

EDUCATIONAL AND SUPERVISION PLANNING FORMS

(1st, 2nd and 3rd year of the PhD Trajectory)

developed at the Amsterdam School for Social science Research

(1988 -  2006)


FIRST YEAR EDUCATIONAL AND SUPERVISION PLANNING FORM PRIVATE 


(to be submitted in second month of  participation, in hard copy format as well as by email attachment)

 1.
Concerns (name PhD student)


...................................


Starting date of participation in Ph.D. program


...................................


I received: the brochure Information for Ph.D. students 

yes / no


Title of the research project:


…………………………………………………………………………………………………….. …

 2.
Form completed by (name PhD student and name supervisor, the ‘primus inter pares’ of the supervising committee)


...................................


...................................

 3.
Name of promotor (if known, a final decision will be taken in this respect upon completion of the first year)


...................................

 4.
Name of co-promotor (if known, a final decision will be taken in this respect upon completion of the first year). Proposals concerning a co-promotor position will have to be brought forward in consultation with the promotor.


...................................

 5.
Members of supervising panel


1. ................................


2. ................................


3. ................................

6.
(For foreign Ph.D. students) I will submit a request for exemption from the Dutch M.A. exam: 


………………………….. (year / date) 

7.
Summary of thesis research and definition of research problem


(not exceeding 100 words)

8.
Planning of research activities in first year (time schedule, progress as planned for the end of the first year) 

8.a.
Have you made an appointment with the Financial Manager to discuss the financial aspects of your research activities in the coming years and to see whether it is useful to apply for external financial support?


Appointment made?
Y / N


Date: ……………..

 9.
It is of importance to analyse the PhD Student’s qualities with respect to the requirements demanded for a successful completion of the PhD project. One can think of theoretical knowledge, knowledge of prior empirical research, methodological knowledge and expertise in specific methods. 


One of the capacities sometimes overlooked refers to the storage, annotation and classification of research data to be collected in the second year. More and more, third year PhD students encounter serious difficulties in getting a grip on the huge amount of data collected in the second year. Delay is often an unnecessary consequence. 


PhD student and supervisor are invited to analyse student capacities and project requirements and to plan on that basis the educational activities in the first year. Besides the obligatory Theory in Action and Methodology Clinic, it is of importance to take into consideration external course options.


a. Educational activities in first year (workshops, tutorials, lectures, optional courses, individual literature research, supervising consultations etc.)


b. I will participate in the ‘promotieclub’: …………………………………(name of the ‘promotieclub’)

10.
Agreements on supervision between PhD student and supervisors? 

10a.
When will you discuss a draft of the 8th month paper with your supervisors?

10b.
Give a specified overview of the literature you will study during your first year. This planned literature search is the result of deliberations between you and your supervisors. You kindly attach this overview of authors and titles to the Educational and Guidance Planning Form.


11.
Agreements on supervision in case of absence/sabbatical leave of supervisor?


(only if applicable)

12.
When and in which journals will you publish about your work in progress during the PhD trajectory? What are the advices of your supervisors in this respect?

13.
Courses to be taught by PhD student during the first year?


yes/no


Name of course..........................


Starting date of course.................


Department..............................


Faculty.................................


University..............................

PhD students who have a position as “AIO” or “OIO” are under contract to teach at the undergraduate level in the departments of Sociology/Anthropology and Political Science. The maximum of the annual teaching load is 10% of the AIO working time (160 hours). PhD students are free to refrain from teaching in the first and second year of their AIO appointment. As a consequence, they will teach at a maximum of 320 hours of the working time per year, in the third and the fourth year. The AIO’s are asked to indicate below how they will accomplish their teaching load during their second, third and fourth year (see the annex below)

14.
Estimated quantity of activities (in percentages)


Research activities.......….%

Congress attendance.........%


Attendance educational 


program.................……...%     

Writing of paper......​..…....%

     
Courses to be taught.........%


Fund raising activities......%

15.
Evaluation of research progress will concern:

  a.

attendance of mandatory courses (please mention attended courses and the titles of the papers that were written at the end of the courses); attendance of the mandatory staff seminar (mention the attended seminars)

  b.

