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| NTRODUCTION

The Netherlands has abinary system of higher edu-
cation: a university sector and a nonuniversity sector pri-
marily consisting of the hogescholen. In the
hogeschol en, advanced professional educationisoffered,
comparable to that provided by the former British poly-
technics. Around 80 hogescholen provide 4-year pro-
grams. Thirteen universities have been established that
offer 4- to 5-year programs leading to the doctorandus
degree. This degree roughly equates to the master’ s de-
gree (Goedegebuure et d. 1994, p. 192). Thedoctorandus
(which literdlly means “one who is entitled to become a
doctor”) degree is usudly the minima requirement for
doctoral degree matriculation, although it is at the discre-
tion of the universities to admit hogeschool graduates.
Doctora candidates may have anormal research or teach-
ing position at universities or other research ingtitutes, or
they may hold a distinct doctora position caled the AiO
or Oi0.! At theinitial postgraduate education level, both
universitiesand hogescholen offer avariety of programs
that lead to recognized degrees and generaly have a
market orientation. Figure 1 graphically presentsthe Dutch
higher education system. In this report, we focus on the
Dutch system of doctoral education.

TRENDS IN GRADUATE EDUCATION

In 1644, the University of Utrecht was the first to
employ the title Philosophiae Doctor et Liberalium
ArtiumMagister (literaly, doctor of philosophy and master
of aliberd art) (Hesseling 1986, p. 25). In those days, a
dissertation could be either of two typesof products, each
with a distinct academic tradition of defense. The first
type was the disputatio sub praeside, where the candi-
date defended a set of printed propositions—Ilater a short
essay—under the direction of the professor. The second
type was the dissertatio pro gradu doctoratus, where
the candidate had to defend a thesis against the opposi-
tion of a larger academic audience of students, doctors,
and magisters. The public defense often featured an ex-
tensveritud, such asthe one at the University of Leiden,
which involved an elaborate processional, speeches laud-
ing the successful candidate, arecessional, and agradua-
tion dinner. At present, many of theserituals are till fea
tured at Dutch universities. In the 17th and 18th centu-
ries, the doctorate represented a“ vocational” degreerather
than aresearch degree; the holder was entitled to teach.

Figure 1. The Dutch higher education system
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SOURCE: D. De Wied, Postgraduate Research Training Today: Emerging Structures for a Changing Europe,
The Hague: Netherlands Ministry of Education and Science, 1991.

1These positions are described later in this paper.
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In the course of the 19th and early 20th centuries,
the process of obtaining the doctorate gradually changed.
Although Dutch universities remained ingtitutions of edu-
cation (Wachelder 1992, p. 28), the research ethos gained
importance. The functions of the degree changed under
the influence of the research imperative of the German
universitiesand laboratories. The doctorate became proof
of one's capabilities to conduct independent research. In
the sciences in particular, renowned scholars formed re-
search groups where research was conducted in master-
apprentice relationships. Although inspired by German
universities, the Dutch doctoral system has developed
within its own distinct societal and academic context, and
is sometimes not comparable to the German example.?

After World War 11 and up until the 1980s, an indi-
vidual pursuing a Ph.D. was usually employed as faculty
staff—sometimes in the position of a research assistant,
but also asregular (senior) staff. Apart from being a pro-
found rite of passage, the writing of a doctoral disserta-
tion was an informal endeavor. The process was not a
fixed series of tasks dictated by university or government
standards. Usualy, it had the characteristics of the ap-
prentice model: a doctora candidate working under the
guidance of aprofessor. Y e, unlike the German Situation,
the role of the supervisor or chair-holder was less au-
thoritative. The writing of the dissertation was primarily
theresponsibility of the person desiring the degree. There
were, of course, strong differences by discipline.

