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Introduction: PhD Success and Quality of Graduate and Research Schoolsin the
Netherlands

This publication summarizes the main findings a@higee-year research project on Dutch
PhD completion rates and qualitative aspects otD@raduate and Research Schools.
The highlights of each of the three sub-studiescareveyed in an account describing the
research questions, main findings and observations.

Introduction

In the mid 1980s a few groups of professors andseificials at the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Science initiated the establishment dfitutes intended to accommodate PhD
research and serve PhD candidates in the Netherldihgse scholars and officials were
concerned about the slow pace and low rate of Rimiptetion in several fields of schol-
arship. They also aimed to provide for the enorninagease in PhD candidates expected
to result from the introduction of the new two-tiamiversity structure and the new type
of PhD candidates, known as trainee research as&EgAIOS).

This situation was not entirely new in all fieldssegholarship. In engineering and natural
sciences, for example, efforts to collectivize edion and guidance for PhD candidates
had already started. After a while these experialanstitutes became officially accred-
ited, established partnerships and obtained fundingm that point onward, these origi-
nal PhD programmes and many subsequent initiatbesame known as ‘research
schools’.

In 2004, the network now comprised 109 schools phatide education to thousands of
PhD candidates through thousands of advisors. TBesthools average 110 ftes each.
Over 8,000 PhD candidates are enrolled altogétfidre schools also coordinate and
promote scholarship and research in the NetherJamdslving 12,125 full-time re-
searchers. Only a small share of the estimated auoflresearch positions — about 1,500
ftes of academic staff — operates outside the fresrieof the school3.

The study

Since 1987, huge amounts of funding, manpower tigigaand intelligence have been
invested in the research schools. Over the codrabaut a decade, an entirely new edu-
cational curriculum was developed, based on matielishad become traditions only in
Anglo-Saxon environments. The research schoolsatgeeiwith a large measure of dis-
cretion, which meant that those running them amdiaidtering their funds totalling mil-
lions of euros shouldered a very heavy respongibiideed. How was this freedom util-
ized, and how were the broadly formulated missicarsied out? This question was cen-
tral in the study started in 2003. That year, folltg a pilot study by one of the research-
ers (HS), an investigation was launched to assesBhD success rate and added value of
the research schools. The KNAW [Royal Netherlandad®my of Arts and Sciences]

! This average is based on the data for about thuagers of all research schools (N=75).

2 We generalized the average we generated of 75cBh@idates at 87 schools according to the totalipop
lation of 109 schools: 8,175 PhD candidates.

3 VSNU-KUOZ places the total number of academic aeste staff at 13,637 ftes.



has assisted with this investigation, and the OCRMhistry of Education, Culture and
Science] provided funding. The timing of the inwgation was very favourable, as there
had been enough cohorts to generate sufficientfdatietermining PhD completion rates
and duration. We have calculated that determinmgecurate PhD completion rate at
most research schools requires waiting until semeeight years after the start of a co-
hort, while a comprehensive impression of the tesialkkes about a decade. In addition,
balanced judgements could now be rendered regatidéngbility of schools to innovate,
and foreign evaluation committees — which haveadseports that deeply influenced our
investigation — would have an adequate foundatmnah internationally comparative
judgement.

Formulation of the research question
The objectives examined include:

PhD completion rate

1. an evaluation of PhD success rates at the Dut&arels schools
2. a tentative explanation of the PhD success rateritbesl under 1
3. a chart based on the explanation under 2 listimgn@ing measures to con-

tinue improving the quality of the research schools

Added value
1. an evaluation of whether the school structure addise to the constituent
parts

The research question in this study therefore c@magrtwo main questions, of which the
first concerned the objectives of the study of Phidcess rates, while the second aimed
to assess the added value:
1. Which factors boost or reduce PhD success at thiehDasearch schools?
2. (At which specific points) do research schools amrnational advisory
committees demonstrate in their reports that aarekeschool adds value to its
constituent parts?

Theoretical context

In this investigation we examined the PhD succeésesearch schools from an educa-
tional and a policy perspective.

Educational perspective

The educational perspective relates PhD succegsetofic characteristics of the research
school that concern the didactical quality of tiReurriculum and the way this curricu-
lum is accommodated within the research school iarganization, as well as the
school’s disciplinary background. The school's eadiomal/didactical quality surfaces in
the quality of the dissertations and theses, thpubwf the PhD programme (the percent-



age of incoming PhD candidates successfully conmgjehe PhD programme) and the
pace of PhD completion.

Not all educational aspects of the research schwle been covered in this study. Based
in part on the material available (as exploredhia preliminary study), we focussed on

selected specific organizational, substantive addca&tional characteristics of the

schools:

° organizational characteristicsorganizational level, partnership, range of disci
plines structure, student intake, scale, finanoiegtralization

° substantive characteristicéeld of scholarship and substantive identity

° programme characteristiceducational orientation and programme and guielanc
structure

Policy perspective

The success of research schools depends both osiRltBss and on their research qual-
ity and international reputation, as well as theigdghey add to the situation that existed
before the school was established. We have baseexamination of these three aspects
on two secondary sources, which are of the redoota foreign evaluators about the
schools (known as Peer Review Committee report}lam qualitative evaluations issued
about the research programmes at the schools ollpWSNU (Vereniging van Samen-
werkende Nederlandse Universiteiten [AssociatiorJafversities in the Netherlands])
visitation procedures.






Sub-study |: PhD completion and time to PhD completion at Dutch research
schools.
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Introduction

The first stage of the study (and in this firstadp revolved around the percentage of
PhD candidates completing the PhD programme withentime allotted. In this first
stage of the study, ‘PhD success’ was thus opeatmed as an independent variable
comprising two sub-variables:

° rate of PhDs completed
° average duration of the pursuit of a PhD

The scores on these two sub-variables could beradfdrom the requests for accredita-
tion and re-accreditation that research schoolsnguio the ECOS (research school ac-
creditation committee). Preliminary research halcaied that while the majority of the
schools makes the required data available as rexfljes several cases the information is
incomplete or gives rise to incorrect conclusiong tb methodological omissions. The
evaluation of PhD success was therefore precedemhbgvaluation of the provision of
information about duration and rate of completidbo.examine PhD success at the differ-
ent research schools (operationalized by the coaibim of the sub-variables ‘average
duration of a PhD programme’ and ‘percentage of #tddmpleted’), we initially
grouped the schools according to several charatitefeatures (profile variables):

° field of scholarship

° incoming PhD candidates

° financing of PhD positions

° number of PhD positions (filled)
° research capacity

Within each group, we examined whether meaningiifiér@nces exist with respect to
each characteristit.

