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Program Schedule 
Day 1 

 08:30 – 08:40 Welcome remarks and objectives of the workshop 

08:40 – 09:00 Introduction of participants and program 

09:00 – 09:15 Remarks by dignitaries  

09.00 - 10.30 

From 'problem' to 'hypothesis: workshop participants work out a 

protocol in small groups: title, rationale (problem), research 

question, hypothesis and objectives. Participants play also the role 

of thesis supervisors of the other participants in a plenary 

session.Socratic coaching. 

10.30 - 10.45 Coffee break 

10.45 - 12.30 

Exploring the problems of thesis supervision encountered by 

workshop participants. Inventory. Participants share personal 

anecdotes.  

12.30 - 13.30 Lunch 

13.30 - 15.00 
Research skills: some common basic problems with databases and 

statistics.  

15.00 - 15.15 Coffee break 

15.15-16.30 
Discussion: 'what is a good hypothesis?' from clinical 

epidemiological and philosophical viewpoint.  

 
 Day 2 

 
08.30 - 08.45 

Wrap-up: what each of us will never forget from yesterday’s 

session? 

08.45 - 10.30 
Protocol: Expected results: tables and figures with dummy 

numbers. Exercises in supervision and coaching. 

10.30 - 10.45 Coffee break 

10.45 - 12.30 

Coaching Problems : managing the first encounter.   

 Common questions 

 Necessary questions 

 Frequent problems 

12.30 - 13.30 Lunch 

13.30 - 15.00 
Research Skills 2: Two alternating groups: mini workshops 

presentation skills / protocol achievement, including methods. 

15.00 - 15.15 Coffee break 

15.15 - 16.30 

Why should we require a thesis? 

 University view 

 Supervisor perspective 

 Student perspective 

Lee's model: introduction 
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Day 3 

 
08.30 - 08.45 

Wrap-up: what each of us will never forget from yesterday’s 

session? 

08.45 - 10.30 
Example of "merciless reviewing" of a protocol, preparing the 

discussion section of the final article or monograph or thesis  

10.30 - 10.45 Coffee Break 

10.45 - 12.30 
Lee’s model: five stories linked to the five elements.  

Coaching problems during follow-up meetings. 

12.30 - 13.30 Lunch 

13.30 - 15.00 

How to improve thesis supervision in the hosting institutions.  

 University part 

 Supervisor part 

Proposals and plenary discussion. 

15.00 - 15.15 Coffee break 

15.15 - 15.30 Workshop evaluation questionnaire 

15:30 -16:00 Closing ceremony 
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General aims 
 

This workshop intends to train faculty in postgraduate thesis supervision for the improvement in the 

quality of thesis supervision.  

Two themes of the workshop: 

 medical research methodology: to rehearse basic competence 

 pedagogy: to have a comprehensive and a deeper understanding of thesis supervision 

purposes and approaches 

 

Focuses of the three-day workshop: 

- Being  capable to judge a hypothesis in terms of feasibility, provability, falsifying and bias. 

- Critically review the quality of a protocol (title, hypothesis, objective and results) regarding 
coherence, consistency, soundness and clinic significance (cases demonstrate provability). 

- Reflect on one’s own understanding: what the purposes of thesis writing are in terms of 
institution, supervisor and student. 

- Be conscious about the importance of the first encounter and able to focus on the key issues 
and ask right questions in the meeting. 

- Be able to look for various feasible ways to tackle common difficulties encountered in the 
thesis supervision, taking into account different dimensions of thesis supervision. 

- Understand and appreciate the interactive training principles. 
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Day 1 

1. Protocol development 

Training activity 1: From 'problem' to 'hypothesis 

Facilitator presents a hypothetical situation, for instance asking for writing a research protocol to 

answer a Minister’s concern: “ I think, there are too many treatments for typhoid fever in our 

country.” 

Working in groups, participants are required to work out three parts of a protocol: title, hypothesis 

and objectives 

Training activity 2: 

Participants play also the role of thesis supervisors of the other participants in a plenary session. 