'eighth month paper' (4 copies), being an elaborated and revised research proposal which illustrates considerable progress of the research. Specify this considerable progress. (The progress, as expressed in the 8th month paper, should confirm the board's confidence in the student's ability to complete the PhD study within 4 years)

  c. 

a draft of a well-reasoned table of contents (approximately 5 pages, 4 copies)

  d.

the PhD student is asked to present an overview of the meetings with the supervisor or ‘promotor’ in the period lying behind (date, subject of meeting, titles of work in progress that has been discussed)

16.

8th month paper to be handed in (date):......... 

17.

8th month paper will be assessed by:....................

 

1.....................



2.....................



3.....................

18. Planning of educational and other contributions to the Departments of Sociology /Anthropology or Political  Science.[only in case of appointment as “AIO” or “OIO”, departments of Sociology/Anthropology or Political Sciece at Universiteit van Amsterdam]
Explanation: 

Starting their PhD trajectory at the Amsterdam School, the PhD students can choose between two types of contractual formalization: they can opt for either a PhD scholarship or an employee status as AIO (assistant researcher in training) or OIO (in case of a subsidy by the national science foundation – NWO/WOTRO).

If one prefers the AIO status, the  candidate is under contract to teach or to fulfil other duties in either the department of Sociology/Anthropology or the department of Political Science, with a maximum of 160 hours per academic year (+/- 10% of the annual work load). The chairperson of the department involved will not approve an AIO contract if the candidate is not able or willing to commit him or herself to this contractual obligation. In that case, the candidate will be offered a PhD scholarship contract.

Departments and Research School will evenly spread the teaching or other duties over the four years of the appointment as an AIO or OIO. Because many AIO’s (or OIO’s) will spend their second year abroad, or are unable to teach in their second year because of other reasons of data collection, most of the PhD students will have to deal with a teaching load of 210 hours per year in their first, third and fourth year.

The AIO’s will teach especially in the first or second year of the undergraduate programs in Sociology, Anthropology and Political Science, yearly teaching the same courses that are highly standardized, with elaborated scenarios, under the responsibility of senior staff members. It has been agreed that specific courses will be assigned to PhD students on a permanent basis (to be decided in co-operation between departments and Research School.

If AIO’s or OIO’s will spend more working hours on a course than the prescribed number of 160 (four years alternative) or 210 (three years alternative), these extra hours will be transferred to the next year of appointment. They will be taken into account in deciding on the teaching load or other duties in that year.

The calculation of the actual amount of working hours per course will be settled by PhD students and senior staff members (course coordinators) together. To that end, the PhD students keep a diary as far as the actual working hours are concerned.

Because many PhD students are not capable to speak Dutch and – therefore – are not capable to teach in the regular undergraduate program, there will be three possibilities to fulfil the extra duties: 

a) they will be involved in the departmental courses given in the English language (teaching assistant-ships within the context of the International School), 

b) research assistance on behalf of staff members of the Research School
c) other types of assistance on behalf of the departments 

Every year in March, the chairpersons of the departments involved and the (vice) dean of the Amsterdam School will settle the educational or other duties of the PhD students for the coming academic year.  These agreements will be based on  a departmental overview of courses or other duties to fulfil for which the departments want to call on the AIO’s or OIO’s 

The planning of the educational or other duties will be written down by the PhD student and the first supervisor or promotor in the yearly Educational and Guidance Planning Form. The agreements will be confirmed by the vice dean of the Amsterdam School. 
Planning of contributions:

	
	Type of contribution



	First year
	(for specifidcations please fill in item 13, above)



	Second year
	

	Third year
	

	Fourth year
	


19.
Sign as correct:


PhD student..............................