* We label differences as ‘meaningful’ here, ratihan as ‘significant’. The latter term denotesaistical
reference to the relationship of a random sampbnagntire population. Because this study comptlses
entire population, we have chosen the more nectrahotation of ‘meaningful’. Also see the technical

justification in Annex 3.
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Results

We analysed the documents to determine the extewhich PhD completion rates and
durations at Dutch research schools correlate wgtool profile. To this end, we re-
viewed each school’s most recent request for attatexh or re-accreditation, including
the related correspondence between the researoblsattreditation committee (ECOS)
and the school in question. In addition to moreegaihand more specific figures on com-
pletion rates and duration, the documents analgsedprised data about the school’s
field of scholarship, the share of different furgisources in financing PhD positions, the
number of PhD candidates in the programme andebearch capacity. The latter vari-
ables (field of scholarship, funding sources anubst size) were operationalized in the
study as profile variables (with the school profie the independent variable for the re-
search question in this sub-study).

Although all these data are required by the actagdn committee for the accreditation
procedure, schools often fail to supply core dathool size (humber of PhD candidates
in the programme), average PhD completion ratesaredage PhD duration were the only
useful data that most of the schools supplied.ddta that were gathered or missing were
then presented to the schools to verify and eldaboreter processing the responses (ap-
proximately 30%), in addition to the primary datsdawe generated two simulated files
with estimates for the missing values. We usedyjeession imputation procedure to gen-
erate the first file and an expectation maximizagwocedure for the other one. We then
re-analysed primary data using the completed sitdl&iles. The results presented in
this first sub-study are based on the primary degabWe have considered the findings
based on the simulated files as well in our finalleation of the research results.

The results from the document analysis indicaté Tbgpercent of the PhD candidates at
Dutch research schools completes the programmeaa@ciges longer than five years.
Preliminary comparison with the completion rategaglo-American institutions reveals
that Dutch research schools compare very favourabllgis respect, with reported aver-
age PhD completion rates among the highest in tredwOur search for factors explain-
ing variances in PhD completion rates and durat@ina school has revealed a rather
close correlation between average completion natetlhe school’s field of scholarship.
The correlation between average duration and fa¢ldcholarship is moderate. The re-
search results also relate a school’'s PhD complette to the source of financing of
PhD positions (through direct and indirect governimiinding and contract research)
and school size (inflow, number of PhD positionssearch capacity). Counterpoints
make clear, however, that none of the variablesnéxed at the Dutch research schools is
ultimately decisive in PhD completion rates or diaras. Additional investigation is indi-
cated regarding variables that covary with fieldsoliolarship, financing source for PhD
candidates and research school size.

Concluding observations
Size: small schools are vulnerable

Fifty schools provided useful inflow data. At leashe accept fewer than ten PhD candi-
dates per annum. These inflow data indicate notabaut the quality of these schools or
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about the completion rate in terms of completed $£bDthe quality of the research. In
the course of our study, we have reported on thiigest based on the reports from the
international advisory committees of the schoold #e results of the VSNU visitations.
Presumably, however, these nine schools lack thensnto offer the desired re-
search and educational opportunities for youngentad scholars. They will certainly
encounter problems with their PhD programme forrhatk of critical mass makes of-
fering an affordable and sufficiently varied cualiem virtually impossible. Insufficient
inflow will almost inevitably curtail options for D candidates or necessitate a highly
individualized educational programme. This situatioay, of course, change if adjacent
faculties obtain accreditation for a two-year MAegarch programme. Such accreditation
will open the door for advanced education offenngre options for PhD candidates and
will enable a small school to circumvent a few be tdisadvantages of small pro-
grammes. Some schools have already embarked ujsarotirse.
The nine schools stated above thus have an omnatei®f inflow. About twelve others,
with inflows ranging between 10 and 14 PhD candisiahave reason to be concerned
about their numbers of incoming PhD candidates dleryears. Based solely on the
schools for which we gathered information during finst round, only 45 percent of the
schools has no reason to worry about the levebaf @nrolments.
While some schools are too small, others are tayelaCompletion rates at larger gradu-
ate schools in the United States are lower thanottes at their smaller counterparts.
Some research schools in the Netherlands are rpeghkl in size to the large American
graduate schools. Note that these large Dutch $ehwarly always avert the relative
disadvantages of the large American schools. Pmididates who enrol at a large Dutch
research school are unlikely to become absorbed byassive educational setting, in
which they are forced to manage on their own.

Financing: the benefits of indirect government fimgd

The new enrolment issue is related to the sourc@sD research funding. In addition to
becoming vulnerable because of a small or insefficinumber of PhD candidates,
schools may become too dependent on a single sofifceancing, especially direct gov-

ernment funding. In times of financial prosperitiyere may be little cause for concern.
Cutbacks, however, will jeopardize the inflow of Pltandidates. The risk increases
when these cutbacks coincide with a collective &iaigg agreement that improves fi-
nancial arrangements for current PhD candidates.

A breakdown by discipline is useful here. All sclsofor humanities finance at least half
their PhD positions through direct government fumgdiTwo out of three schools for hu-
manities even receive university funding for thrgearters of their PhD positions.

Schools for humanities are thus ill-equipped tohstand university cutbacks, lacking
alternative sources of financing from NOW (the oaél science foundation) or private
sector grants. An entirely different situation @is in other disciplines. At most schools
for natural sciences, engineering and medicinenoce than half the PhD positions are
covered through direct government funding, wheegaal schools for humanities and 85
percent of the schools for social sciences, fifgycpnt is the minimum rather than the
maximum level of direct government funding.