The accent is put on relevance, consistency and coherence of the protocol, rather than on the 

aspects related to the disease itself.  

Protocols should be: 

 Sound (relevant) 

 Focused (not too ambitious, not the cosmos) 

 Coherent and consistent 

 Feasible 

Moreover, we require a clear subjective hypothesis (in section four of the first day, this will be 

proven) and the impact of the anticipate results of the research protocol. 

 

For the pedagogical aspect, based on the reaction of the participants who played supervisors’ role, 

these aspects need to be emphasized: 

1. NOT give students DIRECT answers to the problem detected but rather providing feedback in 

form of questions to stimulate students to think and find answers him/herself. 

2. feedback should be formed in a short and clear sentence. 

3. let students spell out their rationale. In this way, supervisor can find out the falsities and ask 

the right questions that stimulate thinking and reflection. 

4. in the first meeting where students bring their protocols, the supervisor needs to have a 

clear idea on what is/her own role is at this stage:  

 limit the research project scope  

 clarify and specify students’ research focus(es) 

 discuss with students the feasibility of the research project plan 

 pinpoint/suggest particular area(s) in which students need to carry out literature search 

 

Group Discussion Outcomes: 

In the groups, the interpretations of the word “too many treatments” may be different, and may 

(not “should”) represent: 

 What is the prevalence of culture proven typhoid? 

 What is the resistance pattern of salmonellae? 

 What are the actual prescription patterns? 
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 Is it possible to make clinically a correct diagnosis (accuracy)? 

 What is the threshold for typhoid fever treatment? 

 How many treatments are exceeding the number allowed by the comparison of post-test 

probability and threshold? 

Reflection & comments: 

The purposes of the second training activity is to illustrate the concept of Socratic coaching. After 

the rest, functioning as supervisors, give feedback to each group protocol presentation, meta-

feedback is given by the workshop facilitator.  

Socratic coaching 

 
 

2. Exploring the problems of thesis supervision 

Participants are asked to discuss in group and share in plenary:“Which problems do you encounter 

during your thesis supervision ?” 

Group Discussion on Possible Outcomes: 

Students’ point of view 

- Conflict between supervisors 

- Student does not have his say 

- Staff has no time 

Supervisors’ point of view 

- Resource constrains(feasibility and availability of the instruments, samples/cases, literature) 

& time constrains to select/conduct particular research topics 

- Conflict between supervisors; weak co-promoter. 

- Overload of objectives in one thesis 

- Statistician has got limited time 

- Plagiarism 

- No inter-communication between departments: only departmental topics are considered 

- Difficulty in selecting the topics (have to always find some new and feasible topics out of a 

vast amount of topics)  

- Lack of time of the supervisor 

- Lack of training in academic writing 
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- Lack of experts  

- The necessity of changing the protocol for resource or other strains. Should we stick to the 

protocol to the end? Difficulty to keep a balance between flexibility and stability. It is 

important to think it through from the beginning: question is whether supervisors have the 

capacity to be the gate keeper?  

- Thesis quality is less controlled. What are the mechanisms which control the quality of 

protocol? 

- Different training styles of students 

- Distance of students to the university: problem for regular meetings 

- Understanding of the student deficient (weak student) 

- Student confused, nervous 

- Student wants to postpone 

- Student expects topic from the supervisor 

- Too dependent on supervisor 

- Lack of decision on the topic 

- Lack of research knowledge 

- Lack of motivation 

- Sincerity problem 

- Student is too ambitious 

- Some students have a language problem (English is second or third language) 

3. Research skills: some common basic problems with databases and 

statistics. 

Training activity 1: important database pitfall 

Key message: Excel should NOT be used as a database, it is a spreadsheet for calculation or analysis.  

Frequent and irrecoverable error occurs when the following events take place chronologically: 

 The student decides to combine two variables in a new one -> 

 Later he decides this makes no sense, and empties the column -> 

 The student sorts the data and deletes the empty column 

Note:  

 If there is an empty column, only data right or left are considered as database 

 sorting the data will be restricted to one side, records are mixed. 

