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Preface 

This report contains the results of the assessment by the external review 
committee of the Institute for History at Leiden University. This assessment 
was carried out according to the framework set by the Strategy Evaluation 
Protocol 2021-2027, as established by the collective Dutch universities, 
together with KNAW and NWO. Adherence to this protocol implied that the 
focus was less exclusively on the quality of the research output than used to be 
the case in the past, and that more attention was paid to the institute’s overall 
position, relevance, management and strategy. 
 
The committee visited the institute under unusual circumstances: impending 
budget cuts in an already difficult financial situation, and uncertainty about the 
potential effects of the Balanced Internationalization Act (Wet 
Internationalisering in Balans). It was sometimes slightly surreal to have to 
discuss the future and the future strategy of the institute amidst so many 
uncertainties, and some of the committee’s considerations and 
recommendations may turn out to have become obsolete before too long. 
Nevertheless, the committee hopes that, overall, its observations will come in 
useful and will be recognized for what they are: constructive and respectful 
suggestions, coming from ‘critical friends’. 
 
On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank the dean, the management 
team of the institute, and the faculty’s head of research policy and impact for 
the hospitality we received, and for their generous supply of relevant 
information, both before and during our site visit. I also want to thank all 
persons we interviewed for their time and their willingness to share their views 
with us.  
 
Furthermore, I would like to extend my gratitude to the members of the 
committee themselves, for the pleasant, open and constructive discussions we 
had, and for the time and energy they were willing to put into this project. 
Finally, I am most grateful to the secretary of the committee for the very 
competent way in which she led us through the entire process, asking 
pertinent questions and prodding us where necessary, and for her expert 
contributions in editing this report. 
 
Keimpe Algra,  
Chair of the assessment committee 
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Executive summary 

Main Findings 

 
The Institute for History at Leiden University is internationally leading with its 
research, which combines global methodologies with in-depth regional 
expertise. The staff operates with a high degree of autonomy, and this 
freedom – combined with the tradition of research-led teaching - has 
contributed to the institute’s quality and productivity. In this sense, the 
institute’s strategy has been successful, albeit somewhat implicit. The current 
times call for a more articulate strategic narrative. It should not be narrow or 
prescriptive, but should help stakeholders gain a better understanding of the 
institute’s unique contribution to historical scholarship. 
 
The governance of the institute is transparent. Staff members find the 
management team open and approachable. However, the committee found 
some complexity in the institute’s internal structure, which is confusing to new 
staff members and which does not stimulate new forms of interdisciplinary 
collaboration. A simpler and more flexible structure would benefit the 
institute. 
 
The research ouput at the Institute for History is varied, spanning from major 
monographs to public-facing interventions which have resonated with 
audiences both globally and locally. The increase in co-authored articles is a 
testament to the growing collaborative spirit within the institute, with 
interdisciplinary research becoming increasingly common. The institute is very 
productive. This is something to be proud of, but the potential downside is 
that workload pressures may become unsustainable.  
 
The societal relevance of the Institute for History has been a major focus in 
the period under review, with successful outcomes. The institute has worked 
hard to make its research accessible to broader audiences through various 
formats, including media appearances, podcasts, and consultancy reports. The 
staff views public engagement as an integral part of their role, and many 
research projects are directly connected to societal issues. 
 
The PhD programme at the Institute for History is another area of strength. 
PhD candidates are supported through a structured training and supervision 
plan, and the institute takes their well-being seriously. However, the 
committee noted that the average duration of PhD projects is still long. This 
requires a more realistic and flexible approach to the training and supervision 
plan. 
 
The academic culture at the Institute for History is characterized by autonomy, 
flexibility, and a sense of collegiality. The staff values the supportive and 
informal environment, that allows for collaboration and creativity. However, 
as the institute has grown and become more diverse, there are concerns about 
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career progression, especially for early and mid-career researchers. This needs 
to be addressed even if formal promotion opportunities are beyond reach at 
the moment. Horizontal job promotions and leadership training opportunities 
for early and mid-career researchers as well as the reintroduction of the 
sabbatical system may be ways of investing in professional development to 
enhance job satisfaction and staff retention. 
 
In terms of viability, the committee acknowledges the institute’s strong track 
record in securing external grants and its positive collegial atmosphere, which 
enhances resilience in the face of challenges. External threats include potential 
budget cuts and the implications of the Balancing Internationalization Act, 
which could affect the institute’s financial stability and teaching load. To 
ensure the long-term viability of the institute, the committee signals that 
financial cuts should not only affect research activities but can also result in 
reducing the teaching load.  
 
The following recommendations aim to ensure that the institute maintains its 
high standards of research and societal impact, while also fostering a 
supportive environment for its staff and PhD candidates. 
 
Main recommendations 

 
 Develop a more articulate strategic narrative for the institute that 

defines its role within the academic community and highlights how the 
institute’s work is aligned with societal needs and challenges.  

 Remove the slightly confusing juxtaposition of teaching sections and 
research specializations in the institute’s organigram. Instead, adopt 
professional clusters based on shared research traditions and 
methodologies, allowing for greater flexibility and the accommodation 
of emerging research themes. 

 Adopt a more strategic approach to public engagement by setting 
specific societal goals within professional research clusters. Monitor the 
impact of public outreach efforts and ensure that the institute remains 
a key player in societal debates. 

 Establish guidelines to balance the quality and quantity of research 
outputs, ensuring that productivity remains sustainable. Make use of 
international benchmarks to maintain a resilient and high-quality 
research culture. 

 Reintroduce the sabbatical system as soon as the possibility arises, 
allowing staff time for reflection, writing and grant acquisition to 
maintain research excellence and supporting both personal and 
academic growth. 

 Set more realistic and flexible goals for PhD candidates, encouraging 
article-based dissertations and allowing flexibility in timelines. 
Implement a mid-project review to reassess the feasibility of PhD 
trajectories. 
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1. Evaluation aims and method 

In 2024, the Executive Board of Leiden University commissioned an 
evaluation of the Institute for History as part of its regular six-year quality 
assurance cycle. This evaluation is a component of a broader research 
assessment encompassing the six research institutes within the Faculty of 
Humanities: the Leiden University Centre for Linguistics (LUCL), the Leiden 
University Centre for the Arts in Society (LUCAS), the Academy of Creative 
and Performing Arts (ACPA), the Institute for History, the Institute for 
Philosophy, and the Leiden Institute for Area Studies (LIAS). Additionally, the 
evaluation included two national research schools coordinated by the faculty: 
the Netherlands Institute for Cultural Analysis (as part of the LUCAS 
evaluation) and the Research School for Medieval Studies (as part of the 
Institute for History evaluation). The evaluations covered the 2018-2023 
period. 
 