12



In addition to determining vulnerability and eduoatl circumstances, financing affects

what might be described as a research school’s &lfdre. In our research plan we

made a conjecture that the extent to which the Bnficulum is structured might be an

important factor in a school’s PhD completion r&&ucturing may be operationalized in

many different ways, as we will explain below. Ondicator for a structured PhD envi-

ronment is remarkable here: the extent to whickithadvisors at a school draft and out-
line PhD research. Our conjecture was that at dsheleere (future) thesis advisors plan
and outline PhD research themselves, completi@s naill be higher. Project-based PhD
culture — and consequently structuring — thrivesciiools that frequently apply for and

obtain NWO grants. All applications for NWO granggjuire extremely detailed research
proposals, of which most will be written by the jed managers or thesis advisors (al-
though this is not the case at all schools!).

We have also examined whether a school’'s completitsncorresponds with its sources
of funding. More specifically, do schools that fie@ a larger share of their PhD posi-
tions through indirect government funding and cacttresearch have higher completion
rates than schools that depend primarily on dgegernment funding?

A positive correlation has indeed been identifietii®en the share of PhD positions with
indirect government funding and the average congpietate. Conversely, a negative

correlation exists between the share of PhD pestwith direct government funding and

the average completion rate. Although the cormhetiidentified are not very close, this
observation is cause to examine how PhD reseamtyaized at the respective schools.

PhD positions funded as contract research hargilagxthe variance in completion rates
(r* = .01). Although contract research is highly peojeased, the expectations of external
principals might slow the course of PhD researcle. Wdve reconsidered this hypothesis
later in the study.

Completion rates: schools make a difference

In this first report, PhD completion rate has beefined as the number of completed
PhDs expressed as a percentage that reflectsttbebesween incoming candidates and
those departing with PhDs.

About 60 percent of the Dutch research schoolslatiss the average PhD completion
rate; either because these schools report an ave@gpletion figure, or because they
provide data for calculating this figure. We wereahle to determine an average comple-
tion figure for 40 percent of the Dutch researdmosds.

The data available indicate that the average Phiptztion rate at Dutch research

schools varies widely, ranging from 30 percent Top@rcent. The average completion
rate for Dutch research schools is about 75 percent

Average PhD completion rates are final figuresmantioned above: they reflect a per-

centage that will increase over the years, unéll#st successful PhD candidate in a co-
hort leaves the school. Changes in completion réi@sever, should not be interpreted

as final figures. Understanding the changes in detigm rates requires examining an-

nual growth figures, revealing both how many yeaepse for a school to achieve the
completion rate reported, and how this completiaie evolves over these years (gradu-
ally or by fits and starts, distributed or concatgd). At Dutch schools completion rates
rise from an average of 43 percent after four yéai@n average of 77 percent after nine

13



years. After four years, the completion rate i sather ‘premature’. Very few PhD can-
didates complete the PhD curriculum in the Netmelsawithin four years.

Based on the correlation between average compledi@s and cohort-specific rates, we
have concluded that — at least for the group exathinthe completion rates after eight
years (i.e. the completion rate for the cohort eigars ago), best indicates the average
for the schools concerned. A valid assessment sfh@ol’'s PhD completion rate — to
relativize potential extremes — requires considgtire results for PhD candidates enter-
ing in three separate academic years at least gégins ago.

The initial research results reveal a clear profifea research school with an above-
average completion rate (Box 1.1).

Research school with a completion rate of 90 percenhigher

Such a school could possibly be a school for s@a@nces or medicine but is more
likely to be a school for natural sciences or erginng. The school finances about 45
percent of the available PhD positions through dirgovernment funding, 35 percent
through indirect government funding and the renragri2O percent through contract re-
search. Each year twenty new PhD candidates epnrpidintain the number at approxi-
mately 85 PhD candidates. The total research cdpamwiceeds 100 fte.

Box I.1. Profile of a research school with a contiple rate of at least 90 percent.

With respect to the schools with the highest sgoreanterpoints are inevitable. Some
schools for social sciences perform better thamaaeeand some for natural sciences and
engineering worse than average; some schools #namost of their PhD positions
through direct government funding and only a smeh#ire through indirect government
funding and are nevertheless among the top scaemsg small schools do well, and
some large ones do not. The vast differences inptetian rates for schools in a similar
academic or social niche has made our central geeniear ‘that schools make a differ-
ence’, and that there is little cause to argue thainges in completion rates are deter-
mined by discipline.

PhD durations: continuous gains

Sixty-five percent of the Dutch research schoobvigled data about the average PhD
duration at that school. Based on these data,vbeage duration ranges from 48 months
(4 years) to 86 months (over 7 years). The timaspaported by the schools suggest that
the average PhD candidate needs about 5 yearsnglete the programme in the Nether-

lands.

Compared with the average PhD duration reportedyéams before the request for re-

accreditation, schools have reduced the duratioabloyt twenty percent in the course of

six years: ten years prior to the request for reditation the average PhD duration was
nearly 75 months. This duration has been droppiegdily to an average of nearly 60

months four years before the request for re-actaioin.

While PhD duration correlates closely with thedielf scholarship concerned, the aver-
age durations reported for a PhD in different fetd scholarship are within a year of

each other. The schools for natural sciences repoeverage PhD duration of less than

14



five years (58 months). Next, in order of completgpeed, are those pursuing PhDs in
medicine (averaging 1 month longer than their cenp#rts in natural sciences), engi-
neering (averaging 3 months longer), social scier{egeraging 8 months longer), and
humanities (averaging nearly 12 months longer).

We also examined the correlation between PhD duratnd — consecutively — inflow of
PhD candidates (no correlation), financing souacePhD research (low positive correla-
tion with direct government funding, low negativerrelation with indirect government
funding, no correlation with contract research fagyl, number of PhD candidates (low
negative correlation) and research capacity (logatiee correlation).

Research school with a PhD duration less than 4 &axs

The school is specialized in natural sciences @spay in medicine or engineering. Th
school finances about 55 percent of the availaliiB Positions though direct govern-
ment funding, 25 percent through indirect governnfiending and the remaining 20 pef-
cent through contract research. Each year fifteew®hD candidates enter to maintai
the enrolment at about 90 PhD candidates. Totataesh capacity is approximately 14
fte.

Box 1.2. Profile of a research school with an axggaluration of less than four and a half
years.