Supervisor/promotor......................


(date)              .....................

20.
Sign as correct on behalf of the board


.........................


(date)              .....................

Exemption from Dutch ‘doctoraal examen’ (for foreign Ph.D. students)

In order to gain access tot the process leading toward a doctorate, as a rule the legal minimum educational requirement must be satisfied. This means having successfully completed an education with a course load of at least I68 credits: in other words, a Dutch `doctoraal' degree or HBO-degree (given upon completion of a 4 year polytechnic programme) can serve as a starting point for attaining the doctorate.

In all other cases a request must be made tot the Doctorate Board for the granting of an exemption from the educational requirement previous to the request for admission as a candidate for the attainment of a doctor's degree.

If a candidate has a foreign education, it must first be ascertained whether the degree attained is sufficient to gain access to a doctorate. If this is the case, the person concerned can be granted exemption form the legal Dutch educational requirement. If this is not the case, then the person concerned must provide proof (other than a diploma) which satisfies the Doctorate Board that he or she can be regarded as capable of the independent pursuit of scholarship. Proof of this sort may be provided by a current (university) function, by publications, and so forth.

It is advisable to submit a timely request to the Doctorate Board for exemption from the educational requirement (before commencing research for the doctorate or before the end of the first year of participation in the Ph.D. program). It must be stressed, however, that a positive decision about a request for exemption does not convey the right to be admitted as a candidate for the attainment of a doctor's degree.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR WRITING YOUR EIGHT MONTH PAPER 

1. Title of the project

2. Give a brief description of your project (16 lines).

3. The research question 

a. Description of the field of study and the existing body of knowledge with reference to that: What we don’t know? What has been neglected? The central object of the proposed research.

b. The core question. Which central question would you like to answer with the research? How do you unfold the central question into a number of sub-questions, so that the joint answers will generate the answer to the central question? Explanation per sub-question. 

4. The innovative character of the proposed project 


What is the significance of your thesis? Does it contain an original contribution to the field? Is it of specific social or theoretical relevance? 

5. Theoretical considerations 

a. Sketch of the dominant theoretical approaches

b. Sketch of the dominant empirical and theoretical debates.

c. How does your research fit in with the present state of research and theoretical discussions in your field? Which scholars in your field do you find especially relevant to your work?

6. Proposition, hypotheses and concepts.

a. What is the central proposition?

b. Which are the working hypotheses 

c. What are the main theoretical concepts you intend to use

7. The data 

a. Describe the empirical data, i.e. the sources, to be used for answering the research questions.

b. How do you intend to gather your data? Do you have whatever permission might be required? Have the necessary informants agreed to cooperate? Do you have access to the archives you need?

8. List your publications that are relevant to the project.

9. Provide a short and provisional bibliography

10. What is the proposed time schedule for the activities you propose?

11. A provisional table of contents is drawn up in writing

Points to keep in mind when writing the eighth month paper:
(these points are based on prior evaluations, it is no exhaustive account!)

Has a clear, central "social science" question/problem been posed? 

Is there a guideline idea and hypothesis? Are there good working hypotheses?

Does the author express a clear line of thought that is all his or her own? Has the author's own position been made sufficiently clear? Is the author prepared to take certain risks in the course of the research? Is the subject truly interesting? Is the problem an original one? Does the subject have social relevance? Does the study have interesting comparative aspects?

Has the author been open to thematic literature and has the topic also been studied in a setting other than the specific selected location? (cf. the scope of the study)

Is there evidence of a debate, a dispute, a difference of opinion? Have references been made to important discussions? Has the relevant literature been studied? Has use been made of the research results of other authors?

Is the function clear of the theory presented in the dissertation? What is the theoretical relevance of the study? Is the theoretical backup sufficient? Will the dissertation enable the author to participate in important theoretical debates?