For each institute, a separate committee of international experts in the relevant 
discipline was appointed. To ensure continuity and consistency throughout the 
evaluation process, five out of the six assessments were chaired by Prof. 
Keimpe Algra of Utrecht University, with Prof. Johan A. Haarberg acting as 
chair for the ACPA evaluation. Mariette Huisjes MA and Dr Floor Meijer 
served as independent secretaries for three of the institutes each.  
 
1.1. Evaluation objectives and criteria 

In accordance with the Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021-2027, the evaluation 
of the Institute for History has the dual purpose of improving the quality and 
relevance of research, and providing accountability to the Executive Board, 
funding bodies, government and society. The outcomes of this evaluation will 
inform quality assurance initiatives and strategic development for the institute 
and faculty in the coming period. 
 
The research evaluation adhered to the aims and methods outlined in the 
Strategy Evaluation Protocol 2021 - 2027. Under the terms of reference issued 
by the Executive Board of the university, the committee was tasked with 
evaluating the quality of research conducted by the Institute for History and 
providing recommendations for its improvement and strategic direction. The 
committee was instructed to base its written conclusions on qualitative 
considerations and arguments rather than numerical scores. Specifically, the 
committee was requested to evaluate the institute’s performance based on the 
three main assessment criteria of the Strategy Evaluation Protocol: 
 

1. research quality: evaluating the academic rigour and innovation of 
the research conducted at the Institute for History, 

2. societal relevance: examining the contribution of the research to 
societal challenges and its impact beyond academia, 
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3. viability: assessing the resilience and future potential of the research 
institute. 

 
Additionally, the evaluation was to include four supplementary aspects 
outlined in the protocol that are deemed essential in the current academic 
context and vital for the ongoing success of research initiatives: 
 

- open science: evaluating the institute's commitment to transparency 
and accessibility in research practices, 

- PhD policy and training: assessing the effectiveness of support systems 
for doctoral candidates, 

- academic culture: examining the inclusivity and collaborative 
environment within the research community, 

- human resources policy: evaluating policies related to staff 
development and diversity. 

 
The committee was also invited to address two additional questions raised by 
the faculty. The first question concerned how research and teaching are 
intertwined, including the risks and opportunities for the research at the 
Institute for History. The second question was about whether other ways of 
clustering research in the institute might be beneficial 
 
1.2. Composition of the assessment committee 

The board appointed an assessment committee (hereafter: ‘committee’) of six 
external peers: 
  

· Prof. Keimpe Algra, professor of Ancient Philosophy and Science 
at the University of Utrecht, the Netherlands (chair), 

· Dr Selin Dilli, associate professor in Economic and Social History, 
Utrecht University, the Netherlands, 

· Dr Monika Sie Dhian Ho, general director of the The Netherlands 
Institute of International Relations Clingendael,  

· Prof. Sujit Sivasundaram, professor of World History, University of 
Cambridge, Great Britain, 

· Prof. Graeme Small, professor of Late Medieval History, Durham 
University, GB, 

· Sanne Steen MA, PhD candidate at the Erasmus School of 
Philosophy, the Netherlands. 

 
Mariette Huisjes MA was appointed independent secretary to the committee.  
 
1.3. Documentation 

Prior to the site visit, the committee received the Strategy Evaluation Protocol 
2021-2027, the terms of reference for the evaluation, and the Institute for 
History’s self-evaluation report (2018 -2024), including the information and 
appendices required by the protocol.  
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Additional documents, either requested by the committee or provided at the 
institute’s own accord, included: 

· the assessment report of the Institute for History for the period 2012-
2017, 

· the Institute for History’s response to the previous assessment report, 
· An update on the financial situation of the Institute for History and the 

Faculty of Humanities, 
· results from a staff survey listing members’ top five research outputs, 
· the training and supervision plan for employed PhD candidates, 
· a chart with recommendations for inclusive recruitment and selection 

provided by Leiden University, and sample interview questions to 
stimulate equity, diversity & inclusion in recruitment, 

· guidelines for selection committees provided by the management team 
of the Institute for History, 

· Leiden University’s PhD regulations. 
 

 
1.4. Working method 

Since the evaluation of the Institute for History was part of a cluster of six 
research evaluations within the Leiden Faculty of Humanities, a consistent 
working method was adopted by all six committees. To ensure alignment and 
coherence across these evaluations, the secretaries held regular consultations.  
 
Leading up to the site visit, the committee members were first requested to 
individually study the documentation and formulate preliminary findings and 
questions. The secretaries provided some knowledge clips to introduce the 
committee to the protocol and the academic situation in the Netherlands. 
During an online kick-off meeting on 29 November 2024, the committee 
discussed its first impressions based on the documentation. Moreover, a 
practical working method was agreed upon, where each of the committee 
members focussed on certain aspects of the evaluation. After this meeting, the 
committee sent a list of factual questions to the institute, which were duly 
answered. 
 
The site visit took place from 14 to 16 December 2024. It started with an 
internal committee meeting and dinner on the evening of 14 December. Over 
the following two days, the committee spoke with representatives of the 
Institute for History, including its management, researchers, and doctoral 
candidates. These representatives were chosen by the institute. The visit 
concluded with a plenary presentation of the committee’s findings by the 
chair. The programme for the site visit is included in appendix 1. 
 
Following the site visit, the committee members provided written input for 
the evaluation report, which was then compiled into an initial draft by the 
secretary. This draft was circulated among all committee members and then 
revised to incorporate their feedback. Subsequently, the Institute for History 
report was submitted for factual corrections and comments on 14 March 
2025. After incorporating these comments, in close consultation with the 
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chair, the secretary finalized the report. The final version was presented to the 
Executive Board of Leiden University on 3 April 2025.   
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2. Strategy and organization 
 
2.1. Introduction 
 
The Institute for History provides the majority of the history courses taught at 
the Faculty of Humanities at Leiden University. The institute’s research is 
therefore necessarily grafted upon broad expertise, from modern 
African history to the classical world of the Mediterranean, and from the 
history of migration to the history of political culture and diplomacy. To bring 
depth to this broad expertise, individual staff members operate in highly 
specialized research fields.  
 