(4%

(@I

In this study ‘PhD success’ is operationalized a®mbination of completion rate (i.e.
the percentage of PhDs completed) and durationtfieenumber of months between start
and completion). The question did arise as to wdrette average duration reported cor-
relates with the average completion rate repor8dh a correlation has indeed been
identified: in the 47 requests for re-accreditattogher average PhD completion rates
coincide more frequently with a shorter average EhEation and vice versa. The corre-
lation between these variables is rather close.§0Fx
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Sub-study I1: Foreign peer reviewersabout the quality and added value of Dutch
resear ch schools. An analysis of Peer Review Committee reports
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Introduction

This report has conveyed the results of the sesobestudy conducted for our research
project on PhD completion rates and the added \aflritch research schools.

This second progress report has been based onadysiarof eighty reports by interna-
tional Peer Review Committees, evaluating 75 Dutesearch schools. (Two reports
were provided for five of the schools.) The eigtegorts have been drafted as part of the
request for re-accreditation that the schools stubmihe Erkenningscommissie Onder-
zoekscholen [Research school accreditation comehitttCOS) of the Royal Nether-
lands Academy of Arts and Sciences (KNAW). Peeprepare part of the material the
schools submit to the ECOS once every five yeagsr Review Committees are there-
fore expected to substantiate their evaluations of:

1. quality of the research at the school
2. quality of the PhD programme (including PhD comipletrate and PhD dura-
tion).

In the next step, based on the evaluations at Ratiee committees advise about:
3. re-accreditation of the research school.

The material that the Peer Review Committees peovadtruly exceptional. Over
three hundred eminent scholars from 23 countrie® lggnerated over one thousand
pages altogether, expressing carefully consideg@dians about the attributes of
Dutch research schools. In no other design wolddakchers have the courage to ask
such a large, select group of known scholars tonéx@ a Dutch research school in
depth and subsequently write up their assessmesgveiral quality aspects. Although
the design was never formulated or developed il sumanner, this bold plan was
indeed carried out. The ECOS gathered the dataMihistry of Education, Culture
and Science (OC&W) and the KNAW enabled us to pgecanalyse and interpret the
data.

16



The objective of this policy-oriented study wagptovide systematic disclosure of the

opinions drafted by Peer Review Committees andtwey an integral impression of

the quality and added value of Dutch research dshas they are perceived by for-

eign evaluators. We were patrticularly interesteduality assessments, in which the
foreign Peer Review Committees judge the reseandhtlae PhD programme of the

Dutch research schools. In addition, we tried toggathe potential added value that
the Peer Review Committees attribute to the Duésiearch schools (compared with
the period before the schools existed).

In our presentations of — largely qualitative —lgs@s, we focused within the bounda-
ries of our research question on the frequencyhefsubjects addressed by the com-
mittees. These aspects are listed in Table 11.1.

Table 11.1. Subjects and the number of Peer
Review Committee reports in which they are addib§de80).

Subject Freq Perc
International status 72 90.0
Internal partnerships 69 86.2
Research quality 66 825
Research management 65 81.2
Interdisciplinary nature of school 60 75.0
Added value of school 58 725
PhD theses (total) 56 70.0
PhD support and evaluation 53 66.2
Inflow of PhD candidates 51 63.6
PhD education 50 625
Central administrative capacity 48 60.0
Career prospects for PhD candidates 30 375
PhD theses (quality) 26 325
Completion rate 24 30.0
PhD duration 24 30.0
PhD theses (output) 23 28.7
Completion rate / duration of PhDs (statement) 18 225
Completion rate / duration of PhDs (recommendation) 17 21.2
PhD theses (support and evaluation) 13 16.2

Overall, the Peer Review Committees focus primasilymatters concerning the organi-
zation of scholarship, the international statughaf schools, their added value with re-
spect to the previous situation and research gudlltese Peer Review Committee re-
ports, in addition to their vast wealth (and digwjdof data about the quality of the re-
search and the PhD programme, address two brosslexs: means for effectuating aca-
demic research and the persistence of old viewsasibms.

Results

Many Peer Review Committees assess the valueht@achools add to the scholarly re-
search and education of the PhD candidates. Thapax the present situation with the
one that existed before the schools were establishe

The scores are highest in two areas: (1) the oppities the schools have created for
inter-disciplinary and in many cases national pathips between researchers and (2) the
role of schools in educating PhD candidates. Ther Review Committees regard this
national and interdisciplinary nature of the sclsaad one of the most important attributes
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of the Dutch network of research schools. Theséates include, in their view, promot-
ing interdisciplinary contacts (academic crossifedtion), coordinating research nation-
ally (averting research overlaps) and preservingcbwscholarly expertise in specific
fields througheconomies of scale

The Peer Review Committees praise the quality efrésearch performed. This favour-
able evaluation coincides with a positive assesswfdhe international reputation.
Evaluations of the PhD programme are somewhat naared. Here, the favourable
evaluations range from satisfaction to enthusidsmaddition to praising the quality of
instructors and students, the ambience at the fshibe flexibility of the organization
and the highly customized approach (tailoring thegpamme to match individual PhD
curricula), the committees regularly expressed eon@bout the narrow scope of the
course selection, the testing procedure, and ttigication.

The foreign evaluators assigned the lowest scard3utch research schools for central
administrative capacity. In over 85% of the repotitss field appears as an area of con-
cern, criticism or in great need of reinforcemeéntemarkably large share of the commit-
tees has recommended greater financial leveragthéoschools to cultivate or support
new lines of research. They advocate funding towasegarch investments and explora-
tory programmes, as well as for start-up and incergrants.

Twenty-two percent of the reports state explictthat the research school serves as an
international model. The chief arguments have diydseen listed: national partnerships,
interdisciplinary partnerships, generating sufintieritical mass and — one not previously
mentioned — the strong integration between reseaycstaff members and education of
new talents.

Observations: The viability of graduate and reselarschools
This study has consistently been based on the peethat the research schools exist.

This assumption is less obvious than it might appgi®en the achievements described
by the schools. The current situation is as foltows

. Some schools no longer exist.

. Some schools exist but no longer wish to undergo EROS accreditation
procedures.

. Some schools exist but no longer wish to be act@édiy the ECOS.