Is there a balance between the "how" and the "why" (cf. the  relation between the description and the explanation)? Does the author confine himself or herself to social science interpretation? Has he or she clearly opted for social science explanations? Or does he or she make do with inventories?

Lucid operationalization is called for. And a clear link between theoretical and empirical aspects.

Elaborating, compiling, developing, describing, these are all central processes. The idea is not to simply sum up timeless and contextless concepts with no pattern ...  or social science "approach."

What is the author trying to demonstrate and what data is needed to do so?

Is the plan an overly ambitious one? Is there enough of a focus, have the borderlines been adequately delineated? What are the author's chances of actually being able to gather the required data within a clearly specified period of time?

As regards the research methods:

What is the relation between quantitative and qualitative research? How is the source material studied? What is the quality of the sources? How are the interviews carried out? Is adequate information provided about the interviews and the respondents? Is it clear why a certain period or periods is studied? Is the material representative? Is it clear what data and methods are used?

versie 15.3.96 
SECOND YEAR EDUCATIONAL AND SUPERVISION PLANNING FORMPRIVATE 



To be submitted within two months, in hard copy format as well as by email attachment

1.
Name of Ph.D. student  


……………..


Title of the research project: ………………………………………………………..


………………………………………………………………………………………….

2.
Drawn up by (Ph.D. student and supervisor)


................................................................................................................................

3.
Name of supervisor:..........................................................................................….

4.
Name of co-supervisor (if there is one)
:..........................................................…..

5.
Description of curriculum


a. courses attended in the first year of the Ph.D. program (titles of courses and papers):


........................................................


........................................................


........................................................


b. courses to be attended 



1..................................................



2.................................................. 


c. teaching in the second year



Subject:.......................................... Amount of work:....................................



Sub-Department:...........................



Department:................................... University:......................................…….

PhD students who have a position as “AIO” are under contract to teach at the undergraduate level in the departments of Sociology/Anthropology and Political Science. The maximum of the annual teaching load is 10% of the AIO working time. PhD students are free to refrain from teaching in the first and second year of their AIO appointment. As a consequence, they will teach at a maximum of 15% of the working time in the third and the fourth year (this means one course of one semester in each year). The AIO’s are asked to indicate below how they will accomplish their teaching load during their appointment as an AIO and if changes have been made with respect to the planning that has been made in the first year of appointment (see the first Educational and Guidance Planning Form).

6.
Description of research


a.
Subject of dissertation, description of research and questions posed (in no more than 100 words)

b.
Research work schedule and time planning for next year  (including departure and return dates for field work) 

7.
Evaluation is to be done in the 19th month by:


1. .....................................................


2. .....................................................


3. .....................................................

8.
The 19th-month material is to be handed in:
……………

9.
The following is to be handed in (FOUR COPIES), in month 19

a.
Work schedule and time planning for research work in the 3rd and 4th years


b.
A well-founded provisional outline of the contents of the dissertation, one absolute requirement being that it contains - in extremely precise wording - the issues and research questions it focuses on


c.
An interim report on the collecting of the material (no more than 10 to 15 pages) including:



-
a short survey of the collected data in so far as it is directly related to the research issues and questions



-
an assessment and analysis of this data from the perspective of the research issues and questions 



-
a review of the most important remaining research questions and issues



-
indications of how and when the remaining questions are to be answered in the course of the collecting of the material


d.
An example (approximately 5 pages) of the Ph.D. student’s writing style, e.g. an article, a conference paper, part of a future chapter, whatever the author selects.

e. An overview of the PhD. courses that were attended and the titles of the papers written at the end of the courses.



f.
the PhD student is asked to present an overview of the meetings with the supervisor or ‘promotor’ in the period lying behind (date, subject of meeting, titles of work in progress that has been discussed) 

10.
The date agreed upon with the director of the Research School for the Ph.D. student's talk at the staff seminar: 
.............................