Six research specializations form the backbone of the institute’s research.  
What they all have in common is an inherent global orientation combined with 
local empirical expertise. The research specializations are: 
 

- the unification of the Mediterranean World, 400 BC-400 AD; 
- Medieval and Early Modern History: Europe in its global context; 
- politics, culture, and national identities, 1789-present; 
- colonial and global history, 1200-present; 
- cities, migration, and global interdependence, 1350-2000; 
- history and international studies, 1900-present. 

 
The institute is directed by a management team that is chaired by an academic 
director, and further consists of a director of research, a director of education, 
and an institute manager responsible for finances. The management team 
meets every two weeks. Apart from the institute manager, the positions in the 
management team rotate every three years among the institute’s permanent 
staff members.  
 
At present, the institute employs 135 FTE of staff, from PhD candidates to 
full professors. Permanent staff can devote 20% of their time to research, 
with 70% of their hours being reserved for teaching and 10% for 
administrative tasks. 
 
2.2. Mission and strategy 

Mission  
The institute’s general motto is ‘global questions, local sources’. On the one 
hand the institute has a broad and global research palette. On the other hand 
(and as a basis) there is the highly specialized focus of individual researchers, 
with strong regional expertise and specific historiographical, language and 
manuscript reading skills. The committee believes that this overall is sound in 
the current international research environment and for the immediate future.  
 
Strategy over the past six years and position of the institute 
Within its motto of ‘global questions, local sources’, the Institute for History 
values individual research autonomy, curiosity-driven fundamental research 
and bottom-up initiatives to create collaboration and develop new research 
themes. This may be seen as a liberal approach, which avoids top-down 
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thematic steering and gives ample room to the talents and creativity of 
individual researchers. The approach finds broad support among the members 
of the institute, as the committee noticed during the interviews with various 
cross-sections of the staff. Moreover, it has arguably contributed to the 
thriving academic atmosphere and to the success of the institute, which the 
committee believes can be regarded as truly world-class. The committee 
therefore endorses the approach, even though it recommends to embed it in a 
more explicit overall narrative, as described in section 5.2 of this report. 
 
2.3. Research organization and governance 

Governance 
The governance of the Institute for History resembles that of the other 
research institutes of the Humanities Faculty in Leiden in the composition of 
its management team. It differs, however, in having an additional director of 
research as a fourth member of the team, where in the other institutes research 
is covered by the academic director. This situation is justified by the institute’s 
size: there is a large amount of research going on and there are many grant 
applications that need to be coached and supervised. Hence - given the 
workload - having a separate director of research makes sense, and the 
committee acknowledges that it contributes to a stimulating research 
infrastructure for the community.  
 
In strategic decisions, the management team regularly consults with an 
Advisory Council in which faculty and other staff are represented. The 
institute’s policies are discussed - in principle several times a year - in the 
Institute Council, which includes all members of the institute. A special PhD 
Council advises the management team regarding the PhD programme. The 
PhD programme is integrated in the Graduate School of Humanities 
The committee observes that in general (as always, there are exceptions) the 
internal governance of the institute is perceived as transparent and clear; more 
so, in fact, than the governance of the Faculty of Humanities as a whole. Staff 
members know who is responsible for what and whom to turn to with their 
questions, and they acknowledge that the management team is accessible.   
 
Organization of research 
The committee was asked to explicitly and specifically assess the way research 
is organized within the Institute for History. In the current situation each 
researcher within the institute belongs to one of eight teaching sections and to 
(at least) one of six research specializations. In some cases teaching sections 
and research specializations coincide, in other cases they do not. The 
positioning of these research specializations and teaching sections within the 
organigram of the institute is slightly baffling. This is certainly the case for 
outsiders such as the committee members, but even some of the staff find the 
complex structure strange, as the committee concluded from the interviews. 
For instance, one interviewee remarked about this internal structuring of the 
institute: ‘it is weird, but one gets used to it’.  
 
There are some other remarkable features that may call for further reflection. 
It is striking for instance that most staff members seem to identify with the 

vaderj
Highlight
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teaching section they belong to as a home base, rather than with the research 
specializations. In addition, one might ask whether the research specializations 
are always of the right size to serve as true working communities for 
researchers. Thirdly it is questionable whether as part of a fixed organigram 
they should not be considered too rigid to be able to accommodate newly 
emerging research themes that might be brought in by new staff members, or 
to accommodate the choices of researchers who want to identify primarily 
with the existing interdisciplinary programmes (‘stimuleringsgebieden’) or with 
the newly developed ‘kiem, groei en bloei’ programmes designed to stimulate 
bottom-up cross-disciplinary collaboration and synergy.   
 
The committee spent quite some time discussing these issues and reviewing 
possible ways to deal with them. After careful consideration, it decided to 
advise the institute’s management team to change the internal structure of the 
institute. In the committee’s view it would be best to remove both teaching 
sections and research specializations from the organigram. Instead, 
professional clusters could be introduced as the main structures of the 
institute. These should serve as home bases for people working in the same 
research tradition, i.e. using more or less the same methods, publishing in the 
same kind of journals or book series etc. Within a home basis the chair can 
meaningfully serve as line manager for the other staff members. It will be up 
to the Institute for History, of course, to determine the nature and size of 
these clusters. Some may be defined by a chronological period, others by a 
particular type of historiography, or by area, or by any other criteria that are 
deemed relevant. Some may de facto coincide with current teaching sections. 
However, in those cases it will still be advisable to no longer use the latter 
term, because these clusters do not merely function in the context of teaching.  
 
Once the professional clusters are established, the institute should then make 
clear that all kinds of cross-connections can be made, both in the area of 
teaching and in the area of research: within these clusters, between these 
clusters, and with colleagues from outside the institute. However, such cross-
connections should themselves no longer be part of the organigram; they 
constitute networks rather than well-defined sections, and as such are not set 
in stone.  
 
Not only - or so the committee believes - will this way of organizing the 
Institute for History turn out to be more transparent to outsiders and insiders 
alike, but it will also offer the flexibility needed to accommodate new 
developments in both teaching and research. 
 