. Sections have seceded from some schools.

. Some schools are still being established.

. Some schools are the result of a merger betweeprgexisting schools.

From this perspective, the system of research s$ehsdighly dynamic. In the period
1999-2004 major changes occurred at 21 schools. Jotwols changed from multi-
university schools to mono-university schools. N@e® schools lost their accreditation.
Thirteen were multi-university schools, while sierm@ mono-university schools (Table
1.2).
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Table 11.2. Number of research schools losing aditedion in the period

1999 — 2004.

Structure Subsequent operation Freq
Multi-university Continued® 7
Multi-university Discontinued 6
Mono-university Merged with new school 2
Mono-university Continued 1
Mono-university Discontinued 3

Generally, the number of multi-university schooés ldeclined slowly but steadily since
2000 (ca. 10%). The number of mono-university séhbas remained virtually the same.
(Table 11.3)

Table 11.3. Number of accredited research schoelsvieen
1999 and 2004, according to structure,

Inter-university Intra-university

1999 78 31
2000 82 32
2001 80 30
2002 76 31
2003 76 31
2004 74 31

Schools in jeopardy

The foundations of several schools have becometenun our first report we discussed
numbers of incoming PhD candidates and academfic Asuming that schools derive
their primaryraison d’étrefrom the PhD programme they offer, then seventsools
are below the critical enrolment of forty PhD catate positions. At six schools, the re-
search staff amounts to less than fifty ftes. In\aaw, the existence of these seventeen
schools, especially the last six, is tenuous.

Factors other than the annual inflow of PhD cangslaand academic manpower may
jeopardize the survival of research schools. Basethe documents analysed, we have
obtained the indicators stated in Table 11.4.

Table 11.4. Indicators of risks to the survivalafesearch school.

Variable value

Annual inflow of PhD candidates Too small

Research capacity Insufficient
PhD completion rate Too low
PhD duration Too long
Financial base Too shaky
Central administrative capacity  Insufficient
External support6 Not enough
Financial leverage Too little

PhD programme

Lack of structure

Internal partnerships Insufficient
Involvement of academic staff Insufficient
Visibility of the school as such Insufficient

® The PhD programme still exists at two of theseosth

® Especially faculty deans and Executive Boards.



Based on the data from our first sub-study, contbinih the remarks from the Peer Re-
view Committees and our own observations, a fewalshhave insufficient incoming
PhD candidates each year, need to counter sceptansl lack of support from faculty
deans and Executive Boards, have insufficient amtnative clout and lack financial
leverage. In such cases member involvement isyliteeldwindle rapidly (these schools
are unable to reward excellence in research ogsafd the research time of academic
staff), and the survival of these schools becoresdus.

Indications of viability

We have attempted to distil a draft review framdwimom the research results to deter-
mine the quality, health or viability of researdhasols (see Table II.5).

Table 11.5. Review framework for evaluating thebilisay of research schools (draft).

Variable

Minimal value

Annual inflow of
PhD candidates
Research ca-
pacity

PhD completion
rate

Average PhD
duration
Source of fund-
ing

Central admin-
istrative capac-

ity

External sup-
port

Financial lever-
age

PhD pro-
gramme

Internal part-
nerships
Involvement of
academic staff
School visibility

10 PhD candidates

50 ftes (incl. PhD candidates)

75%

5 years

25% indirect government funding (with at most 50% through direct government funding)
Administrative and financial resources to reward diligent, productive academic staff (incen-
tives for new scholarship), to compensate academic staff involved in the PhD programme
(count contribution as teaching credits) and to provide encouragement grants toward de-
veloping (PhD) research throughout the school. Standardize admission criteria and make

applicable to academic staff; central, periodic evaluations of academic staff.

Commitment and support, including financial assistance, of the faculties and universities
that have teamed up to establish the school

Budgetary support for 5 to 10 PhD positions a year (depending on school size), for which
researchers working together from different parts of the school devise the contextual
framework

Supported by instructors working together from the constituent parts of the school, broadly
based, commitment-oriented, providing full certification and credentials. Recruitment and
regular progress evaluations of PhD candidates, in which both the thesis advisor and
involved co-workers at the school figure.

Serious partnerships of academic staff and subdivisions in education and research
Sufficient

Sufficient

Our hypothesis is that the variables from the mevieamework generally correlate with

the research school’s continuity. As the score stt@ool drops (below the lower thresh-
old value), its viability diminishes. Although wemgerally expect such cohesion, how the
different variables need to be weighed is uncl8ame schools are very small, have few
academic staff and do not meet the ECOS accrattitatiteria (at least 10 new PhD can-
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didates per annum). One might think, also with réga the review framework, that
these schools face serious risks, and that thetireoty is questionable. Careful review
indicates that several of these schools producédvetass research, while they also have
excellent PhD completion rates and are a cohesimgranity. This teaches us to be cau-
tious about basing our final assessment on a ltdhmdage of variables.
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Introduction
This report is the provisional conclusion to atyrgh about Dutch research schools.

In this third and final stage of the research, weehconsidered measures that might boost
PhD completion rates at the research schools. iSeetid, we have tried to provide a ten-
tative explanation for the PhD completion ratescdbed and thus to extrapolate a few
promising recommendations. As a result, the twotrmoportant questions arising from
this concluding study are:

1. Which factors have improved PhD completion rateesaéarch schools?

2. What remains for research schools to do to increhseschool’s PhD output and
to reduce the average PhD duration at the school?

In answering these questions, we selected a gréwgehmols from the population of
Dutch research schools and asked the researchalged these schools to join us on our
guest to determine how research schools accomjbieshobjectives. We concluded with
intensive, candid conversations with nineteen mebedirectors or their deputies about
the success and failure of the research schools.

