the fact that students in their 

programmes learn about current research and that they participate in it under careful supervision when 

they write their bachelor and master’s theses. 

The department depends on undergraduate numbers for a large part of its budget, so the dominant 

interest in Swedish and SSL must be borne in mind in formulating strategy. With respect to 

consequences for research, we note that researchers who are able to link their work to topics in 

education are likely to be more successful because they have the opportunity to involve students in 
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some projects, and this means that researchers with some affinity for Swedish and SSL should be 

attractive. We hasten to add that research in all the fields represented in Gothenburg can have affinities 

with the work in Swedish and SSL – Grammar, LT, LL, and TC, even if not every researcher is 

interested in pursuing this direction. 
 

C3.2 Doctoral education 

The doctoral students were without exception positive about their choice to come to UGOT, and about 

the opportunities for research in the department. Although students were satisfied with supervision, 

there appear to be no explicit guidelines about it, e.g. concerning the frequency of meetings between 

PhD candidates and supervisors, and such guidelines (not necessarily hard and fast rules) can be useful 

in case there are problems. The students were unaware of opportunities for instruction in several 

standard areas, however, and the panel would recommend that the courses be developed if necessary 

and be published prominently in areas such as research ethics (including co-authorship and dealing 

with human subjects), data management, statistics and data analysis, and career opportunities for 
PhDs outside academia. Decisions about participation in such courses could become part of the 

instructional and supervisory plans for each doctoral candidate. We are aware that such generic 

courses are planned to become part of the faculty’s programme and this seems sensible in view of the 

shortage of PhD scholarships at the faculty. It was notable that all the students had applied for their 

scholarship through open and broad calls and that there had been fierce competition for the positions 

(especially in SSL/Multilingualism). This underlines the attraction of the Department of Swedish PhD 

programme and the conscious decision to prioritise PhD positions at the department. 

 

 

Section D – Academic Culture 

 

D1. Academic culture 

The academic culture at the department is open and generous; all of the interviewees looked forward 

to moving in together with the others or receiving those who were housed outside of Humanisten, and 

relished the thought of having more interaction. That is a brilliant start indeed. But it is certainly not 

enough. The department has to launch a concerted effort to start the mental integration necessary to 

form a coherent whole, which still maintains its openness and its generous attitude towards external 

collaboration. 

The academic culture, to a certain extent, relies on a tacit agreement between staff and leadership that 

it is possible to be promoted if one meets the criteria for promotion to the next step. An important 

feature of the career ladder (cf. above) is the amount of research time which increases for each step 

upwards. In order for this to work to the benefit of everyone involved, the standards for moving 

upwards need to be explicitly formulated and rigidly adhered to in the assessment process. We are 
aware that is a hotly debated topic and also debated elsewhere in the RED19 evaluation, but we 

recommend that the department invest in an effort here which details e.g. the publication profiles 
required for the various positions. Professors should e.g. produce regularly at the highest level 

defined for the profile they are directing or are a part of. 
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D2. Publication 

D2.1 Publication strategy 

In Section A above we discussed the research quality metrics that are normally used, including 

publication details as codified in the Norwegian model. We concluded that the department does not 

come out as publishing well using this measurement. But is this the right measurement to use? We 

have looked at the list of publications which we asked the five research profiles to supply us with, 

detailing the publications which they themselves saw as their best contributions. The list is very 

instructive since it contains 57 items, 23 of which can be classified as belonging at level 2. When 

scrutinised a little more, it appears that the Norwegian system is particularly appropriate for MSSL, 

GG and TC, while it completely fails to cover the most relevant output from LL and to a certain (and 

well-known) extent also from LT. 

We have also looked at the development of the total number of publications per staff measured in 

FTE. This measure does not, however, take into consideration the minimal amount of time allotted to 
research in the position of lecturers (we have not, of course, included the teaching staff) and should 

thus be corrected for the amount of FTE in the various positions. This is not feasible, however, for the 

simple reason that some of the staff have been financed to carry out more research than is included in 

their university position, by external grant giving agencies. Thus, we agree that this is a crude 

measure, but when used to compute a mean of publications per FTE there are some grounds for worry 

since it is decreasing over the period, mostly because the number of FTEs has increased while the 

number of publications has not. Our reasons for optimism therefore rest on the delay in publication 

that is well-known. Eventually, we hope that means will rise as the newcomers increase their footprint. 

We may then tentatively conclude that the department still has a long way to go but that it is on the 

right track. As for the goal, we recommend that the department, in collaboration with the faculty, set 
up its own goals, independent of the Norwegian system where it does readily apply, while using the 

Norwegian (or any other system agreed upon) where it indeed does apply. In this way, the department 
can be held accountable for reaching its own goals, which have been formulated to significantly 

increase its national and international footprint. 