2.4. Infrastructure 

The Institute for History is located in the Huizinga building on the 
Humanities Campus in central Leiden. For the increasingly used Digital 
Humanities, staff members are facilitated by the faculty’s Digital Lab, which is 
conveniently located in the Huizinga building as well. At faculty level, data 
stewards have been appointed who can assist staff in preserving their data in a 
sustainable and accessible way, and in accordance with privacy laws. Large data 
sets are as a rule deposited at the national Data Station Social Sciences and 
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Humanities (DANS). All this seems to be working well and deserves to be 
continued; the committee has no further recommendations to make on 
infrastructure. 
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3. Research quality and societal relevance 

3.1. Research quality 

Leadership, productivity and collaboration 
The committee found that the Institute for History is internationally leading in 
historical research. On the one hand, it has a globally-oriented research 
methodology, and on the other hand a research dissemination strategy which 
is public-facing. Both of these emphases are very much in keeping with the 
nature of the best historical research conducted across the world.  
 
Since many of the courses offered by the institute are research-led, they feed 
the extraordinary productivity evident in the institute’s research; 3353 
publications are reported in the period under review, with an annual average 
of 560. This marks an increase from the previous review period. Researchers’ 
autonomy and academic freedom are guarded and prioritized, as described in 
section 2.2. The committee assumes that this has been central to the high 
quality of the research in the institute, besides the research-led teaching that is 
also typical of the Institute for History (see section 3.2). Members of the 
institute speak favourably of their ability to choose their own research topics.  
 
Judging from the number of co-authored journal articles noted in the self-
evaluation, collaborative research and writing thrive within the institute, and 
more so now than in the previous review period. The committee commends 
this increase in collaboration, as it promotes interdisciplinary approaches and 
leverages resources, networks, and methodologies, thereby enhancing the 
institute’s potential to address more complex issues. 
 
Diversity of research outputs 
There is a great diversity of research outputs at the Institute for History: from 
‘big books’ on major themes, to specialist monographs, podcasts, media 
appearances, and public-facing interventions, for instance around troubled 
histories that deal with periods marked by conflict and controversies. The 
audiences for this research are far-away in the Global South as well as within 
Leiden itself and elsewhere. The research outputs are pleasingly multi-lingual, a 
clear response to the previous committee’s recommendation on this point (see 
also section 3.2). Through a raft of new appointments - including international 
hires that highlight the institute’s global research reputation - the institute has 
expanded into new areas of research during the review period. The quality of 
the research is reflected in major grants and prizes, signalling further 
strengthening since the previous review. Other markers of a strengthening 
research culture lie in the editorial positions held by historians at the institute. 
According to the self-evaluation report 54 journals in total have connections 
to the institute; this is an impressive number.  
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Work pressure and resilience 
While the dynamism, productivity and autonomy of the researchers and 
research at the Institute for History are to be prized and praised, it is worth 
reflecting on where over-productivity may lead to workload pressures which 
are unsustainable in the long term. The committee recommends that the 
Institute for History initiate a conversation about the norms for publication, in 
terms of number of outputs and forms of output. These may vary from 
subfield to subfield. Like the evaluation committee which preceded it, this 
committee does not believe in a rigid rule of two articles per year per 
researcher. The previous committee recommended to apply this formal 
requirement flexibly. The present committee is satisfied to note that the 
management team has taken this recommendation to heart and that two 
articles per year are now a guideline rather than a rule. Yet the committee does 
recommend the establishing guidelines for good practices regarding research 
outputs in terms of quality as well as quantity. Such guidelines should be based 
on international benchmarks, to ensure the institute maintains its world-
leading reputation. This will promote a resilient and high-quality research 
culture, which may weather the storms of the present situation with financial 
setbacks and a political climate that does not favour humanities research. 
 
Allocation of research time 
In the past, the institute had an egalitarian sabbatical system in place, that 
secured time for reflection and writing for all staff members, either to 
complete a publication or to write a grant application. This has now been 
phased out, to the regret of many. The sabbaticals were crucial to the quality 
and quantity of the research output of the institute, as stated in the self-
evaluation and confirmed by the interviews. Moreover, the committee found 
that many of the staff members consider resuscitating the sabbatical scheme to 
be even more important and desirable than enhancing or maintaining the level 
of the officially allocated 20 % research time. In view of these considerations 
the committee advises the management team and the Faculty Board to seize 
any chance they see to bring back the sabbatical system in some form. 
 
Visibility and flexibility 
This committee’s recommendations for a replacement of rigid teaching 
sections and research specializations (see section 2.3) should allow research-led 
teaching – as well as what may be termed teaching-led research – to flourish 
even better and in a more coherent and integrated fashion. It should allow 
greater visibility to emerging and newer areas of historiographical interest, 
especially those represented by new hires at the institute. 
 
3.2. Relevance to society 

Inspiring a wider public 
The Institute for History has clearly pursued an active policy on societal 
relevance, successfully making its research available to local, national and 
international audiences. The publication strategy results in diverse types of 
research products (see section 3.1), with increasing attention to popular 
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products such as interviews, podcasts, newspaper articles, and reports targeted 
at a wider public than just academics. This reflects a shared understanding 
among staff members of the relevance of engaging a broader audience. The 
extent of the institute’s increased external engagement since the previous 
review is a marked feature of its success, contributing to its international 
visibility. 
 
The committee’s conversation with the staff during the site visit showed that 
colleagues at the Institute for History see embedding societal engagement 
within teaching and supervision programmes of students as a central part of 
their role. Commendable practices include the setting of student assignments 
in the form of draft policy papers aimed at galleries, libraries, archives and 
museums (the GLAM sector). In ways such as this, research-led teaching is 
combined with societal engagement in order to train critical citizens, who are 
themselves more likely to see the benefits of (open) science. 
 
The committee appreciates the institute’s common practice to publish research 
in different languages. Whereas the preferred languages are English and 
Dutch, source languages such as Italian, French, German, Russian, Latvian, 
Turkish, and Indonesian are also used, to stay in conversation with locally as 
well as globally focused historians. In doing so, the institute ensures a broad 
geographical reach for its research. 
 