In the natural sciences, research was conducted in
[aboratories through collaborative effort. As early asthe
1950s, preparation of a dissertation in the sciences had
shifted from individual work to an educationa process
supervised by senior staff and asupervisor. This, together
with a clear demand for qualified researchers from out-
sdethe universty, led to the concentration of larger groups
of doctoral candidates in university laboratories
(Beenakker 1990, pp. 321-22). A representative from this
field once described this Situation as follows (Bartelse
1999, p. 91):

Inthe natural sciencesthere has alwaysbeen ahigh
degree of organization. The research team conducted
acontrol function for the quality and proceedings of
those working on adissertation. Therole of the pro-

2Moreover, the German example did not provide an ambiguous
model upon which to base auniform research practice. For an elabora-
tion of this point, see Wachelder (1992), pp. 27-22, and Clark (1995).

fessor can be compared as a coach: he gives in-
tense guidance to the doctoral candidates without
actually conducting the specidized research himsalf.

In contrast to the natural sciences, the role of the
dissertation featured less prominently in the socid sci-
ences and humanities. The digointed organization of re-
search in the humanities and socia sciences stimulated
individual undertakings. The dissertation was written in
relative isolation, in addition to fulfilling teaching and re-
search responsibilities. Caught between the demands of
regular teaching and research loads and high ambitions,
the thesis frequently became for these researchersalife-
long magnum opus. In addition, and unlike the natural
sciences, aclear labor market demand for doctors in the
socia sciences never developed. Hence, these fields did
not experience astructuring influence on the doctora pro-
cess from the outside. The role of the supervisor was
also different than in the sciences. The candidate’s su-
pervisor was actually more of a colleague who, oncein a
while, commented on the work in progress.

Since the 1960s, the Dutch government has moved
into the area of research training. In a series of policy
statements and laws, attempts have been made to adjust
or reform doctora training according to varying objec-
tives. These are addressed in the next section. In there-
mainder of this section, we provide some quantitative
trends on doctoral education.

Assaid, doctora work can be conducted while serv-
ing in one of two junior positions that were created for
doctoral candidates in 1986. Thus, a candidate can be an
assistant in education (assistent in opleiding—AiQ) if
employed by a university, or a researcher in education
(GIO) if employed by the Netherlands Organization for
Scientific Research (NWO). Dissertations are also pre-
pared while employed in norma research positionsat uni-
versities or in a candidate’ s spare time. About this latter
group of doctord candidates, the available information is
lessdetailed and less accurate. Figure 2 presentsthe num-
ber of Ph.D. degrees awarded between 1980 and 1995.
The number of Ph.D. graduates has risen from 700 in
1980 to 2,600 in 1996. Since 1990—4 years &fter thein-
troduction of the AiO system—the increase in awarded
Ph.D.sis striking. Figure 3 shows a proportiona bresk-
down of Ph.D. degrees by discipline.
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Figure 2. Number of Ph. D. degrees awarded, 1980-95
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SOURCE: Vereniging van Samenwerkende Nederlandse Universiteiten (VSNU), Kengetallen Universitair Onderzoek 1996/1997. Utrecht.

Figure 3. Breakdown of Ph. D. degrees awarded by discipline

100%
M Other
ow H 1 —1_H | N S e o N o o e o B
| O Humanities
=
80% -—_—-—-— — — — — — — — — _-_ o
] | | i ,
| ol ™ o o o T I O Social
wH H H H—=H H M H M | sciences
M L aw
T I O o O o O I O O O B O B = = O =
O Economics
50% m w 1 m m m w m m m 1 w m m M
] ] L L B | B Medicine
0% H H_H H T H—1 H H H H H H H H H
] - O Technical
3w H H H 1 Attt 1+t r_h| sciences
O Natural
2010 M M1 M Mt i1 Ml sciences
B Agriculture
TuTI S I o o B o O O o O o o o O B o O = = B = O O =
. | ol [ o o o I O o o o O IO ) [
o — N (2] <t 0 [{=] ~ [ee] D o — o [s2] < 0
[<e] [ee] [ee] [ee] [ee) [<e] [=e] [ee] [se] () [=2] D D D D [=2]
(o2} [=>] D [o2] D (o2} [=>] D [o2] D (o2} (o2} (o2} [o2] D [o2]
— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Figure 4 presents the number of doctoral students doctoral education is reflected in figure 6: the participa-
by type (AiO and QiO). Figure 5 showsthe proportion of  tion of women in AiO positions has gradually increased
AiOsinvariousdisciplinary fields. Femde participationin ~ from 29 percent in 1990 to 35 percent in 1995.