 

D2.2 Analysis of bibliometric data 

Department of Swedish, FTEs by year 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Professors 4 4 4 4 7 

Senior lecturers 22.7 22.1 20.6 20.7 17.8 

Lecturers 8.9 11.3 12.8 20.1 18 

Total 35.6 37.4 37.4 44.8 42.8 

MEAN (publications/FTE) 3.6 3.1 2.6 2.7 2.4 

Postdocs 4 1    

New total 39.6 38.4 37.4 44.8 42.8 

Publication data 

Total 128 116 96 121 103 

Articles, all 19 19 13 13 16 
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level 1 14 16 11 9 14 

level 2 2 3 0 2 1 

Books, all 0 0 1 1 1 

level 1 0 0 0 0 1 

level 2 0 0 1 0 0 

Book chapters, all 27 14 8 17 23 

level 1 4 3 1 6 22 

level 2 6 1 4 1 1 
 

 

As may be seen in the table above, the mean number of publications is decreasing almost year by year. 

Since the number of FTEs for research, including postdocs, is significantly higher in 2017 than it was 

at the beginning of the period (in 2013), primarily due to the higher number of professors and senior 

lectures and the appointment of postdocs, it is to be expected that the number of level 2 publications 
(however one wants to define that) will also increase significantly in the coming years. But this will 

not happen without a concerted effort. We have noticed the high hopes everybody has invested in the 

planning of publication efforts for a three-year period and the consultations on these plans with the 

Vice-Chair for Research at the department. This is indeed a good start and an important instrument but 

it also has to be backed up by the leadership so that it includes pooling of research time, especially for 

those at the bottom of the career ladder. Otherwise, there is a very real danger that lecturers become 

teachers for life. 

We recommend that the leadership closely follow progress as to publications in the channels selected 

as the most prestigious ones for the profiles and by the profiles themselves (cf. above), so as to 

monitor whether the instrument chosen has to be supplemented with others (courses in English and 
Swedish academic writing, master classes with relevant editors and/or particularly successful 

colleagues etc.) or revised. 

 

D3. Facilities and research infrastructure 

cf also E2 below 

The department has de facto willy-nilly taken a decision not to invest in the expensive lab facilities 

that, e.g., Lund University has built up during recent years. This seems however to be a decision that, 

so to speak, was not taken consciously and strategically but rather came about as the outcome of the 

interests of the staff. However that may be, the decision will probably not be reversed since lab 

facilities would weigh heavily on a shrinking budget, which is shrinking primarily due to the higher 

expenditure of the building. 

LT has taken on the highly valuable task of building the digital infrastructure for the department but 

some profiles have probably not taken advantage of the help and consultation they might get as to 

storing and structuring data. 

We recommend that all profiles appoint a member whose job it will be to coordinate such solutions 

and that leadership suppors this by allocating the necessary amount of time. 
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D4. Transverse perspectives 

D4.1 Equal opportunities and gender equality 

As in several other departments, the gender balance is uneven at the top (among the professors, five 

are men while two are women, one of whom is scheduled to retire soon) and at the bottom (students 

and PhD students manifest the opposite: Much more women than men). The department is concerned 

about both and we recommend that steps be taken to monitor future gender balances and to find ways 

to promote a better balance at both ends of the career ladder. 

 

D4.2 Internationalisation 

Obviously, a department which has defined itself as concerned with Swedish faces different challenges 

than departments such as FLoV in this respect. Nevertheless, as noted above the LT profile has 

succeeded eminently at creating an international milieu and MSSL is well on its way to doing so. The 

panel notes that it cannot be the responsibility of a department of Swedish to internationalise by hiring 

staff who are not fluent in and experts in the Swedish language, but internationalisation has to be seen 

as more than that: It certainly is the responsibility of the department to bring to the attention of 

international researchers work being carried out on Swedish, which has relevance for international 

discussions, including inter-Nordic discussions. Departments such as the one under scrutiny here also 

function as hubs for international students who want to study Swedish and this might be an angle 

which has not yet been fully exploited at UGOT. 

 

 

Section E – Support 

 

E1. Internal research support 

The Deputy Head of Department is willing to read grant applications before they are submitted in 

order to help optimise them, which is extremely helpful support. A small amount of discretionary 

funding is available for staff members who need time for (completing) grant applications. The deputy 

head of the language technology (LT) programme enthusiastically promised to try to support all 

requests for assistance in data management and archiving, and noted that his LT programme is also 

very willing to consider collaboration that requires data analysis, e.g., in extracting examples of 

linguistic structures. 

It would be sensible to ensure that there is training for complying with open-access guidelines, but 

such training might be offered at the faculty or the university level. 

It is common that linguistics departments have associated labs, but the UGOT department is involved 

in rather little technical linguistics, i.e. linguistics studies that require access to specialised equipment 

such as video/audio recording (and annotation software such as ELAN or EXMARALDA), eye-

tracking, reaction-time, ERP, articulography, ultra-sound, etc. or facilities for studying acquisition. 