All in all, the committee is impressed by the excellent popular research output 
across the board, which has shown a significant improvement since the 
previous research evaluation. In many different ways researchers manage to 
make history resonate in society, and inspire people to be interested in the 
past. This is an important achievement.  
 
Strategizing impact and navigating sensitivities 
The committee believes that the institute’s active involvement with society 
could be made more strategic. However, the diversity in the type of 
stakeholders as well as the wide-ranging research profiles of the staff call for a 
decentralized and balanced approach. It seems impossible to incorporate the 
wide diversity of external partners within a single public engagement forum. 
Common goals should instead continue to be pursued through active dialogue 
around public engagement within the existing and future professional. Within 
such clusters specific societal goals could be set, partnerships could be further 
developed, impact could be monitored and a communication strategy could be 
in place to position the institute as a key player in certain societal debates. 
 
As an engaged institute for historical research it is essential to pay attention to 
the polarized and sensitive political context in which researchers operate. This 
environment can be precarious, especially when political dynamics influence 
the interpretation and presentation of historical knowledge. Therefore it is 
crucial to provide comprehensive training, clear guidelines, and ongoing 
support (possibly in the form of mentorships) to staff members who take part 
in public debates. Additionally, continuous discussions about institutional 
responses are necessary to ensure that the community remains flexible and 
sensitive to the evolving political landscape. By fostering a thoughtful and 
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supportive atmosphere, the institute can better navigate the challenges that 
come with societal engagement, and uphold the integrity of its research. 
 
Teaching-research nexus 
Staff members of the Institute for History teach in the history study 
programmes as well as in twenty other study programmes within the Faculty 
of Humanities, ranging from Latin American Studies to Urban Studies and 
International Relations. Most of these interdisciplinary BA and MA 
programmes are taught in collaboration with colleagues from the other 
humanities institutes, while two of the specializations within the history study 
programmes are part of the inter-university Leiden-Delft-Erasmus 
collaboration. 
 
The committee found that the institute places particular emphasis on research-
led teaching, especially when compared to some peer institutions in the 
Netherlands. It is estimated by the management team that around 60% of 
teaching can be described as ‘research led’, with the other 40% devoted to 
more general team-taught survey courses. This balance has been a central part 
of the institute’s success since 2019, and has allowed the institute to attract 
new talent during the recent period of expansion. Staff members at all career 
stages regard research-led teaching as a vital component in their personal 
research processes. Combined, if possible, with a return to a sabbatical system, 
maintenance of research-led teaching is a key component in fostering the 
creativity and productivity of Leiden historians and the quality of their 
research. The committee therefore recommends preserving it.  
 
Involvement of stakeholders 
Because their products are aimed at a wide audience, researchers within the 
Institute for History have various connections to different types of 
stakeholders, such as Leiden museums, citizens and students. They conduct 
research with and for these stakeholders, and collaborate with other university 
researchers both at Leiden and elsewhere in Europe. The Hague Global 
Futures Hub – a collaboration with Edinburgh University – is one example 
that addresses global challenges in the fields of justice, security and 
governance. The Europe Hub is another example. This interdisciplinary 
platform at Leiden University focusses on European challenges such as the 
climate and energy transition, the regulation of artificial intelligence, the 
preservation of democracy and the rule of law. In both of these collaborations, 
the Institute for History plays an active role. The collaborations have clearly 
strengthened and contributed to the institute’s open science strategy and 
ensure that societal challenges inform the research.  
 
Publication strategy 
The success of the institute’s open science policy is visible in the stable 
increase of open-access research products of all types (books, articles, other 
formats, datasets) over the past six years. This trend has led up to 70 % of all 
articles being published open access in 2023. The institute realized this 
achievement even though the agreements at university level for open access 
are mainly available only for journal articles. Staff have for instance been very 
effective in acquiring external grants for the open access publication of books. 
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Access to research data 
It is clear that the Institute for History has paid attention to the usability and 
accessibility of research data. The staff created several databases, which are 
deposited at a national repository (DANS) rather than an institutional one. 
This ensures that the data are available to the largest possible group of 
stakeholders. The faculty’s Digital Lab trains, guides and supports staff in 
making their datasets open access, which is a good asset.  
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4. People, culture and community 

4.1. PhD policy and training of doctoral candidates 

Selection and progression 
At the Institute for History, the research director and the PhD coordinator are 
involved in the selection procedure of new PhD candidates. This is a good 
practice to ensure consistency and assess the alignment between the 
candidate’s profile and the institute’s research strategy and organizational set 
up. The PhD coordinator has an important role in the onboarding of new 
PhD candidates. Each PhD candidate has a supervisor and co-supervisor. 
When new PhD candidates start their trajectory, they write a training and 
supervision plan, in which they outline the goals of their trajectory and 
agreements with their supervisors with regard to the nature and frequency of 
supervision. Progress is discussed during regular meetings with the primary 
supervisor. 
 
The committee signals a relatively long duration of PhD trajectories, reaching 
an average of seven years in 2022 and 2023. While external factors such as the 
COVID pandemic partially explain the longer time frame needed to finish a 
PhD, the delays in graduation cannot be attributed to a single cause, especially 
because they were also highlighted in the previous evaluation report. 
Following up on it, the institute has made a commendable effort to streamline 
the PhD process and improve the wellbeing of PhD candidates. Nevertheless, 
the issue seems tenacious.  
 
Recognizing that PhD projects in the humanities are often overly ambitious, 
the committee recommends setting realistic goals from the outset. For 
instance, writing an article-based dissertation should no longer be discouraged. 
The training and supervision plan could be used flexibly, incorporating 
milestones and contingency plans. A review point (e.g., at the beginning of the 
third year) could be established for supervisors and PhD candidates to jointly 
reassess the training and supervision plan and adjust it as needed, based on 
what is feasible within the project’s remaining timeframe.  
 
Quality assurance 
The training and supervision plan that is drawn up by PhD candidates and 
their supervisors at the start of the PhD trajectory is a key element in quality 
assurance. Both the PhD coordinator and the director of research have to 
approve the plan. In the past six years – and in reaction to the previous 
committee’s recommendation - quality assurance has been enhanced by 
making a co-supervisor compulsory for each PhD project, and by 
standardizing the nine--month evaluation of the project (the so-called ‘go/no-
go moment’). Formally, the PhD coordinator monitors progress and well-
being during yearly individual meetings with all contract and employed PhD 
candidates. During the site visit, the committee’s conversations illustrated that 
although the PhD coordinator is very accessible to PhD candidates, they only 
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meet him in informal settings and he is for instance not present at the 
meetings on the go-no go decision. The committee suggests that the role of 
the PhD coordinator may be more formalized, for instance by considering 
involvement in annual conversations. It could also be clarified in what ways he 
or she contributes to quality assurance.  
 
