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The Board became a solid body in a creative Faculty, respected by most of the Faculty members as I have to conclude after a month of questioning around. It focused on study proposals of PHD’s, and its rigorous judgements did not alienate the Board from the Faculty. This great achievement we owe to the scientific and management qualities of Hans de Jonge, and to the remaining and the now withdrawing members. It is a pleasure to welcome new members in a well respected and well performing Board, though we are not yet complete. However, with mixed feelings I take over Hans de Jonge’s task, because I am not as much a manager, and we have to take next steps. So you, current and new members of this Board have to help me not to spoil these achievements, taking next steps in the same time.

I am a scientist ‘pur sang’, full of doubts. I consider doubt as the primary duty of a scientist and I hope you can go about with that. It means that I consider debate with defense and critical opposition to be essential for science. Our excellent University protocol of PHD ceremonies shows the purest form of debate and should be exercised more often. On behalf of the Rector I chaired some 120 PHD ceremonies of other Faculties and forced some 1000 students of this Faculty to publish their portfolio, references, fascinations and study proposals on their personal website. This methodological exercise in the second semester Bachelors, in the sixth semester Bachelors for entering HTO students and in the third semester Masters Urbanism now continues already for three years. The ways to study of PHD’s in other Faculties impressed me by their depth and thoroughness, but at the same time I was impressed by the university latitude of our own scope, superficial as it may seem sometimes compared with tbhat of other faculties.

Jacob Fokkema, Rector of our University, states in his preface to Ways to Study
 (a book, accepted by this Board as a first foundation of methods in this Faculty) there are no disciplines at Delft University of Technology as context sensible as urban, architectural and related technical and management design
. Their political, managerial, cultural, economical, technical, ecological and spatial contexts on different levels of scale are different everywhere. A good architectural solution here could be a bad solution elsewhere. How could we compare technical solutions, buildings, neighbourhoods, towns or regions if context can not be excluded by a ‘ceteris paribus’ supposition? That variable context and principal uniqueness of a design makes empirical generalisation difficult. That barrier in our way to science this Board has to conquer, or it has to look for recognition for shapes of science that generate instead of generalize. In that respect the spirit of the ages is with us: the University of Leyden opens a Faculty of Art Science, and that is something different from Art History.

Study proposals starting with a limited problem statement, tend to isolate problems from their context to get a manageable research project. And judges of research-proposals tend to warn for endlessness if the chosen field of problems seems too vast. Problem isolation is profitable for empirical research, because solving one isolated problem always causes new problems, new research projects and new assignments for research. However, that is not the case for design. Designs leaving problems unsolved, do not often produce new assignments. Herman Herzberger attacked problem based learning in his last lecture. In his opinion ‘problem statement’ does not fit in design thinking. ‘Design is everything’ Aldo van Eyck stated on the occasion of his honorary doctorate. But how to manage ‘everything’? Limitation shows the master, but the limitations of design study are other limitations than those of empirical research.There are other possibilities to limit a design related study than limitations of context. There are other possibilities to advance convergence and feasibility of a design related PHD project.

We should ask candidate PHD’s to publish on the internet their portfolio first, and to evaluate their field of abilities there as well, recognising their limitations. By doing so, they can decide whether they would like to expand these particular abilities or to acquire new ones by a possible PHD study. These are the primary limitations of a design related study proposal. We should ask them to publish an analysis of their references, design precedents or kinds of research which fascinate them, to gather out of these examples the field of design means they can use or study in following design related study. We should ask them to publish why they choose this Faculty, this particular Chair as a context of discovery or invention, and how they expect to join and contribute to this particular research portfolio. We should ask them which probable future, not belonging to any desirable future, they expect to raise the field of problems affected by their study. Then we can ask which desirable futures raise the field of aims where they possibly can make achievements by a PHD study. This awareness of context does not exclude the possibility of narrower limitated empirical research with limited problems and aims, but it opens up more possibilities of design-driven study, operating from a field of problems and a field of aims. Only embedded in such awareness we can expect study proposals that make sense for our Faculty.

This may seem difficult to be checked by a Board for Scientific Study, but now we can expect the first generation of PHD candidates that have made such a website before. They simply have to update it to convince us of their affinity with designing (our core business), of their university latitude (our trademark), their ability of concept formation and transferability (our requirement for survival), of their retrievability and accumulating capacity (our weakness so far), of their methodical accountability and depth (which we can learn from the other Faculties), of their ability to criticise and to be criticised (the very start of scientific thinking), of their ability to converge and limitate (our continuing concern as a Board for Scientific Study in a Faculty of Architecture). In passing I mentioned the 7 criteria for design related study proposals named in page 28-30 from Ways to Study.

So, I advocate a shift of emphasis from object to context. That means we should not only invite the candidate to be judged in a short presentation, but the Chair with its research portfolio as well, in particular related to the intended study and the intended candidate. We have to judge if the candidate’s proposal fills a gap in the research portfolio of the Chair, its Faculty, its University and its external scientific forum. We have to judge whether candidates can grow in this context, not their still immature ability to make study proposals, their lack of experience. It is about possibiliy, not probability.

Let the Chair organise each time a debate where the candidate defends one concise and bold proposition
 out of the proposal, let members of the chair and chosen outsiders attack that proposition like opponents in a PHD cermony. Judge the opposition, not the defense. Sharp, constructive criticism and its acceptance characterises good friends and forces them to read eachothers texts and drawings. It proves involvement with eachothers success. Rewarding a rigorous criticism in the context of the candidate encourages a self-cleaning scientific culture. The Board should judge the opposition first and then ask the candidate: “How are you going to cash this criticism?”. Then our Board does not have to prune young trees itself. It can start to indicate sunny ecotopes and promising growth factors. It avoids mistakes of momentary context unfamiliar top-down judgement. Some old trees cast too much shadow anyway. In that case you should plant young trees at some distance, or prune the older ones.

Dear former chairman and former members of this Board. This is our last opportunity to hear your opinion about the past and future of our Board. Speak free before you leave. The current members will have their opportunity later. They have to get to work first.
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