Neurolinguistics apparatus would involve collaboration with a hospital, but lines of research involving 

fMRI, PET scanning, or deep-brain stimulation were not mentioned. Some work in technical 

linguistics is going on at UGOT, but rather little, and the department may wish to keep this in mind as 
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it seeks to strengthen its collaborations or its staff. It is worth noticing that the decision not to have 

such research seems to have been taken without any discussion of its possible consequences for the 

university’s profile within the language sciences in general but simply because that type of research 

used to be carried out at another department, i.e. that of linguistics. 

 

E2. Faculty and University-wide support 

The UGOT model is based upon widespread decentralisation. This is in many ways commendable but 

it seemed to the panel that the time has come to re-evaluate the role of the faculty in making decisions 

that have a direct effect on the departments. Two areas stand out: PhD education, where the panel was 

informed that various courses were planned at the faculty level (understandably so, since the number 

of PhD students at the departments has diminished considerably) and external funding. The self-

evaluation has some rather critical remarks on the lack of a faculty policy for co-financing when 

applying for external grants. At present there does not seem to be any stated policy here which applies 

equally to all departments at the faculty. 

This should be put in place so that all departments are aware of the costs and have committed to 

carrying out the project, including co-financing, before any applications are submitted. A review of 

what the role of the faculty is, as to the stimulation of research collaboration within the faculty, would 

be especially fruitful at the present juncture since the move to the Humanisten building is expected to 

open up new possibilities for just that. The panel has noted that the faculty does have a certain, not 

insignificant, amount of strategic means at its disposal.  

 

 

Section F – Other Matters 

 

F1. RED10 evaluation 

Cf. Section A1 above, it is our impression that the RED10 evaluation led to a fruitful reorganisation of 

the department but that the warning signals in RED10 as to the problems with publications have not 

yet led to a definitive strategy. 

 

F2. Other matters 

In times such as these it will be a good idea to search for new types of income and new routines. The 
first is to create more finances for teaching and research, the second for creating a better environment, 

liberating time spent on administrative routines for research. All routines must be scrutinised for time 

and efficiency. This is valid for the general meeting routines: Are they really all necessary and must 

they last that long? This also applies to the routines of teaching many courses in tandem or teams: Is 

this always necessary or always the best solution, seeing that it creates a need for coordination at all 

points? 
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We have been thoroughly impressed by the engagement shown first by the department deputy for 

research but indeed later at the site visit by all interviewees in the RED19 process. In recommending a 

broadly-based, generally bottom-up process of creating a long-term strategy for the Department of 

Swedish, it is a real asset that we have met so many people engaged in doing their best. 

 

Concluding Recommendations 

For the Department of Swedish there are challenges ahead: 

• There seems to be fewer new students coming in to study Swedish (this is probably a national 

challenge or even a European one) 

• The university as such has a strong tradition of third-stream activities (outreach) which the 

department should develop 

• Some research profiles are growing more than others and there could be a limit both as to how 

big profiles should be and how small profiles should be 

 

The leadership should place the Department of Swedish in the broader landscape of language sciences 

at UGOT. This would be instrumental for creating new partnerships and collaborative patterns inside 

and across departmental and faculty barriers. Leadership should actively encourage staff to find the 

best possible partners for project proposals outside the department, the faculty or even Sweden and 

Europe. 

Above, the panel asked the leadership of the department to reconsider the decision not to have a joint 

research strategy, as well as having shared visions and missions of the department (where are we now? 

where do we want to be in five/ten years’ time?). We argued that a well carried out strategy effort – 

led by the department leadership but in which the whole staff is engaged – would be beneficial for the 

department as a whole, in fact we see it as a cornerstone of the effort to tackle the challenges ahead. 

Consequently, it is our final recommendation that the departmental leadership start a process of 

looking ahead so that long-term strategic decisions may be taken based on a broad consensus. We 

have noted some reservations as to strategic decisions both at the department level and at the level of 

the faculty (and indeed the university). We understand these reservations but we also note that the 

challenges lurking ahead make it necessary to create a clear sense of direction for the department. 

Thus, the Department of Swedish should base its process on an analysis of long-term trends in the 

surrounding regional and national landscape, which may influence the very definition of Swedish as a 

subject in the future. These would include e.g. the composition of the population, the need for 

competencies and educational efforts in the future, and the conditions for universities to play a central 

role as drivers in the future. Furthermore, the definition of core activities at the department may have 

to be revised. We have tentatively circumscribed the core of activities at the department as concerning 

the written Swedish language, whether as an L1 or L2, but with the future involving multi-modal 
communication, the introduction of new hybrid text types and the blurring of the limits of languages, 

the very breadth of research at Swedish may have to change too, as may the definition of data for 

research and research strategies. 
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