 

The procedure of this training activity: 

Step 1: Demonstration  

Step 2: participants try themselves to fully understand how catastrophe happens  

Training activity 2: common pitfalls of statistic 

1. High p, low effect size 

Double blind study. Ofloxacin vs ciprofloxacin 

200 vs 205 patients 

Time to disappearance of fever: 44 vs 43 hours. P<0.001 

Conclusion: ciprofloxacin is superior to ofloxacin.  

Question: do you agree with this conclusion?  
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Suggested Socratic questions: 

 What does P<0.001 mean? 

 Is 1h difference significant in this case? 

Participants’ correct conclusions: 

 Statistically significant, clinically not 

 Truth of the statistical significance:  true about almost nothing (i.e., 1h difference) 

2. Relative vs absolute risk 

Java.  

Dengue fever reinfection with another strain: excess risk of mortality 

Dengue incidence 700/100,000 

Probability of reinfection with another strain: 75% in case of reinfection. 

Dengue shock or haemorragic syndrome: 2% 

In hospital mortality in case of serious dengue: 1% 

Dengue fever reinfection with other strain: 80% more risk of fatal outcome. (p=0.001)  

Conclusion: tourists should avoid new travel to endemic countries after a first dengue infection.  

Question: do you agree with this conclusion? 

Suggested way to work out the problem: 

 
Population 

 

 
100.000 

 Yes Infected No 

700 
 

99.300 

 
Reinfection?  75% 

 
525 

 

 
Complicated? 2% 

 
10,5 

 

 
Mortality 1% 

 
0,105 

  

Suggested Socratic questions: 

 What is the difference between absolute and relative risk? 

Participants’ correct conclusion 

 Absolute mortality risk is only 1 in a million! 

3. Double blind study: statistical difference in the baseline. 

Double blind intervention study: misoprostol vs ocytocin 

133 vs 145 patients 

Baseline comparison of both groups 

 misoprostol oxytocin p 

Age (years) 24 26 0.03 

N° births 3.5 4.1 0.3 

Foetal age (weeks) 38 39 0.9 

Cervical dilation (cm) 2 6 0.01 
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Suggested Socratic question:  

What should we do with the two significant baseline indicators ? 

Participants’ correct conclusions 

 Age is different, but effect size is negligible.  

 Cervical dilation is 200% more in oxytocin  group: bias probable, procedure violated 

probably.  

4. The absence of proof is not the proof of absence 

Intervention trial: is exchange transfusion a worthwhile adjuvant to artemisinin therapy in treatment 

of severe malaria?  

45 vs 43 patients 

Baseline data: no difference in age, gender, level of parasitaemia, clinical stage.  

Results: 

 Mortality exchange transfusion + artemisinin 30% 

 Mortality artemisinin alone 32%.  

 P value 0.3 

Proposed conclusion: exchange transfusion is not a good adjuvant to artemisinin treatment.  

Suggested Socratic question 

Do you agree with this conclusion? 

Possible Outcomes: 

Right conclusion: we could not prove that exchange transfusion is useful as adjuvant to artemisinin.  

Wrong conclusion: we proved that exchange is useless as adjuvant to artemisinin.  

Reflection &Comments: 

This training activity can be conducted in three steps:  

 Q 1: “imaging that your students brought their thesis, you found the information below, 

what is wrong?”  

 Q 2: “what are the key messages you would give to your students?”  

 Q 3: “how would you formulate the message in form of questions so that your students can 

discover their mistakes themselves?”  

4. 'What is a good hypothesis?' from clinical epidemiological and 

philosophical viewpoint 

Training activities: 

Provide 3 hypotheses. Instructional question: “if your students come with these 3 hypotheses, will 

you encourage them to continue or tell them to stop? Why?” 
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1. Non falsifiable 

“Does better diabetes glycaemia control can diminish diabetes foot ulcers incidence and allow faster 

ulcer healing?” 

Possible, and correct answer: 

 Students point pretest probability of this hypothesis at 90% 

 If the test is positive, it will add nothing to the evidence. 