Figure 4. Number of doctoral students by type
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Figure 5. Proportions of AiOs by discipline
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Figure 6. Female participation in doctoral education
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In the Netherlands, 7 percent of al Ph.D. candi-
datesfinish their degree within the nominal time of 4 years,
after 5 years, this proportion is 35 percent; after 6 years,
55 percent. Eventualy, 80 to 85 percent of Dutch candi-
dates obtain a doctoral degree (VSNU 1996).

DoctoraL REFORMS

As mentioned in the previous section, government
has moved into the business of doctora education since
the 1960s. It goes beyond the scope of this paper to de-
scribethevarious policy developmentsthat have occurred
since then. We present here the main points of discussion
that can be considered important impetuses to change in
the doctoral system in the Netherlands.

THE FuncTIioN OF DocTORAL TRAINING
AND THE DOCTORATE

As university education massified and began to ca
ter to awide range of labor market positions, adiscussion
emerged to accommodate research training in a separate
program. This implies a break with the traditional view,
particularly in the socia sciences and humanities, of the
doctorate as a life-long masterwork. Instead, the doctor-
ate becomesaproof of one sabilitiesto conduct indepen-

dent research. Still, the criteria used to judge a doctorate
(an original piece of research usudly written as a mono-
graph) stem from the early tradition and not from this
new conception of doctora training.

STRUCTURE AND DURATION OF TRAINING

Van Hout (1988) notes that two different models of
doctord training underlie the Dutch policy discussions.
The firgt involves a 3- to 4-year period of work on adis-
sertation as a temporary staff member at a university.
The second model consists of two stages, a 1-year stu-
dent assistantship and a 2- to 3-year temporary assign-
ment to write a dissertation. These models reflect dispar-
ate opinions asto what the timeto degree should be. Until
the introduction of the AiO system (see below), time to
degree did not drop considerably, adthough the sciences
were better able to restrict time to degree than the social
sciences and humanities.

THE EmPLOYED EDucATIONAL CONCEPT

Two educationa models can be distinguished in the
history of Dutch doctoral education. The idea of learning
by doing (the apprenticeship modd) prevailsin early policy
documents and laws. The professional model features
more explicitly in the policy documents of the 1980s. The
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incorporation of coursework elementsis motivated by the
desire to shorten time to degree, to bring down attrition,
and to be attuned to international devel opments.

AccCESSIBILITY OF GRADUATE EDUCATION
AND SELECTION OF CANDIDATES

As research training became a separate tier in uni-
versity education, the issue of selection cameto the fore.
Usudly, sdlection was considered to be based on indi-
vidual competencies—although more random approaches
have been proposed in the interest of greater egalitarian-
ism (Sonneveld 1996, p. 34). The appropriate amount of
first tier students to enter second tier education (more or
less), and the selection procedures employed (open com-
petition with equa chances or ingtitutionaly based com-
petition less subject to objective criteria), were subject to
discussion during dmogt al policy phases.

We here discuss two important, relatively recent,
reforms in the Dutch doctoral system. The first regards
the introduction of the AiO system in 1986; the second,
the introduction of a system of graduate schoolsin 1991.