Results
Labour market and supply of suitable candidates

Before relating the PhD completion rates at a meseschool to specific characteristics of
that school, we needed to investigate whether tiipub depended in part on external
factors that the school was not in a position ftuence. Two of these external factors
appear in the surveys as well: the demand for Ridipients on the job market and the
supply of suitable prospective PhD candidates. iflea was that a lack of good candi-
dates might lead to incoming PhD candidates whewess likely to succeed, while poor
employment prospects for PhD recipients might extdre amount of time candidates
spent in the programme and increase attrition fates

" This last idea is inspired by Bowen & Rudenstih@92), who attempt to explain a substantial drop in
completion rates between two sets of PhD candida@&82—-1966 and 1967-1971): “It is surely no coinci
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Regarding thesupply of suitable candidatethe data that the research schools have pro-
vided suggest that while the supply of PhD caneislabay be cause for concern, the in-
coming foreign PhD candidates have not led to sergalitative problems. While sev-
eral schools report that in the past they tendedct®ept less suitable candidates when
good ones were unavailable, they also admit tleat ifave learned through trial and error
and prefer not to accept any candidates than tepaaaferior ones.

Otherwise Jabour market prospects for PhD recipiemsthe Netherlands appear to be so
good that a negative impact on the PhD output aeditne required for completion is
imperceptible virtually everywhere. The exceptionthis respect is History, where in a
few sub-disciplines unfavourable labour market peuss have extended the time that
candidates take to complete their PhDs. High lalmoarket demand has a minor impact
in cases where PhD candidates nearing the endegbrbgramme try to combine com-
pleting their PhD thesis with a new job they hataeted. The process is often delayed as
a result.

Labour markeprospects are not to be confused vai#ineerprospects. While most fields
of scholarship do not report unemployment among Pé&dpients, it remains unclear
how often PhD recipients progress to permanentarelepositions (via post-doc posi-
tions). Additional research will be necessary tedspreater light on these issues.

Central administrative capacity

After establishing that neither the labour market the supply of PhD candidates ap-
pears to have any noticeable impact on PhD conopletites at the research schools, we
considered a hypothesis that has become increggngmhinent over the past two years:
the central administrative capacity hypothegisschool’'s central administrative capacity
may be manifested, according to the Peer Reviewnltiges (Sonneveld & Oost, 2005),
through methods for directing PhD curricula, rettngi PhD candidates, monitoring pro-
gress toward the PhD and guaranteeing the qualdygaidance of PhD candidates. The
hypothesis was that a research school’s centralrestnative capacity correlates directly
with that school’'s PhD completion rate.

Reviewing the records and interviewing school adstiators appears to confirm this
general hypothesis. Scores are indeed higher abkclwhere PhD research is project-
based and recruitment of PhD candidates centraliaed where the progress of PhD
candidates is centrally monitored. (While centrgbervision of guidance quality would
appear important as well, the schools with lowerres differ little in this respect from
those with higher scores.)

Still, the central administrative capacity hypoikaedearly needed to be adjusted at least.
In too many cases, schools wiskiperior scoregpursued daisser-faire policy in the
stated areas of direction. This unlikely combinatad laisser-fairepolicy and PhD com-
pletion rates seems attributable to elements ttext external pressuren the quality and
progress of the PhD curriculum. This pressure atdtv processes that compensate for the
lack of central direction. Obliging PhD candidatexi thesis advisors to come forward

dence that this rather abrupt drop in completidgesraccurred at almost exactly the same time #toir|
market prospects for academics deteriorated mark@dlacademics jobs became more difficult to ahtai
some graduate students in the arts and scienc#gsutn elected to change their career plans, tharsas-
ing Attrition rates” (p.110).
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and present their plans and findings to externaluators appears to benefit the progress
and quality of PhD work enormously. Likewise, theerll guidance improves when
somebody looks over the shoulder of the PhD teasupervise progress. We observed
such elements at all the schools with superioresctitat maintained laisser-faire pol-

icy. Projects were conducted on commissions frotereal grant providers and princi-
pals; colleagues and external reviewers evalugt®HhbD plan; external members serve on
recruitment and evaluation committees; the drivpublish is strong, and peer-reviewed
articles provide the foundation for the PhD theBisD candidates present their plans and
results at platforms within and outside the schowlgpendent PhD coaches and mentors
support PhD candidates and oversee the PhD cumicul

Based on these findings, we have rejected the aleadministrative capacity hypothesis
and have replaced it with a new hypothesis: ‘aaeseschool’s PhD completion rates
correlate directly with a carefully devised combioa of central administrative capacity
and external pressure.’” Exactly what this mix stiqol can) be remains to be elaborated.

Perception of PhD completion rates

The third theme in this investigation was how sdb@md their administrations perceived
PhD completion rates. We wanted to know how theiatnations of the schools inter-
preted the PhD completion rates achieved thereckMiaictors do they believe come into
play? How important do they consider each of tHeséors to be? And do they agree
with each other? Or do they express pronouncedrdifices of opinion? If they do, how
do they reach these different views? Do they rdlatine disciplinary background of the
schools? Or to the level of the output?

The survey results speak for themselves. Thirtéénheoeighteen factors are described by
the respondents as correlating largely or entivath the PhD completion rates at their
schools. These includmcial context factorsuch as the supply of PhD candidabesti-
tutional context factorssuch as recruitment of staff and PhD candidateisgaality con-
trol, factors related to school cultureuch as research vision, the effective qualitytrabd
and the commitment of staff membeeslucational factorssuch as coordination of cur-
riculum, ambience and education and, above @lidance-related factorssuch as
agreements between advisor(s) and PhD candidatedy tand articulate formulation of
the research problem, the nature of the guidariaéaeship and the amount of time that
thesis advisors spend with PhD candidates.

Views on three factors are qualified: reputatiodiia@ational mission and didactical ap-
proach. These factors are believed to relate ires@spects — but not in others — to PhD
completion rates.

And the respondents believe that two factors cate€more indirectly than directly’ with
PhD completion rates: the number of PhD positiamsléd through research institutions
(rather than through universities or contract reg®aand the alleged attractive force of
the labour market.
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Concluding observations: the Dutch PhD in internatnal perspective

In the section below we consider the position otdbuPhD candidates and PhD pro-
grammes from an internationally comparative perspecbased on four pioneering stud-
ies that disclose information about the PhD syss¢rnglo-Saxon institutions and, to a
more limited degree, in several European countBesven & Rudenstine (1992), Martin

et al (2001), Sinclair (2004) and Sadlak (2004).