Training and mentoring 
Over the past six years, the Institute for History developed building blocks for 
the training of PhD candidates: courses on the research and writing process, 
on teaching and general professionalization and career development. In 
addition to these general courses, PhD candidates are expected to follow more 
specialized disciplinary courses offered by a research school. These two tracks 
of training complement each other well.  
 
The committee found that the institute takes the well-being of PhD candidates 
seriously. Both the supervisors and the PhD coordinator take up mentoring 
roles. Onboarding sessions, social events and a confidential counsellor are also 
in place. Conversations during the site visit demonstrated that PhD candidates 
are generally highly satisfied with their supervisors. The tailored approach that 
is characteristic for the institute - such as adjusting the frequency of meetings 
based on the specific needs of PhD candidates - is particularly appreciated. 
While the committee acknowledges that each PhD candidate has different 
demands and hence a tailored supervision approach is desirable, it also 
endorses the supervision training for new supervisors that the institute has 
recently introduced. It will stimulate and homogenize the quality of 
supervision.  
 
A recent addition to the mentoring programme is the buddy system, a bottom-
up initiative rooted in the PhD community itself. Senior candidates serve as 
buddies for incoming PhD candidates, and young lecturers as buddies for 
those in more advanced stages of their PhD trajectory. The committee 
applauds this initiative as a valuable complementary support system in addition 
to the formal mentoring roles of supervisors and PhD coordinator.  
 
Role of the PhD council 
Within the Institute for History, the PhD community is represented through 
the PhD council, that meets twice a year. Besides advocacy and representation 
it also organizes PhD conferences (twice a year) and social activities such as 
the yearly outing. Two members of the PhD council formally represent the 
PhD candidates to the management team. The committee was happy to see 
that these PhD representatives take on a proactive role, but also feels that it 
might be worthwhile to clarify the position of the PhD council with regard to 
management team, Advisory Council and PhD coordinator.  
 
Guidance towards the job market 
PhD candidates at the Institute for History are provided with plenty of 
opportunities to develop skills relevant for an academic career. In addition to 
courses and teaching experience, they are usually supported by their 
supervisors in attending conferences. Some of the PhD candidates are also 
well embedded in large research projects and have access to extensive 
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networks with societal stakeholders that can serve as potential employers. 
With regards to career prospects outside of academia, candidates have the 
opportunity to attend the annual career event organized by the Faculty of 
Humanities.  
 
In the committee’s view, creating a pool of alumni can be of use as an 
extension of the buddy system to help guide PhD candidates to the job 
market. Moreover, alumni could also be given a role in teaching, or as 
ambassadors for the institute in outreach activities.  
 
4.2. Human resources policy 

Recognition and Rewards 
Over the past six years, Leiden University has been actively involved in the 
nationwide process of transforming academic culture through the Recognition 
& Rewards programme, which at Leiden University is embedded within the 
programme ‘Academia in Motion’. Both programmes are geared towards 
recognizing and accommodating diverse talents and acknowledging different 
pathways to success, by not only looking at standard publication matrices and 
grant successes, but also at other contributions. The committee’s 
conversations with the staff members during the site visit illustrated that this 
policy shift is valued and incorporated well in daily practices.  
 
During the site visit, autonomy, trust, flexibility and collegiality between the 
staff, section heads and management team were noted as points of 
appreciation. The annual GROW interactions between staff and section heads 
are important spaces for formal conversations on the strengths of individual 
staff members, workload issues and strategic choices that have to be made. 
The committee suggests to complement these annual conversations with 
collective conversations at the institute level (see section 4.3).  
 
Opportunities for growth 
The limited funding both for promotions and permanent job opportunities is 
an important threat to the viability of the institute. Regardless of the current 
funding challenges in the Netherlands, staff retention must be a top priority in 
order to remain competitive in the international market for research and 
teaching talent. This is widely acknowledged within the institute. While the 
impact of financial constraints on limiting formal career possibilities can only 
be met with resignation, the committee encourages the institute to allow 
scholars to continue to grow in their professional skills, in spite of a lack of 
formal promotions. This will have a positive impact on their job satisfaction 
and help them to maintain a strong profile internationally.  
 
At the university level, several instruments can be thought of: the extension of 
the ius promovendi from full professors and associate professors to sufficiently 
qualified assistant professors is strongly recommended. The Institute for 
History itself could open up leadership training opportunities to a wider group 
of staff members, based on their actual responsibilities rather than job titles. It 
could stimulate horizontal job promotions if promotion from assistant 
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professor to associate professor is not possible. Also, the reintroduction of a 
sabbatical system as recommended in section 3.1 would be an asset.  
 
Diversity and inclusivity 
Since 2018, the institute has become larger, more international and more 
diverse. Gender balance has improved over the years, especially among the 
younger generation. This could potentially lead to greater diversity among 
senior staff in the future, which is desirable as currently only 30 % of the full 
professors is female. There has been clear attention to diversity in the broader 
sense as well, as reflected in the development of an inclusive hiring policy. 
This policy was implemented in the selection of 24 new staff members that 
joined the institute in the context of the extra funds that came with the Sector 
Plan Social Sciences and Humanities, belonging to a series of strategic funding 
programmes in the Netherlands aimed at strengthening the quality and 
international competitiveness of research in specific academic disciplines. 
During the hiring process for these new colleagues, attention was given not 
only to standard academic criteria such as research achievements but also to 
personal strengths, for example the ability to contribute as a team player. The 
committee finds this commendable. It remarks that issues of equity, diversity 
and inclusion should continue to be enforced across all of the institute’s 
communities. It was perceived among the assistant professors that the 
management team may not always wish to ‘intrude’ in the day-to-day running 
of subgroups such as the present teaching sections, but in these matters active 
engagement is of course essential. 
 