 If the power of the test is 80%, and the p value 0.05,  

 
72     0,5 99,31034 PPV 

 
  80 5   

  

 
  20 95   

  

 
18     9,5 65,45455 

Post negative test 
probability 

 
90 

  
10 100 

 

       sens 80 
     spec 95 
     prev 90 
      

Right conclusion: 

If the student can prove his hypothesis, it will add nothing to the already known evidence. If he can 

not, he will bring the probability somehow down, but not under a threshold of changing therapy or 

behavior.  

The facilitator might clarify this further with this graph: 

 

 
 

2. Provable, but will never reach the threshold 

“Artemisia derivatives cause hearing loss in malaria treated patients.”  

Background:  
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 An animal study showed a 5 decibel loss at high doses. 

 A case report from Ecuador, and two from Congo proved hearing loss by arthemeter.  

Possible Outcomes: 

In the same logic, participants might suggest: 

 Students point pretest probability of this hypothesis at 1% 

 If the test is positive, it will add little to the evidence. 

 It will never reach the threshold of prohibiting the use of this highly effective drug.  

 Quinine causes hearing loss, and is still widely used.  

3. Too many biases 

“Interactive training in clinical decision making increases correct decisions in practice.”   

Possible Outcomes: 

 This research is extremely difficult to execute. 

 Controls should be offered an equal amount of other relevant training, or a cross over 

should be foreseen. 

 Many parameters of this research are difficult to control and be measured 

 Ethical issues? Decisions concern patients.   
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Day 2 

1. Protocol development 

 

Training activity: 

Task 1: Review the title, hypothesis and objectives to improve the coherence of these three parts 

Task 2: Write Expected results: tables and figures with dummy numbers.  

Task 3: Play a role as supervisors, give feedback to the other groups 

 

Reflection & Comments: 

This is a difficult exercise. Participants are not always able to see the relevance of imagining at this 

stage the expected results, and do not give feedback from their expected results to the former three 

sections (title, hypothesis, objectives).  

 

Facilitator should explain the purposes of this “writing the results” exercise. 

2. First encounter: questions and problems 

Training activity: 

Step 1: discuss in group: “what questions do you ask at first encounter/what questions did you 

receive when you were students at first encounter?” 

Step 2: share questions in the plenary  

Step 3: what are questions supervisors should ask in the first encounter 

Step 4: plenary 

Common questions at first encounter 

Background 

- Educational background? 

- Family background: finance? 

- IT knowledge ? 

- Previous thesis ? 

- Previous research ? 

- Relation in the institute?  

Supervision 

- Students’ expectations from supervisor 

- IT expectations? 

- Why did you choose me as a supervisor? 

Thesis 

- Resources for his research 

- Why this topic, domain 

- Motivation to do a thesis? 

- Future career? 
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- Expected expenditure? 

- Planning? 

- Expectations from students and supervisors, such as agreement for meetings: how many? 

who takes initiative? 

3. Training students in presentation results and defense 
See addendum 1, p21. 

4. Why should we require a thesis? 

Lee's model: introduction: see addendum 2, p24 

 

Training activities: Matching game (see addendum 3, p25) 

Statements of supervisors and students are given.  In a group participants group supervisors 

and students who hold the similar value. 

Plenary: why should we require a thesis? 

Point of view of university 

For the results 

Generate new knowledge 

For national policy (guidelines), for knowledge centers. 

Useful for clinical practice  

To change the behavior of the students. Ex: Scientific basis for handwashing.  

Academic excellence 

For the activity itself 

Motivate students for the research activity 

Faculty change to research 

Create new generation of researchers 

Point of view of the supervisor 

Enhance personal development of the supervisor:  

 Research skills,  

 knowledge,  

 communication skills,  

Academic eminence:publications 

Necessary for promotion 

Creating a team, networking  

Find and inherit some good workers for your institute 

Point of view of students 

Acquire scientific methodology,learning statistics, gain knowledge 

Expectation of applicability of results 

Training thesis writing 

Enthusiasm over the topic 

To get good supervision 
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Promotion (with PhD), career 

Involvement in research work, academia (inculturation) 
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Day 3 

1. Protocol development: merciless review 

Training activity 

Step 1 (in group): protocol exchange: each group reviews another group’s product, pairwise. 