11.
What working agreements have been made between the Ph.D. student and the (research) supervisor?
 Specify how and when you will inform the supervisor about the progress you are making during the data collection. In general, PhD students are expected to send monthly fieldwork reports to their supervisors in case they stay abroad. Indicate when you will send reports to the supervisor.


Evaluating your progress in the first year, what kind and intensity of supervision do you consider to create the optimal working conditions for the completion of your project?

12.
What agreements have been made about supervision in the event of the absence of the (research) supervisor?

13.
When and in which journals will you publish about your work in progress during the PhD trajectory? What are the advices of your supervisors in this respect?

14.
Signed and approved by:


Ph.D. student

....................................


Supervisor          
....................................


Date                
....................................

15.
Signed and approved  on behalf of the board,




....................................


Date                

....................................

O&B 2, 2002/12

versie 15.3.96 
THIRD EDUCATIONAL AND GUIDANCE PLANNING FORMPRIVATE 

 (March 2005)
To be submitted within two months, in hard copy format as well as by email attachment
1.
Name of Ph.D. student  


............................................................................................................................….


Title of the research project: ……………………………………………………


…………………………………………………………………………………….

2.
Drawn up by (Ph.D. student and supervisor)


..............................................................................................................................….

3.
Name of “promotor” :..........................................................................................….

4.
Name of “co- of medepromotor” (if there is one):..........................................................…..

5.
Description of curriculum


a. courses attended in the first and second year of the Ph.D. program (titles of courses and papers):


I: ...................................................…………………………………………………………


II: ..................................................…………………………………………………………


III: .................................................…………………………………………………………

6.
Description of research


a.
Subject of dissertation, title, description of research and questions posed (in no more than 100 words)

b.
Research work schedule and time planning for the period between 19th and 31st month     evaluation. 

7.
Evaluation is to be done in the 31st month by :


1....................................................


2……………………………….


3……………………………….

8.
The  31st month material is to be handed in:
...................(date)

9.
The following is to be handed in (four copies):


a.
Work schedule and time planning for research work in the remaining part of the PhD trajectory (31st - 48th month)


b.
An overview of research activities since the 19th month evaluation

c. A memorandum that shows how the 19th month comments by the evaluators have been dealt with by the candidate

d. A major illustration of the progress the PhD student is making in the writing process of the dissertation, preferably in the form of empirical chapters of the dissertation

e. An overview of the frequency and contents of the meetings between promotor  and candidate since the 19th month (dates, subject of meetings, titles of work in progress that has been discussed). The candidate is asked to indicate whether he or she is satisfied with the state of affairs and whether some aspects deserve attention or adjustment. This overview is confidential and is available for the executive director of the Research School only. The Ph.D. student and the executive director will discuss this overview and will decide whether further steps are necessary. In this respect the opinion of the Ph.D. student is decisive.
f. Draft of an article to be published in a scientific journal

The material will be handed to the director of the Research School, who will ask the evaluators to evaluate the progress. The evaluation will be discussed in the staff meeting or executive board. 
10.
When and in which journals will you publish about your work in progress during the PhD trajectory? What are the advices of your supervisors in this respect?

11.
What working agreements have been made between the Ph.D. student and the (research) supervisor for the coming period? 


When and on which occasion the Ph.D. student and supervisor will see each other?


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….


……………………………………………………….

12.
What agreements have been made about supervision in the event of the absence of the supervisor?

13.
Which steps will be taken by the Ph.D. student in the third year, in preparation of the professional career that will start after the PhD training? What is the part in this of the promotor and other supervisors? 

14. PhD students who have a position as “AIO” are under contract to teach at the undergraduate level in the departments of Sociology/Anthropology and Political Science. The maximum of the annual teaching load is 10% of the AIO working time. PhD students are free to refrain from teaching in the first and second year of their AIO appointment. As a consequence, they will teach at a maximum of 15% of the working time in the third and the fourth year (this means one course of one semester in each year). The AIO’s are asked to indicate below when they will be available for teaching in their third and fourth year.