The increasing diversity of the staff requires attention in terms of the 
difference in needs and expectations. For instance, international colleagues 
who need to learn Dutch face extra work pressure, which comes on top of the 
regular workload. The committee was happy to hear that conversations with 
line managers led to a temporary lowering of teaching tasks for international 
staff while learning Dutch. The formalization of such practices is to be 
recommended. In the same vein, new arrivals are given a one-term ‘soft 
landing’ to permit them to embed themselves in the institute. This excellent 
practice deserves to be there for any future appointments. 
 
4.3 Academic culture 

Social safety 
The academic culture of the institute, as evidenced in the interviews in 
particular, is a supportive and contented one. Staff members told the 
committee that the Institute for History is a ‘happy place to work’. Colleagues 
spoke of the possibility to knock on doors when in need of advice on how to 
develop a podcast, or how to publish an article, or how to go about teaching a 
particular course. This sense of solidarity seems to arise from the institute’s 
central commitment to autonomy and freedom. It generates a loyalty to the 
institute and to working together for the greater good. The culture is markedly 
informal, partly because the management is committed to minimising the 
burden of having many meetings.  
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Yet as the staff of the institute becomes more international and diverse, their 
expectations for career prospects are changing and the lack of promotional 
possibilities for early and mid-career researchers accordingly become more 
problematic. Furthermore, the financial pressures on the institute are 
understandably an urgent matter of concern. For these reasons, the committee 
perceives a need for more formal pathways that allow all staff members to 
voice their concerns. When there are issues in whatever area, the informal 
culture of communication and self-help may back-fire. In the committee’s 
view, the present time of turmoil demands a set of all-institute meetings to 
discuss the way forward with the financial cutbacks, the organization of the 
institute, work pressure and any other trying circumstances for scholarship. 
To further increase formal pathways to guarantee social safety, a confidential 
advisor could be allocated at some distance of the institute, at faculty level.  
 
Besides the set of all-institute meetings, occasional fora could be set up to 
share good practices around matters that cut across the whole institute. Such 
fora should not be seen as administrative meetings, but rather as places to 
learn about public engagement, social safety, diversity, research integrity and 
such like. They may be fora for the informal and autonomous culture to be 
further consolidated in a way that is accessible to those who are new or who 
may not yet have the confidence to go knocking on doors or to navigate 
Leiden academic cultural norms. Such gatherings do not need to be held too 
regularly so as not to add measurably to the schedules of researchers. They 
could generate greater resilience, inclusivity, sustainability and synergy. The 
fora may serve to accentuate the positive academic culture of openness and 
humaneness that the committee encountered, where management reportedly 
speaks honestly, even in times of difficulty. This culture was praised in the 
interviews. 
 
Research integrity 
All PhD candidates at the Institute for History follow at least one course on 
academic integrity. New staff members are referred to the Netherlands Code 
of Conduct for Research Integrity, through a reference to the ‘Rules for 
Research Integrity’ (Regeling Wetenschappelijke Integriteit) to be found at the 
university’s website. The Code of Conduct is also discussed during an 
introductory course for PhD candidates, and, at undergraduate level, in the 
course Philosophy of Science, which is part of the core curriculum of the 
Faculty of Humanities. 
 
There is a Faculty Ethics Committee in place. Researchers working with 
human subjects, human remains, or personal data are required to present their 
research to the committee for ethical review and binding advice. With these 
measures, the institute is compliant with the duties of care as specified in the 
Netherlands Code of Conduct for Research Integrity.   
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5. Viability and strategy for the future 

5.1. Resources  

On the basis of the available documentation and of the interviews held during 
the site visit the committee concludes that several elements importantly 
contribute to the institute’s long-term viability. First of all, there is the overall 
strong research output, not only in the area of ‘traditional’ scholarly work, but 
to an increasing extent also in the area of societally relevant research.  
 
Secondly, the institute has a good track record in terms of its earning capacity. 
Over the last few years it has been increasingly successful in acquiring grant 
money from the second, third and even fourth revenue streams. This success 
may be attributed to the talents and initiatives of individual researchers, but 
also to effective forms of coaching and the tapping of the experiences of staff 
members who have served as members of juries and committees at NWO or 
the ERC. It goes without saying that this earning capacity in the second, third 
and fourth revenue streams will become all the more important in the context 
of a decreasing first revenue stream.  
 
A final factor contributing to the institute’s viability is that it has managed over 
the years to create a very positive collegial atmosphere and a strong 
community spirit, as described in section 4.2. This fosters the kind of 
resilience that may come in useful in the face of external threats.  
 
 
5.2. Strategy for the future 

External threats 
External threats to the long-term viability of the institute presently come in the 
form not only of looming straightforward budget cuts, but also of the 
Balancing Internationalization Act (Wet Internationalisering in Balans), which 
may force Dutch universities to severely reduce the number of English-taught 
programmes. This will result in decreasing student numbers and decreasing 
student-related funding. How and to what extent these developments can be 
expected to affect the Institute for History in particular, was still unclear at the 
time of the committee’s site visit (December 2024). However, in almost every 
scenario they are likely to increase the teaching load of the staff, and they may 
jeopardize the much-desired restoration of the sabbatical scheme that was so 
important for the institute’s strength and output in the past. Both effects 
would be clearly detrimental to the viability of the institute’s research.  
 
Overall strategic narrative 
Since - as described in section 2.2 - the institute’s (largely implicit) strategy of 
scholarly autonomy and academic freedom has been successful and is much 
appreciated, the committee would not want the institute to change it. 
However, it recommends that the institute formulate a more articulate overall 
strategic narrative. This could help avoid the risk of the outside world  
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perceiving the Institute for History as little more than a ‘playground for 
intellectuals’. Such a narrative should evidently not force researchers into any 
particular thematic or chronological direction, but it should highlight the 
institute’s overall aims and ambitions, and the importance and relevance of its 
high-quality research, as well as how the institute effectively reaches out to 
both academic peers (for academic impact) and to society more broadly 
conceived (for societal impact). What, in other words, can the outside world 
expect from the Institute for History? Such a narrative is what the Strategy 
Evaluation Protocol suggests any institute should have - and should then use 
as a basis for its self-evaluation in future research assessments. Moreover, it 
can provide the institute with a sense of identity and direction, and help define 
its position within Leiden University and the Faculty of Humanities as well as 
vis-à-vis other comparable institutions in the field. Again, according to the 
committee such a narrative need not – or indeed should not – function as a 
straightjacket, and it need not be revolutionary in its nature. In fact, it could 
find its basis in the current motto of the institute and in a coherent description 
of the status quo. 
 