Step 2 (plenary):  

One representative of each group presents the protocol 

In a first step the ‘pair’ group reviews, later the remainder critically review the content. 

Finally the facilitator gives his own critic, and suggests to include this discussion in the discussion and 

weaknesses section of the thesis or article.  

2. A: Metacognition : where does Lee’s model applied to this workshop 
Participants are asked to discuss where this workshop with its different themes and activities meets 

with Lee’s model.  

Some answers 

 Protocol development: functional and critical thinking 

 Merciless reviewing: critical thinking 

 Presentation rules: emancipation 

 Group work: relationship development 

3. B: Possible solutions of problems 
Some of the problems presented during section 2 of the first day (see p 8) are discussed in this time 

slot.  

Training activities: 

Seeking possible way to tackle selected problem, using Ann Lee’s thesis supervision framework  

Student wants to postpone, always delaying 

 Coffey 

 Reexamine the topic, solution together 

 List the benefits 

Lack of research knowledge 

 Check knowledge before starting 

 Give books or articles 

 Organize courses on research methodology 

 Organize peer review 

 Make statistician available 

 Organize interactive seminars in department 

Thesis scope too broad /Too ambitious 

 Friendly environment 
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Lack of time of the supervisor 

 Good first encounter, time scheme 

 IT, library help 

 Training of supervisors in thesis supervision 

Not sincere 

 Inquire problems, motivation 

 Why not sincere? 

 Give more responsibility 

Staff has no time 

 Better preparation of protocol 

 More time for first encounter 

 Diaries  

Conflict between supervisors 

 Personal? Triangular? 

 Informal meetings, and regular formal joint meetings 

 More functional planning 

 External support? 

 Feedback of student to supervisors, and among supervisors 

Understanding of the student too low;  

 Good relationship. 

 Why, exploring 

 Analyzing which domain is deficient. 

 Suggest learning material (IT, …), optional class 

 Screening and selection 

No time of statistician 

 Most statistical problems are problems of logic and concepts, not of statistics.  

 Teach students basis of statistics 

 Discuss the time of statistician needed 

Plagiarism:  

 Explore motivation first!  

 Discuss ethics in the beginning 

 Multicenter or group thesis.  

 Continuous interaction 

4. How to improve thesis supervision? 

Personal level: Responsibility as supervisors 

- Apply, incorporate the principles learned in this workshop 

- Improve our own efficiency 

- Better selection of students: motivation, knowledge, ITetc. 

- Create research environment 
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- Thesis guidance document 

- Foster interdepartmental collaboration 

- Take also the student’s point of view 

- Train presentation skills 

- Focus on emancipation 

- Apply Socratic method in discussions 

- Discuss your own role with the student 

- Learn and apply some statistics yourself 

- Apply all five Lee’s targets 

- Fix the target of the research from the beginning, and discuss expectations  

- Stress the logical part of the thesis 

- Force students to focus (not too ambitious) 

- Start from expected results, before methodology.  

Institutional level: Responsibility of university 

- Disseminate the concepts of this workshop to the authorities 

- Thesis committee should incorporate a workshop in the student curriculum 

- Make university-broad guidelines for thesis 

- Coordination of thesis supervision: make a board. 

- Coordination of protocols and research. Common time frame. 

- Organize monitoring of supervision  

- Allow more interaction time with students.  

- Train supervisors in supervision periodically. A first workshop can foster a common ground 

- Training in research methodology 

- Rewarding for supervisors.  

- Independent jury. 

- Ask LinkEd for help 

- Student evaluation of the supervisors. Inquire student satisfaction 

- Introduce impact factor. 

- Every institution its journal and publication committee.  