Finances and status

Dutch trainee research assistants are doing veltyspenpared with their counterparts in
several other countries. They are paid well, anD Pandidates receive several years of
stable financial support and virtually always haeeess to the facilities associated with
employment (e.g. a work station at the univerdiy) to which their counterparts in the
United States or the United Kingdom have no emtidlet whatsoever. Unlike in the
United States, for example, Dutch trainee reseasdistants need not engage in other
revenue-generation activities that are part ofré@son why PhD curricula take so long to
complete.

Costs of pursuing a PhD

Conducting an international comparative study @& dost of the average Dutch PhD
study is worthwhile. While PhD completion rates gaod in the Netherlands, Dutch
PhD candidates are probably among the most castilya world (Euro 183,000 — Euro
194,000 per trainee research assistant, includedgaed pay arrangements after their
appointments lapse). One alternative is the Englishnction between the stage of the
PhD curriculum at which PhD candidates are prirpdyéing educated and are therefore
students (and eligible for funding for those beguycated) and the stage at which PhD
candidates publish and produce and thus contriioutmiversity output (and as such be-
come eligible for research funding).

Full-time versus part-time appointments

In the Netherlands trainee research assistants fatddme appointments. Trainee re-
search assistants appointed for less than 0.&fegxceptional. Unlike in other coun-
tries, Dutch universities recruit (too) few PhD dafates interested in working part-time
while they work on their PhD thesis. Using the preésopportunities for flexible financ-
ing arrangements for this category might alleviae concern on the part of the minister
regarding the number of PhD candidates and PhDgh@Eimemorandum from the Minis-
try of Education, Culture and Sciend@nderzoekstalent op waarde gesc¢h@ttober
2005).

Educational scope

Compared with the Anglo-Saxon model, the Dutch Rindgram focuses heavily on in-
dividual PhD research. While their American and #algan counterparts receive a wide
range of compulsory coursework, Dutch PhD candgdéée a far less broadly-based
approach in pursuing their doctorates. As a rethdir work is customized and reflects a
relatively high output (strength) but also a reséd focus and limited professional ex-
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perience (weakness). Aside from the limited scdp@® programme, some Peer Review
Committees have mentioned another problem withe@sfpo professional experience.
Dutch PhD candidates tend to have little teachirgegence, compared with their
American counterparts, who work extensivelyteaching assistantgThis gap is easily
filled through assigning PhD candidates to workha MA and BA programs more fre-
quently.)

Educational model

In the Netherlands, PhD education and researcintagrated. In the Anglo-Saxon tradi-
tion, PhD research is undertaken after a two-yeagmam. Especially in the United
States, this linear, Anglo-Saxon model is regardedh major cause of problems with
yields. From this perspective, the integrated Ducddel may be regarded as a response
to a suggestion from Bowen & Rudenstine (1992,88) Zor resolving ‘American’ line-
arity problem:

[We] suggest seeking ways to encourage studetisgion to engage the reality of serious
dissertation-related research during their firgt aacond years, so that the transition from
traditional course-work to intensive original resdais less abrupt and paralyzing for

many students (p. 283).

Compared with their American counterparts, DutclD Riandidates get off to a flying
start. They often apply for projects that haveadsebeen outlined, and their education is
dedicated to pursuing their own research from titsed.

Publication culture

One significant difference with respect to Ameriaamd English PhD practices is that
many Dutch PhD candidates are pressured by thewmusdings and encouraged by their
thesis advisors to publish in recognized, inteorati journals while pursuing their PhD
degree. To meet the prevailing publication starslaadademic staff are heavily and in-
creasingly dependent on the publications draftethen course of PhD curricula. This
pressure to publish and the corresponding cultxe@atructuring force and set standards
that may guide the central direction of the PhDriculum and benefit its quality and
progress.

Research environment

Like the English, the Dutch aim to evaluate theligpaf the research environment and
the researchers with whom PhD candidates intefemtreditation and re-accreditation
procedures in the Netherlands presume that theaéducand research quality are inex-
tricably linked within the program. Excellence gsearch is considered to bsiae qua
nonfor young researchers to thrive. In England theswprevails as well, and according
to the current trend only programs rated with a 8,or a 5* in national research evalua-
tions are used for educating PhD candidates. Themsyin the Netherlands has not yet
reached this stage.

Yield and duration

In reference to the summary above of the first stwioly, please note that Dutch research
schools compare favourably with respectempletion ratesat Anglo-American institu-
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tions in international terms. Except for the yiefdsm the schools for humanities (which
conform to global trends), average yields withie field of scholarship of the schools
concerned are among the highest PhD completios ratéhe world. Comparing dura-
tions is more complicated. No differentiated figaiteave been presented to reflect candi-
dates exceeding the time allotted for a PhD culuiou(excess : time available). In the
Netherlands this rate varies depending on the glisel, averaging 20% at schools for
natural sciences (9.8 months), 22% at schools fedicme (10.5 months), 27.5% at
schools for technology (13.2 months), 37.5% at skshfor social sciences (19.8 months)
and 44% at schools for humanities (21.5 monthsg¢s&rexcesses of the prescribed peri-
ods are rightly a subject of concern among poli@akens, although a preliminary general
review reveals that the average excesses in theeNands are certainly not greater
causes for concern than in other countries.

27



Bibliography

Bartelse, J. (1999 oncentrating the minds. The institutionalisatidritee graduate
school innovation in Dutch and German higher ediscatDissertatie. Utrecht:
Lemma.

Berger, J., & Jonge, J. de (200Bendement verkenBeleidsgerichte studies Hoger on-
derwijs en Wetenschappelijk onderzoek, nr. 116. Baag: SDU.

Blume, S.S., Dijstelbloem, H., Spaapen, J.B., & \®hnk, F.J.M. (2000)Balans en
flexibiliteit. De functie van onderzoekscholen @t tiniversitaire bestel: oplei-
ding, onderzoek en organisati®eleidsgerichte studies Hoger onderwijs en We-
tenschappelijk onderzoek, nr. 71. Den Haag: SDU.

Bowen, W.G., & Rudenstine, N.L. (1992). pursuit of the PhDPrinceton: Princeton
University Press.

Budd, J. (2002). The long hadlhe GuardianSeptember 3.
http://education.guardian.co.uk.