AiO System. Up until 1984, policy discussons on
research training were amost a side effect of discussions
on the organization of university education in generd,
rather than arising from perceived problems or systemic
analysis of doctoral education. In 1984, apolicy paper on
doctora education (Parliamentary Proceedings 1983-84,
pp. 9-13) stated that the implementation of the second
tier in general faced a number of problems. Concerns
were expressed about the implementation of the so-called
second tier as if it were a continuation of the first tier
(i.e., first degree) education; about the lack of coherence
in second tier program offerings; about inappropriate ac-
cessibility and selection mechanisms; and about the high
expenditures in the second tier. With regard to research
training specifically, the document expressed doubts about
the value of the 1-year onderzoeker sopleiding (the re-
searcher-student) to the labor market. The policy paper
suggested providing advanced research training by way
of active participation of the candidates in university re-
search and, to a limited extent (less than 25 percent), in
teaching and administration. The idea was expressed of
creating a separate employment position for the doctoral
candidate. This position would comprise a4-year appoint-
ment as a research trainee; this was the genesis of the
above-mentioned AiO and OiO positions.

In the act that followed the policy, the AiO was in-
troduced as a distinct academic position.® Regulations
proscribing the position were published a year later. In
summary, these comprised the following (Staatsblad 1986;
see also Van Hout 1988, p. 15):

* The AiO has a temporary appointment in order
to receive advanced scientific education.

* Theobjectivesof the gppointment are determined
explicitly.

* The AiO usudly holds his or her position for 4
years.

e TheAiO conductsscientific research and records
theresultsin adissertation; the extent of thiswork,
including ingtruction and supervison time, con-
sumes at least 75 percent of his/her appointment.

* Aningruction and supervison plan is drawvn up
for the AiO, and this plan is evaluated and ad-
justed after a year. In this plan is specified (1)
what knowledge and skillsareto be acquired and
how, (2) who supervises the AiO, and (3) the
number of hoursthe AiO is entitled to receivein
personal supervision.

* After ayear, an evduation is conducted on the
basis of the instruction and supervision plan. The
university boards determine the evaluation pro-
cedures and criteriato be employed.

¢ Attheend of the contract time, the AiO receives
a certificate that reflects an overview of hisher
publications, the education received, and higher
contributions to teaching.

* For the part of the appointment for which the
AiO receivesingtruction and supervision (and thus
doesnot conduct “ productive labor”), he/she does
not recelve salary. Thisis specified for dl AiOs
in fixed percentages.

3AiOs are employed by the universities. The Dutch Research
Council [not the same term used earlier in text] also employs doctoral
candidates, under dlightly different employment conditions; these are

called researchersin training [not the same term used earlier in text
(Gi0).
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Although it is gill possible to write a dissertation
outside the AiO system, the regulatory framework uni-
formly structures the position of the doctoral candidate
for all disciplinary fields. Of note is the status of the in-
struction and supervision plan: instruction—in addition to
“learning by doing”—now occupies an important, formal
place in the process leading to the doctorate.

Graduate Schools. The AiO system as such did
not provide adequate mechanisms to shape the second
tier of higher education satisfactorily. In March 1990, the
Dutch minister of Education and Sciences established the
Committee Rinnooy Kan (named after itschairman). This
committee was tasked with investigating the creation of
research schools. On the committee’' s establishment, the
minister formulated five reasons for the development of
research schools (Parliamentary Proceedings, 1990-91,
p. 5; AWT 1994).

* Thereisaneed for more structured researchtrain-
ing. Theintroduction of the two-tier structurere-
sulted in an accessiblefirgt tier limited in duration
to 4 years, and a selective second tier that is ex-
pected to provide high-quality research training.
As the AiO is expected to complete a disserta-
tionin4years time, astructured and well-super-
vised training trgjectory is necessary.

* The Dutch society and economy are devel oping
into a knowledge-intensive system. As a conse-
guence, there is a need, both in the private and
public sectors, for highly educated people—not
only for firg-tier-trained individuals, but also for
thosewho havereceived further (research) train-

ing.

* Although research has always been an interna-
tionally oriented activity, it is expected that the
internationalization of research will continued to
grow. Researcherswill become more mobile, and
excellent centers of research will attract these
researchers across borders. Thiscallsfor arein-
forcement of the Dutch infrastructure.