- Liaison with other institution(s)  

- Introduce interactivity in training 

- Free time to students for their thesis, curriculum  
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Addendum IModels and rules of interactive teaching 
Jef Van den Ende 

with a little help from 

Socrates 

5. Principles : Training 
We retain  
10% of classical courses 
20% of audio-visual courses 
0% of audio-visual courses if we have to darken the room (everybody sleeps or is sleepy) 
70% of interactive courses 
90% of what we teach ourselves  

6. Principles : Training by doing (talking) 
We learn most when  
We have to think 
Solutions are in relation to what we already know 
We can explain to friends how we see the problem 
We have to report to a whole group 

7. Principles: Socratic method 
Train by asking questions 
“Any slave can discover any great philosophical concept” (Socrates) 
Think of a message or a concept 
Look for an example in real life 
Start with a very open question 
Do not suggest the answer you expect 

8. Principles: Socrates II 
If the answer is completely different from what you expect,  
do not be upset,  
but show you are interested and happy,  
use it in next discussion or future training 
Show that you, yourself,  
take part of the reflexion 
want to learn 

9. Principles: contextualising 
Concepts should be repeatedly contextualised-decontextualised.  
Start from an example from the real world 
Let participants discover the concept 
Explain in more detail the concept 
Give a new example, in a different context, and ask a different question 
Let participants rediscover the concept 
Rediscuss the content 

10. Contextualising: example 
Think of the message: how to quantify a predictive or causal relation 
Example: meteorology 
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Discuss and explain odds ratio 
Example: criminology 

Discuss and explain odds ratio 
Example: medicine 

Discuss and explain odds ratio 

11. The seven rules 
 

 

12. Space 
Setting the scene is of utmost importance 
Take five to ten minutes to arrange correctly the hall 
Ask students to lift tables and chairs, not to shove, push or pull them 
Take into account acoustics 
Halls are rarely to blame 
Learn, teach and apply the seven rules of speaking in public 
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13. Two models of space utilisation 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Model 1

Model 2
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14. Advantages model 2 
Students of one group close to each other 
No need to shout 
Students of one group closer to each other than to students of other groups 
Focusing of discussion within group.  
No distraction by “foreign” neighbours. 
Advantage of former both: no exponential build up of noise volume.  

15. Advantages model 2 
Agora in the center 
Students can always address the complete group, without having “to go to the wall”  
Tutors are closer to the students  
Tutors can move in the agora, can always address the whole group.  
Role play is possible in the centre 

16. Plenary sessions 
By your asking for discussion in small groups, you favour and create chaos 
So, starting plenary, do not expect chaos subsiding immediately.  
Announce “plenary within two minutes” 
Always make a round to check if every group is more or less ready for plenary 

17. Reporting 
Ask every day for another reporter at each table 
Ask reporters to stand, while reporting.  
Voice intensity increases by 10 to 20 decibels, when getting up  
Ask reporters to move to a place where they can address all participants 

18. Problems 
A reporter is not speaking loudly enough 
do not approach him/her.  
instead, go to the completely opposite side of the room,  
ask him/her to repeat until everybody understands what he is saying.  
Do not ask to repeat. Ask to put it in other words. This is less hurting 

19. Conclusion 
Interactive teaching is 
 

Effective 
Efficient  
Fun for teachers and students 
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Addendum II Lee’s model 
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Addendum III Matching game to introduce the concept of Ann Lee’s 

framework 
 

Prof. Elen: “There were some really bad practices going on but I didn’t get 

involved in any of that…( the other supervisor) would call the student down 

and leave her sitting outside for an hour because he was busy, and then asked 

her what she wanted, he had requested the meeting in the first place… I just 

modeled what I thought were good practices which were around, discussing 

what we were going to do , asking for things a week ahead so I could read 

them, giving feedback when I said I would, or if I could not do it, saying when it 

would be ready… I think it is needed to have very regular meetings early on.” 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Student Jan: “I always liked to have a date arranged for the next meeting 

before I left the current session. I kept copies of records of each meeting with 

my supervisor (e.g., date of the meeting, who does what and by when) so I 

could monitor the progress and keep in mind what needed to be done in the 

next step. I tried my best to send my supervisor something to read before 

meeting him. This could not only demonstrate I was making progress but also 

made our meetings more productive.” 