15.
Signed and approved by:


Ph.D. student

....................................


Supervisor          
....................................


Date                
....................................

16.
Signed and approved on behalf of the board

....................................

Date                

....................................

O&B 3, 2005/3




� In the event that the Ph.D. student will be spending time abroad for a study-visit or conference, the Ph.D. student always has to submit a request for an NWO grant. The subsidy request should be submitted to NWO according the NWO stipulations regarding the timing of submission. The consequences of  disregard of the possibility of applying for an NWO subsidy or neglect of the deadlines for submission are completely at the expense of the Ph.D. student.


� Generally speaking, it is advisable that PhD student and ‘promotor’ or supervisor meet each other every eight weeks on initiative of the PhD student. One week before the meeting, the PhD student hands to the ‘promotor’or supervisor written work in progress. It is advisable that the main conclusions by the ‘promotor’ or supervisor concerning the work in progress are recorded. This can be done by the PhD student or the ‘promotor’or supervisor. Both parties decide in collaboration which option is preferable. With every formal evaluation, the PhD student is asked to present an overview of the meetings with the supervisor or ‘promotor’ in the period lying behind (date, subject of meeting, titles of work in progress that has been discussed).





� This form may be completed in English or Dutch.


� The name of the co-supervisor (‘co-promotor’) should be filled in in consultation with the supervisor (‘promotor’).


� During the first one and a half year of the Ph.D. program, the Ph.D. student attends three courses and writes three papers. Upon request, to be discussed with the director of the Amsterdam School, the Ph.D. student can attend the third course after the completion of the fieldwork or collection of data.


� In the event that the Ph.D. student will be spending time abroad for a study-visit or conference, the Ph.D. student always has to submit a request for an NWO grant. The subsidy request should be submitted to NWO according the NWO stipulations regarding the timing of submission. The consequences of  disregard of the possibility of applying for an NWO subsidy or neglect of the deadlines for submission are completely at the expense of the Ph.D. student. In case of fieldwork abroad the estimated budget should be proposed to the executive director three months before departure.


� Generally speaking, it is advisable that PhD student and ‘promotor’ or supervisor meet each other every eight weeks on initiative of the PhD student. One week before the meeting, the PhD student hands to the ‘promotor’or supervisor written work in progress. It is advisable that the main conclusions by the ‘promotor’ or supervisor concerning the work in progress are recorded. This can be done by the PhD student or the ‘promotor’or supervisor. Both parties decide in collaboration which option is preferable. With every formal evaluation, the PhD student is asked to present an overview of the meetings with the supervisor or ‘promotor’ in the period lying behind (date, subject of meeting, titles of work in progress that has been discussed). 


� After filling in the form, you kindly make an appointment with the executive director to discuss the form and to have it signed.


� This form may be completed in English or Dutch.


� In the event that the Ph.D. student will be spending time abroad for a study-visit or conference, the Ph.D. student always has to submit a request for an NWO grant. The subsidy request should be submitted to NWO according the NWO stipulations regarding the timing of submission. The consequences of  disregard of the possibility of applying for an NWO subsidy or neglect of the deadlines for submission are completely at the expense of the Ph.D. student.


� Generally speaking, it is advisable that PhD student and ‘promotor’ or supervisor meet each other every eight weeks on initiative of the PhD student. One week before the meeting, the PhD student hands to the ‘promotor’or supervisor written work in progress. It is advisable that the main conclusions by the ‘promotor’ or supervisor concerning the work in progress are recorded. This can be done by the PhD student or the ‘promotor’or supervisor. Both parties decide in collaboration which option is preferable. With every formal evaluation, the PhD student is asked to present an overview of the meetings with the supervisor or ‘promotor’ in the period lying behind (date, subject of meeting, titles of work in progress that has been discussed).