* In order to operate internationally, sparse and
scattered research capacity must be concentrated
and fragmentation avoided. It is necessary to
generate critica mass through cooperation among
universities and other research ingtitutions.

* Current governmental arrangementsdo not guar-
antee selectivity, which is the prerequisite for
ensuring quality of research, researchers, and
research training. More emphasis on selectivity
in the research system is needed.

As expressed in these five points, the reason to es-
tablish research schools not only lay in the desire to give
shape to research training—although this can be seen as
the original motive (Ritzen 1990, p. 315; and Hazeu 1991,
p. 112). The research school was also seen as a vehicle
for stimulating the emergence of research centers of ex-
cellence to operate on an international scale.

Initsreport, Vorming in Vorsen (1990), the Rinnooy
Kan Committee recommends a heterogeneous system of
research schools, which would alow the different disci-
plines to retain their specific characters. The committee
sees the university as the primary ingtitution responsible
for the research school. The universities serve as
gatekeepersfor the multitude of initiativesthat may emerge
at the faculty and departmental levels. Nevertheless, the
committee also expects that alarge number of research
schools will develop (“between 50-150"). These schools
should compete for resources from science foundations,
industry, and European funds. Although the committee
rejects to alarge extent the concept of uniformity, it does
formulate characteristics “that should be typicd of al re-
search schools’ (Rinnooy Kan Committee 1990, p. 6).
According to these characteristics, a research school
should:

1. train individuas to become independent re-
searchers,

2. beahigh-quality research center;

3. beanindependent organizationd unit with bud-
get respongihilities;

4. be dffiliated with at least one university, but
usualy with more (university) ingtitutions;

5. be of adequate size, so as to benefit from
economies of scale;

6. carefully select research proposals and re-
search assistants;

7. guarantee supervision and outstanding educa-
tiona quality;
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8. formulate a policy on postdoctorate positions;
9. have agood nexus with the first tier; and
10. be accountable and conduct evaluations.

Thereport explicitly reflectstheinitial call to creste
asatisfying structure of research training, but it also fore-
sees the development of topinstituten (centers of excel-
lence) as a means of securing high-qudity research in
selected areas. This latter aspect is captured in a pro-
posal (the Snellius Program) to select two to three excel-
lent research schools each year. These schools would
receive extra financial support for a period of 5 years.

From the governmenta standpoint, research schools
are defined as centers of high-quaity research in which
structured training is offered to young researchers (Par-
liamentary Proceedings 1990-91). The reasoning behind
thisisthat good training of researchers can only be con-
ducted in an environment of high-quality research. The
system of research schools should give impetus to high-
quality research and education. Therefore, the minister
decided to stimulate the development of a broad, yet se-
lective, system of research schools, from which—even-
tually—should develop a limited number of centers of
excellence. The government standpoint agreesinitsmain
points with the advice of the Rinnooy Kan Committee.
The government envisages a diverse system of research
schools that share a number of common characteristics.
The characteristics suggested by the Rinnooy Kan Com-
mittee are endorsed, but complemented on a few points.
The minister acknowledges the importance of sufficient
critical mass; he adds, however, that this consideration
should not prevail over functional coherence. Therefore,
the scale criterion is complemented with the condition that
the school should have a sufficiently homogeneous train-
ing and research program. Another aspect in which the
government standpoint adds to the committee's criteria
regards the need for researchers in the labor market. In
this respect, the minister stresses the importance of
postdoctoral positionsin aresearch school. Furthermore,
the government stipulates that research schools should
have budget responsbility; to this end, sufficient funds
are to be dlocated from the hosting universities to the
research schools.