 

 

Prof. Batselier: “An important role of a supervisor is to get students to 

understand that an excellent thesis is written in a crystal clear fashion. Well 

structured, using an appropriate style of language, not excessively technical. A 

good thesis where at every point it explains and justifies what they have done. 

A weak one describes procedure but does not justify it. To train students’ 

critical thinking skill was not easy. I tried different ways to enable them to 

formulate an argument, anticipate complex problems and put it coherently on 

paper.”  

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------- 
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Student Kim: “My tutor was not confrontational, she encouraged me to be 

critical of my own idea. I think the most gain from thesis writing is that now I 

am more independent in the sense that I can know better when an 

idea/statement is worth following or not. I can do this by examining the hidden 

assumptions. I value tremendously such an ability to reason correctly.” 

 

 

Prof. Bert: “If at the end of the process, your student implements corrections 
and thinks that is good enough to pass because 'this has been through the 
filter of the supervisor, therefore it is ok', then your supervision definitely is a 
failure. To me the essence of the thesis supervision is to develop independence 
of mind. I try to achieve my goal by constantly encouraging students to 
examine their own and others' assumptions and foundational believes and 
values; by asking them to be open minded: always imaging alternative answers 
(even counter-arguments) and to evaluate each of these alternatives before 
taking action.” 
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------- 

 
Prof. Huisman: “I act as a mentor in the thesis supervision process. My task is 
to get students into a new role in which they self-regulate themselves: to learn 
how to self-monitor development and to  cope with changes, conflicts and 
emotions. Helping my students to have personal development is my focus. 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------- 

 
Student : I greatly appreciate that my supervisor was very patient in letting me 
find my own direction and values. He offered support and challenges at 
appropriate time and was careful not to impose his own agenda. when I fail at 
a particular task, he helped me to learn from that mistake. I felt more strong 
after going through all the difficulties. 
 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------- 
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Prof. De Pauw: “In my view, writing a thesis is a good way to learn quickly to 

embody the ethical principles and practices of this discipline. To me, one of the 

great successes of thesis supervision is that some of your master students 

want to continue studying or working in the discipline afterwards. So it is 

important to show examples of interesting and excellent work in my field to 

my students. There has to be an immaculate honesty in science and one needs 

to have very , very high standards in that respect… so in a sense this 

accountability also applies to my group of mater students. Whenever there is 

an incident of some, you know, unethical conduct, not in my group but 

somewhere else, you read about in the newspaper sometimes, I always make a 

point of discussing that with my students… and marveling ‘how in the world 

that was possible in a scientific enterprise which prides itself in honesty and 

transparency.” 

 

Student Stefan: “My supervisor always told me that I needed to know what 

‘good enough’ looks like. So she gave some of his favorite books and articles to 

me and asked me to be involved in one of her research teams so that I can 

observe how good work can be done. She thinks science is a very collaborative 

endeavor and the fact that academic has frequently been an isolated 

researcher is not the right way to be... She has already given my advice on it, 

telling me which seminars to attend , to meet the right people, telling me I can 

get to know different lecturers and stuff. She’s quite good like that.” 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Student Steven: “ What I appreciated the most is that my supervisor helped me 

do some networking… In addition, he always intentionally encourage me to 

identify the different convention he was very helpful.” 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Prof. Caluwaerts: “I enjoyed being with my postgraduate students. For me, it 

was important that my students maintained positive working relationships 

with their peers and enthused each other with their interest in their work. Not 

only me but the whole supportive team should help them as required.”  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Student An: “I remember when I had my first meeting with my two supervisors 

I was very happy and sent an email back to my friend at home I told them that I 

sat down with my supervisors and we had a nice chat. I never felt so close to 

my teachers before and this was important to me.” 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Student Ana: “I think I was really lucky. I had very good relation with my 

supervisor. She made it clear that she was willing to help at any time. She often 

said to me ‘ if you ever have any questions, don’t hesitate to ask’. It was a 

pleasant experience to work with her. Of course thesis writing sometime was 

so stressful and I could not help showing my emotions. She always dealt with it 

so well and I never felt uncomfortable or intimidated.” 
 

 

 

 