Carnabuci, G. (20054 theory of knowledge growth. Network analysis 8fpatents,
1975-1999 Dissertatie. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Bres

Dinham, S., & Scott, C. (1999)he Doctorate: Talking about the Degré&ydney, Uni-
versity of Western Sydney.

DOC Promovendi (2000Kengetallen Universitair OnderzoeWtrecht: VSNU.
http://www.vsnu.nl.

Elgar, F. (2003)PhD Degree Completion in Canadian Universitieglifax: Dalhousie
University (Department of Psychology). http://is?l.da/~dts/research.

Goldberger, M.L., Maher, B.A., & Flattau, P.E. (Ed4.995).Research Doctorate Pro-
grams in the United States: Continuity and Chamyashington, DC: National
Academy Press.

Hazeu, C.A., & Spangenberg, J.F.A. (1991niversity Research Performance: Meas-
urement, Management and OptimizatiBeleidsgerichte Studies Hoger Onder-
wijs en Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek, nr. 25. DengH&DU.

Hoffius, R., & Surachno, S. (2006)ussen wens en werkelijkheid: carriereperspectieven
van jonge onderzoeker. Eindrappdreiden: Research voor Beleid.

Hogan, T.D. (1981). Faculty research activity amel quality of graduate training.
Journal of Human Resourceks, 400—415.

Hout, J.F.M.J. van (1988Pnderzoekers in opleiding. Een verklaringsmodel ywo-
blemen van promotie-assistenten en assistenteplénong. Dissertatie. Nijme-
gen:IOWO.

Hulshof, M., Verrijt, A., & Kruijthof, A. (1996)Promoveren en de arbeidsmarkt: erva-
ringen van de ‘lost generationBeleidsgerichte Studies Hoger Onderwijs en We-
tenschappelijk Onderzoek, nr. 43. Den Haag: SDU.

Kehm, B.M. (2004). Developing doctoral degrees aqudlifications in Europe: good
practice and issues of concern — a comparativg/sisaln: J. Sadlak (Ed.xoc-
toral Studies and Qualifications in Europe and Uwited States: Status and
Prospects

Kehrhahn M., Sheckley B. and Travers N. (19Bffgctiveness and efficiency in graduate
education Paper presented to the 39th Annual Forum of geogiation for Insti-
tutional Research, Seattle WA, 30 May-3 June.

28



Latona, K. & Browne, M. (2001Factors Associated with Completion of Research
Higher DegreesHigher Education Series, 37. Sydney: Universitadtiate
School.

Martin, Y.M., Maclachlan, M., & Karmel, T. (2001postgraduate Competion Rates
Occasional Paper Series. Canberra: Departmentwfafidn, Training and Youth
Affairs (Higher Education Division).

Meijer, M. (2002) Behoud Talent! Een rapportage over de verschillessfgecten die
een rol spelen bij de begeleiding van promoveudttiecht: LAIOO.

Mintzberg, H. (1989)Mintzberg on management. Inside our strange woilorgani-
zations.New York: The Free Press.

Moffat, L.K. (1978). Departmental characteristicglghysics PhD production 1968-
1973. Sociology of Education, 51, 124-132.

Oost, H. (1999). De kwaliteit van probleemstellinge dissertaties. Een evaluatie van de
wijze waarop vormtechnische aspecten van probleglingen worden uitge-
werkt. Dissertatie. Utrecht: WCC.

Oost, H., & Sonneveld, H. (2002)e Nederlandse Onderzoekscholen: analyse van pro-
motierendement en meerwaar@nderzoeksvoorstel. Utrecht/Amsterdam:
IVLOS/ASSR.

Ostriker, J.P., & Kuh, C.V. (Eds.) (200#ssessing Research-Doctorate Programs: A
Methodology StudyVashington, DC: National Academy Press.

Parry, S., & Hayden, M. (1994%upervising Higher Degree Research Students: An in-
vestigation of practices across a range of acadadefgartmentsCanberra:
Australian Government Publishing Service.

Rupp, J. (1997)Van oude en nieuwe universiteiten. De verdringiaig Duitse door
Amerikaanse invloeden op de wetenschapsbeoefemingt&oger onderwijs in
Nederland, 1945 — 199®en Haag: Sdu Uitgevers.

Sadlak, J. (Ed.) (2004hoctoral Studies and Qualifications in Europe ahd tnited
States: Status and ProspedBicharest: UNESCO/CEPES.

Seagram, B., Gould, J., & Pyke S. (1998). An ingesion of gender and other variables
on time to completion of doctoral degreBesearch in Higher EducatipB9 (3),
319-335.

Sinclair, M. (2004). The Pedagogy of ‘Good’ PhD 8yision. A National Cross-
Disciplinary Investigation of PhD Supervision. Cania: Department of Educa-
tion, Science and Training.

Sonneveld, H. (1997Rromotoren, promovendi en de academische sel&xieollecti-
visering van het Nederlandse promotiesteldehsterdam: Amsterdam University
Press.

Sonneveld, H., & Oost, H. (2008 uitenlandse beoordelaars over de kwaliteit en meer
waarde van de Nederlandse onderzoekscholen. Edysanzan Peer Review
Committee rapporterBeleidsgerichte studies Hoger onderwijs en Wetegysge-
lijk onderzoek, nr. 112. Den Haag: SDU

Sonneveld, H., & Oost, H. (2006)et promotiesucces van de Nederlandse onderzoek-
scholen. Afsluiting van een drieluBeleidsgerichte studies Hoger onderwijs en
Wetenschappelijk onderzoek, nr. 123. Den Haag: SDU

29



Whittle, J. (1994). A model for the managementesiearch degree supervision in a post-
1987 university. In O. Zuber-Skerrit & R. Ryan (BdQuality in Postgraduate
Education London: Kogan Page.

Wright T., & Cochrane, R. (2000). Factors InfluergciSuccessful Submission of PhD
ThesesStudies in Higher Educatio5 (2), 181-195.

Zuber-Skerrit, O. & Ryan, Y. (Eds.) (1994Q)uality in Postgraduate Educatiohondon:
Kogan Page.

Zuber-Skerritt, O., & Knight, N. (1986). Problemfidétion and thesis writingHigher
Education 15, 89-103.

30