The government subscribesto theideathat research
schools should be developed bottom-up. In order to allow
this, yet to ensure qudity, the government proposes atwo-

step procedure for the establishment of recognized re-
search schools. At the faculty levd, initiatives are under-
taken to establish aresearch school. The executive board
of auniversty—or boards, if more than one university is
involved—determines whether such aninitiative complies
with the aforementioned criteria and may give the re-
search school alegal foundation as a research institute.
Also, the university boards sign a contract as to the re-
sources available for the school for aperiod of at least 5
years. The next step toward recognition lies outside the
university context. The minister has delegated the task of
formal recognition of research schoolsto the Royal Dutch
Academy of Sciences (KNAW). For this task, an inde-
pendent committee (organizationaly linked to the KNAW)
named Er kenningscomi ssie Onder zoekscholen (Com-
mission for the Recognition of Research Schools—ECOS)
has been assigned. ECOS has designed, on the basis of
the 10 characterigticsidentified by the Rinnooy Kan Com-
mittee, a protocol designating a procedure with which re-
search schools should comply in order to achieve formal

recognition.

By March 1998, 119 research school s had been reg-
istered in virtudly al disciplinary fields (VSNU 1998, p.
6). ECOS has recognized 107 of these schools (table 1).
Although the system of research schoolsis envisaged to
include al doctoral candidates, participation rates differ
by fidd. There is aso variation in the level of develop-
ment of the schools across these fields. The total number
of AiOs and OiOs participating in research schools is
around 7,460 (as of March 1998).4

PATTERNS OF SUPPORT

Dutch doctord candidates are basically funded by
three different sources, called first, second, and third
money flows (Koelman, Vossensteyn, and Jongbloed
1998). The first flow is supplied by the Ministry of Edu-
cation, Science, and Culture to the universities. The uni-
versities pay their academic staff and AiOs from these
funds. The second flow of funds is alocated through the
NWO. From these funds, the OiOs are paid. The third
flow of fundsisacquired through contracts with govern-
ment, nonprofit organizations, private companies, chari-
table boards, and the European Community. In additionto
these sources of support, doctorates can be financed by
other employers or on their own.

4Ten research schools did not submit quantitative information
on this matter.
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Table 1. ECOS-recognized research schools

in the Netherlands

Discipline 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997
Totaleres 191 24 62 86| 98| 107
Agriculture................, 0 1 2 5 5 5
Economics 1 1 1 1 2 3
Health sciences........ 5 6] 12| 13 151 15
Humanities................ 1 1 11 141 14
LaW..voverreieririninnne 0 0 0 1 1 2
Natural sciences....... 7 8 21| 25 27| 28
Social sciences......... 1 2| 101 15 171 18
Technical sciences... 4 5 10 15 7] 22

SOURCE: Vereniging van Samenwerkende Nederlandse Universiteiten
(VSNU), Kengetallen Universitair Onderzoek 1998. Utrecht.

Table 2 gives an overview of the sources of funding
for doctoral candidates by money flow type (that is, the
proportions of doctoral students using different sources
of support). Table 3 shows the sources of support by field
of study. These data should be taken as indicative rather
than precise. The figures are taken from a study by
Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff (1996, p. 66) and reflect
the characteristics of a survey population of 2,652 re-
spondents.

Table 2. Funding sources for doctoral
candidates (percentages)

AiOsand OiOs receive sd aries according to a spe-
cia saary scae. Inthefirst years of their appointments,
salaries are cut back to compensate for the training they
receive. Table 4 shows the monthly incomes for each
year of their appointments (as of January 1, 1998).

Table 4. Monthly incomes of AiOs and OiOs

Year of appointment Salary
RV T=T: | DFL 2.184,--
PR SR DFL 2.495,--
Y. DFL 3.053,--
ANVAN......eeeeeerereeseeeeeeeeeeeeene DFL 3.899,--

SOURCE: Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff (1996), p. 66.

