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Retreat 2026, Phd-student assembly, Member assembly (faculty members and the phd-students)

19.05.2026 20.05.2026 21.05.2026
09.00- Jehan Hillen 09.00- Florian Mainzer:
10.30 Opponent: Paulina 10.30 Opponent: Barbara Hausmair
Kaczmarczyk
Pause
10:00- Ph-d student assembly | 10.45- Raphael Szeider 10.45- Stefanie Heim
11:30 12.15 Opponent: Christian 12.15 Opponent: Felix Schulz
Heitz
Mittagessen
13:30- Member assembly 13.00- Sina Kazemirashid: 13.00- Edward Coidan
15:00 (faculty members and | 14.30 Opponent: Valentina | 14.30 Opponent: Alexander Steiner
the phd-students) Cambruzzi
15.45- Amelie Jochmus: 15.45- Michael Méder
17.15 Opponent: Clemens 17.15 Opponent: Martin Lang
Steinwender
17.15- Guest Lecture 17.15-
18.45 Salvatore Gaspa, SR 9 | 18.45
Agnes Heller Haus




OBJECTIVE: THE RETREAT AS A DIALOGICAL FEEDBACK ENVIRONMENT
IMPLEMENTATION:
A) Doctoral Candidates (Junior Cohort)

1. Preparation (Two Weeks Prior to Presentation)

Doctoral candidates are required to submit a discussion paper (5-8 pages; not a finalized chapter), including:
the central research question

an outline of the core argument

explicitly formulated open problems or unresolved issues (mandatory)

2. Impulse Presentation (20 minutes)

The presentation should not aim at comprehensive coverage, but instead focus on:
the central thesis

the current state of the project

two to three specific problems or uncertainties

Note: A clear problem-oriented approach is required.

3. Meta-Reflection (5 minutes, at the end of the session)

At the conclusion of their time slot, presenters are expected to reflect on the discussion:
What aspects of the feedback were unexpected?

What concrete insights or next steps will be taken forward?

B) Senior Cohort and Faculty Members

Opponent’s Response (10 minutes). The opponent’s role is not to summarize the presentation, but to provide structured critical engagement,
addressing:

— Argumentation: Is the central thesis clearly formulated and logically developed?

— Methodology: Is the methodological approach appropriate and robust?

— Theoretical Framework: Is the project theoretically well-grounded and connected to relevant debates?

— Scholarly Contribution: Does the project offer a genuine and original contribution to knowledge?

Opponents will be provided with guiding questions and are expected to adopt the role of a constructive yet rigorous reviewer.