Financial strategy 
The committee considers commenting in detail on the future financial policies 
of the institute and the Faculty of Humanities at Leiden University to be 
beyond its remit. However, it does take the liberty of suggesting that future 
budget cuts should not just, or even primarily, affect research. If the 
government fails to provide adequate funding for higher education, the option 
of offering ‘less teaching’ (i.e. fewer and less teaching-intensive courses) 
should also be seriously contemplated.  
 
In connection with financial resilience, it is to be noted that the sabbatical 
system, which has now been phased out for financial reasons, was highly 
instrumental both in creating the strong research output which the institute 
can boast and in obtaining the successes in grant acquisition over the past 
years. As recommended in section 3.1, this makes revitalizing the sabbatical 
system important, even - or perhaps especially - in difficult financial 
circumstances. 
 
Consensus and resilience 
Finally, as described in section 4.3, the committee believes that the present 
situation calls for staff meetings on a regular basis, in order to foster 
consensus and resilience, to exchange creative ideas, and to discuss different 
scenarios in order to come up with a flexible response as soon as the real 
nature and extent of the threats becomes clear. 
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Appendix 1. Programme of the site visit 

Programme interviews with the research assessment committee  
Institute for History and Research School for Medieval Studies 

 
Sunday 15th of December  

17:00 – 19:00  
 Word of welcome by Director of Research Institute for History, Alicia 

Schrikker 
 Internal meeting committee to prepare site visit  

 
19:00 – 21:00 Informal dinner committee  

 
Monday 16th of December  

8.30  Committee arrives 
 
08:45-10:00  Management 
 
10.00 – 10.30 Internal meeting of the committee 
 
10.30 – 11.30 Research quality - Senior staff/chairs research clusters  
 
11.30 – 12.00 Internal meeting committee 
 
12.00 -13.00 Lunch on campus  
 
13.00-14.00  Meeting on societal impact – Researchers active public 
engagement 
 
14.00 – 14.30 Internal meeting of the committee 
 
14:30 – 15:30 University lecturers  
 
15.30 – 16.00 Internal meeting of the committee 
 
16.00 - 17.00 Academic culture/General 
 
17.00 – 18.00 Internal meeting committee 
 
±  18.00  Committee withdraws for day 1 
 

 
Tuesday 17th of December 

8.45  Committee arrives 
 
09:00 – 09:45  PhD policy - PhD candidates 
 
9.45 – 10.30  PhD policy -  Director Faculty graduate school, graduate school 
coordinator institute 
 
10.30 -11.00 Internal meeting of the committee 
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11.00 – 11.45 Research school Medieval studies - PhD candidates  
 
11.45 – 12.30 Research school Medieval studies - Management 
 
12.30 – 13.00 Internal meeting committee 
 
13.00  –  14.00 Lunch on campus 
 
14:00 - 14:45 Time slot for extra meeting if necessary  
 
14.45 – 16.30  Committee draws shared conclusions 
 
16.30 Presentation of first results, followed by drinks  
Open to institute members 
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Appendix 2. Quantitative data 

Funding 
 

 
 
Research staff 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

Onderzoekscomponent LUIH 1e geldstroom

HGL / UHD / UD 2018 20% 2019 20% 2020 20% 2021 20% 2022 20% 2023 20%
PostDoc / PhD 85% 85% 85% 85% 85% 85%

Table E2: Input of reseach staff

LUIH # FTE # FTE # FTE # FTE # FTE # FTE
Scientific staff 
(1)
Assistant 
professor 86                   14,46 fte 86                   14,40 fte 88                   14,46 fte 79                   14,92 fte 68                   12,88 fte 70                   13,58 fte
Associate 
professor 9                     3,10 fte 9                     3,00 fte 10                   3,34 fte 11                   2,80 fte 12                   3,38 fte 12                   2,80 fte
Full professor 22                   4,90 fte 23                   5,04 fte 23                   4,78 fte 22                   4,60 fte 21                   4,58 fte 21                   4,60 fte
Postdocs (2) 20                   11,47 fte 25                   13,54 fte 19                   11,04 fte 18                   12,25 fte 24                   12,17 fte 26                   13,43 fte
PhD candidates 
(3) 40                   30,58 fte 40                   26,53 fte 31                   20,27 fte 31                   25,80 fte 32                   21,96 fte 30                   23,37 fte
Total research 
staff 177                 64,51 fte 183                 62,51 fte 171                 53,89 fte 161                 60,36 fte 157                 54,97 fte 159                 57,78 fte
Support staff 13                   1,60 fte 14                   1,70 fte 10                   1,40 fte 13                   2,00 fte 9                     1,20 fte 18                   2,00 fte

Visiting fellows -                 0,00 fte -                 0,00 fte -                 0,00 fte -                 0,00 fte -                 0,00 fte -                 0,00 fte
Total staff 190                 66,11 fte 197                 64,21 fte 181                 55,29 fte 174                 62,36 fte 166                 56,17 fte 177                 59,78 fte

Current year - 2023Year 5 - 2018 Year 4 - 2019 Year 3 - 2020 Year 2 - 2021 Year 1 - 2022
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                    Doctoral candidates 
 

 

Institute for History

Enrollment Succes Rates

Enrollment

Total
Starting yearmale female (m+f) # % # % # % # % # % # % # %

2015 15 15 30 - - 3 10% 11 37% 12 40% 16 53% 4 13% 10 33%
2016 19 9 28 1 4% 2 7% 4 14% 6 21% 7 25% 13 46% 8 29%
2017 11 12 23 1 4% 3 13% 6 26% 12 52% 12 52% 7 30% 4 17%
2018 19 12 31 1 3% 3 10% 4 13% 4 13% 4 13% 19 61% 8 26%
2019 13 14 27 - - 1 4% 2 7% 2 7% 2 7% 20 74% 5 19%

Total 77 62 139 3 2% - - - - - - 41 29% 63 45% 35 25%

Not yet 
finished

DiscontinuedGraduated in 
year 4  or 

earlier

Graduated in 
year 5  or 

earlier

Graduated in 
year 6  or 

earlier

Graduated in 
year 7  or 

earlier

Total