Recently, the labor market situation forced univers-
tiesto change their financial support of AiOs. In 1995, a
number of Ph.D.scoming out of the AiO system could no
longer be absorbed by the (academic) labor market. The
universities were, however, obliged to make unemploy-
ment payments, which signified animportant financia loss.
Some universities decided to introduce Ph.D. grants in-
stead of employment. This would discharge them of the
responsibility of making unemployment payments. The
results for doctoral candidates can be imagined: lower
incomes, poorer benefits, and afeeling of being unappre-

ciated for their work.
Funding source | Total | AiO 0i0 Doctpral Doctoral
univ ext
1 HOW..evveees 4% 81 6 a7 9 In the following years, however, the labor market
o oW ol 12| s 2 25 Stuation for academics improved considerably. Almost
. al universities abandoned the grant system, which is now
39 flow....oorien. 27 21 8 31 17 . . .
Research inst u s ; u 8 only in placefor Ph.D. programsthat aim to attract inter-
otherermol........ ; ) A 3 2 national candidates. Instead, as AiO positions became
) Pl difficult to fill, universities have started to complement
Private.................... 10 2 1 8 41 . .
AiO salariesto alevel comparable to that for other aca-
Total espondents.., 265218621 451 1,086 28 demic gaff members. This phenomenon is particularl
SOURCE: Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff (1996), p. 66. . p par y
commonplace at the universities of technology.
aple C 0 SO 0 eld (pe e aje
Funding source | Agriculture | Natural science| Tech. science|] Medicine | Economics Law | Social sciencel Humanities
Total respondents.., 108 868 327 447 137 85 401 278
1w, 37 42 47 36 69 81 58 52
29 IOW...e 34 44 30 31 18 20 26 31
39 flow......eens 3 16 35 4 12 6 20
Research inst..... 15 8 9 15 6 8
Other empl.........] 5 5 11 6 1 6
Private............ 3 2 4 13 8 14 21

SOURCE: Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff (1996), p. 66.
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The recent developments in conditions of support
illustrate the ambiguity that exists around thisissue. AiOs
and OiOs basically occupy ahybrid position at Dutch uni-
versities. On the one hand, they are studentswho receive
training and supervision. On the other hand, they are con-
sidered the engine of scientific work. The financia sup-
port structure that was introduced in the framework of
the AiO system basicaly reflectsthis hybrid position. But
external forces, such asthe labor market and the interna-
tionalization of postgraduatetraining, areincreasingly put-
ting pressure on this situation.

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS

The labor market position of doctora degree-hold-
ers has been the subject of discussion since the mid-1990s.
The Dutch academic labor market was perceived as be-
ing unable to absorb the increasing number of young doc-
toral degree-holders aspiring to an academic career. At
discussion seminars on this topic, doctoral candidates
tended to refer to themselves as a “lost generation.” In
1996, the Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science
commissioned a study of the labor market situation for
doctora candidates (Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff 1996).

Unemployment among doctorate-hol ders appeared
to be less than among non-Ph.D.s. 6 percent versus 14
percent. For those Ph.D.s who obtained their degree
through an AiO or OiO position, the unemployment figure
is dightly higher: for AiOs, 9 percent; for OiOs, 12 per-
cent (Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff 1996, p. 51). This
picture, as compared to the Dutch labor force overdl, is
not negative. However, employment conditions in terms
of salaries and job security are generaly less favorable
for Ph.D.s.

Figure 7 shows the labor market destinations of
Ph.D.s as compared to non-Ph.D.s. Clearly, most doc-
torate-holders find work in research and teaching posi-
tions at universities or research ingtitutes (54 percent) or
inindustry (16 percent). Thereis, however, amove away
from academia and into other positions. In 1983, 70 per-
cent of Ph.D.s worked a universities; in 1995, only 38
percent were employed by auniversity. Although 70 per-
cent of doctorate-holders have a research job—afigure
that has been quite stable since 1983—most Ph.D.s ex-
change this type of work for another at some point along
their career path.

Figure 7. Labor market destinations of Ph. D.s and non-Ph. D.s (percentages)
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SOURCE: Hulshof, Verrijt, and Kruijthoff (1996), pp. 65-66.
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Ongoing discussions of the labor market for Ph.D.s
have gradualy become less informed by pressing labor
market issues, which alows for a more fundamental dis-
cussion of the labor market itself. There is a move to-
ward discussing the consequences of a broader labor
market orientation for doctoral education. If replenish-
ment of the professorate is not the main labor market
objective for the Ph.D. degree, then how should doctoral
education (which is still very much focused on academic
work after doctorate award) meet the societal needs of
highly educated professionas? This issue fundamentally
affects the orientation of doctoral education: toward the
market or toward academia (see Bartelse and Hulshof
1996)? Subsequently, the question is being asked as to
what implications this changing orientation will have for
the process of acquiring a doctorate. If a broader labor
market orientation is accepted, then the qualifications re-
quired for a Ph.D. graduate may need to be reconsid-
ered. Thereare afew experimentswith the* professional
doctorate’—i.e., degrees for employed professionals—
but the issueis dtill a sensitive one.

PATTERNS OF | NTERNATIONAL
MoBILITY

Systematic data on the number of foreign doctoral
students in the Netherlands and the number of foreign
doctoral degrees earned by Dutch citizens are not avail-
able so far. Our impression is that Dutch universitiesin-
creasingly attempt to attract foreign Ph.D. students. Par-
ticularly in the sciences, which face difficulties in filling
vacant doctoral positions, the number of foreign doctoral
studentsis increasing.

At the nationa and supra-nationa levels, severa
initiatives have been developed to stimulate international
mobility of doctora candidates (see aso the German coun-
try report included in this volume). At the initiative of the
Dutch Minister of Education and Science, Belgium,
France, Germany, the Netherlands, and—|ater—Denmark
established an international advisory committee on new
organizational forms of graduate research training. The
committee was established with the following terms of
reference: to provide an opinion on the proposal of the
Dutch Committee on Graduate Schools, particularly inlight
of European and international aspects; “to consider and
compare the new organizational forms of graduate re-
search training on a doctoral level currently emerging in
many European countries...to provideindicationsand rec-
ommendationsthat alow for more cooperation at thelevel

of graduate training; and to sketch ideas for the further
evolution of these new systems of graduatetraining” (De
Wied 1991, p. 9). The cooperation that evolved from this
initiative has led to a letter of interest signed by Belgium,
Denmark, France, Germany, and the Netherlandsin Janu-
ary 1996. These countries have committed themselvesto
support the exchange of doctora candidates and to in-
form each other of developments regarding doctoral pro-
grams and graduate schools.

The European Union is stimulating internationa co-
operation in the area of doctord training. In the post-war
decades, international exchange often took place on the
basis of personal contacts between individual professors.
Recent visions of the European Union and of severa
European governments see these exchanges as insuffi-
cient (Blume 1993). The scope of European Community
action in thefield of education isdefined in article 126(1)
of the Maastricht Treaty (EU 1992): “The Community
shall contribute to the development of quality education
by encouraging cooperation between member sates, while
fully respecting the responsibility of the member states
for the content of teaching and the organization of educa-
tion systems and their cultural and linguistic diversity.”
Efforts to cooperate in the area of research training so
far focus on mobility of researchers, particularly through
the Training and Mobility of Researchers program, which
is part of the European Commission’s Framework
Programmes. There have been suggestions to create a
European doctorate® and to establish international, or
rather, European centers for research training. As yet,
however, these suggestions have not led to more exten-
sive forms of cooperation in the area of doctoral training.

5See EC (1995). The European doctorate will be accorded under
the following conditions:

* |f at least two professorsfrom two higher education institu-
tions of two European countries, other than the one where
thePh.D. thesiswill be defended, have given their judgment.

* |f a least one member of the jury comes from a higher
education institution in European countries, other than the
one where the Ph.D. thesis will be defended.

* |f part of the defense takes place in one of the official lan-
guages, other than the one(s) of the country wherethe Ph.D.
thesis will be defended.

* |f the Ph.D. thesis has been prepared partly asaresult of a
period of research of at least one trimester spent in another
European country.
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