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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
 
Activity System - an assembly of people or resources that are organized into a whole in 
order to accomplish a purposeful activity. 
 
Activity Theory (AT) - a descriptive meta-theory or framework that seeks to explain 
how a number of activity systems interact with one another. It takes into account the 
context of the activity, the history of the persons involved, culture, the role of the artifact, 
motivations, and the lived experience of the relevant activity (Engeström, 2001). 
 
Climate – is the existential meaning one attaches to the space one finds oneself in 
(Watsuji, 1961) 
 
Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) - is a neglected strand of Activity Theory, 
which elaborates on Activity Theory in two theoretically salient ways through the 
concepts of artifact-mediated and object-oriented action (Vygotsky, 1978: 40). CHAT 
proposes that human activity has a tripartite structure: where the relationship between 
human agents and objects in the environment are mediated by cultural means, tools and 
signs.  
 
Micropolitics - The use of formal and informal power by individuals and groups to 
achieve their goals within organizations (Ball, 1987) 
 
Negotiated Knowledge - an AT term that describes how knowledge is negotiated when 
two activity systems come into contact with one another (Worthen, 2008).  
 
Object Motive - the motivation a social actor has towards the object of any given 
activity. 
 
Psychoactive Space - when a person’s thoughts, emotions and bodily sensations take on 
symbolic significance in response to what they perceive to be happening in any given 
space (Lawley & Penny, 2000). 
 
Relational Agency - a capacity to work with others to expand the object of an activity by 
applying the sense-making of others and to utilize the resources that come from that 
sense-making (Edwards, 2005: 9) 
 
Risk – is a negative logic that is characterized by a change from the management and 
distribution of material ‘goods’ to the management and distribution of ‘bads’ in society 
and institutions. An example of this would be the management of knowledge related to 
danger, risk assessment and the back-up systems required to protect against such a reality 
(Beck, 1992). 
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ABSTRACT: Covert Conversations: Disciplined Improvisation 
and Meaning- Making in the Masters (MA) Supervisory 

Relationship 
 
Rationale: This study takes a novel approach to understanding Masters (MA) 
supervision in the Humanities by focusing upon the supervisory relationship itself. It 
investigates how academic identities are formed and transformed by the relational 
dynamics between supervisor and supervisee. It does this through dialoguing with the 
voices of both MA supervisors and supervisees using a Cultural Historical Activity 
Theory (CHAT) framework. In so doing, this research argues for a re-evaluation of how 
MA supervision is conceptualised and proposes a new theoretical framework for 
conceptualising MA supervision as a relational phenomenon. 
 
Aim: This research asks the question: “What are the relational dynamics in MA 
supervision?” It attempts to answer this question by analysing how both supervisors and 
supervisees understand the MA supervisory relationship. 
 
Method: The research design was derived from an Activity Theory-influenced 
methodology. Data collection procedures included the administration of Activity Theory 
Logs, individual semi-structured interviews with both supervisors and supervisees and 
the completion of reflective journals. Grounded Theory was used to analyse the data. The 
sample for the study consists of three supervisor-supervisee dyads from three disciplines 
in the Humanities. Data was collected over the course of one academic year, 2010-2011. 
 
Findings: The findings from this research are presented under six headings (see chapters 
4 to 6). These are as follows:  

• The Iterative Negotiation of Ambiguity/clarity: It emerged from the data that 
MA supervisors repeatedly developed strategies to clarify the ambiguities, 
associated with MA supervisory practice, into meaningful elements. These 
strategies were found to inform their professional identity as academics. This 
negotiation of ambiguity into clarity is an iterative process that is repeated at 
every stage of the supervisory relationship and with each supervisee undergoing 
supervision. Three types of ambiguity were found to be present for MA 
supervisors: Situational Ambiguity, Quality Ambiguity, and Subjective 
Ambiguity.  

 
• Boundary Work: Psychological boundaries were found to be an essential part of 

how supervisees negotiated their identity within MA supervision. These 
boundaries served to distinguish supervisees’ personal identity from their MA 
researcher identity, while simultaneously enabling them to create an academic 
identity that met the objectives behind supervision and research. The data showed 
that MA supervisees were motivated to construct three types of psychological 
boundaries in supervision: Relationship Boundaries, Power Boundaries, and 
Performance Boundaries.  

 



 v 

 
• Supervisory Reciprocity: A shared relational dynamic that impacted upon MA 

supervisory practice was Supervisory Reciprocity. Supervisory reciprocity was 
found to hold an important emotional resonance for both MA supervisors and 
supervisees as it encouraged the investment of trust in the supervisory relationship 
and the research process as well as promoting the development of relational 
agency within the shared space of MA supervision. 

 
• Temporal Ordering of Supervisory Space: MA supervision is time-limited and 

the space of supervision was found to be ordered by the time spent together by the 
supervisor and supervisee. The findings from the data revealed that supervisory 
time can be categorised in two qualitatively different ways: Contractual Time and 
Quality Time. Contractual Time was found to be understood as a finite, 
bureaucratic form of time accounted for at institutional and individual levels. In 
contrast to this, quality time proved to be much more significant to the 
supervisory relationship and was defined as time spent explicitly dealing with 
problems and issues related to the construction of academic knowledge and 
identity. 

 
• The Micropolitics of Supervisory Space: It was recognised in the findings that 

the micropolitics of supervisiory space not only refered to conflicts and the way in 
which social actors exert authority or influence, but also entailed the cooperation, 
collaboration and the support each party gives to one another in order to achieve 
certain future-orientated goals. Although power tends to be implicit within the 
MA supervision, it emerged from this research that the supervisory relationship is 
informed by how power is negotiated and utilised by both parties in the dyad.  

 
• The Disciplined Improvisation of Academic Identity: MA supervision emerged 

from the data as being a fluid site of identity construction, where the academic 
identities of both parties in the dyad are improvised in response to the Other in the 
MA supervisory relationship and the specific requirements of the academic 
discipline. 

 
Significance of Research: This research recognises that both individual and shared 
relational dynamics play an important role in MA supervision. Individual dynamics, such 
as supervisors’ iterative negotiation of ambiguity/clarity and supervisees’ boundary work, 
revealed that both parties attempt to negotiate a separation between their professional-
academic identities and personal identities. However, an inherent paradox emerged when 
the shared relational dynamics of MA supervision were investigated. It was found that the 
shared space created by the supervisory relationship did not only exist in a physical 
setting, but was also psychoactive in nature and held strong emotional resonances for 
both parties involved. This served to undermine the separation between professional-
academic and personal identities. As a result, this research argues that the interaction 
between the individual and shared relational dynamics in MA supervision enables, for 
both supervisors and supervisees, a disciplined improvisation of academic identity.  
 



 vi 

Dedication 
Many thanks to the lecturers and my fellow students from the first Cohort PhD in 

Education. A very special thanks goes to Julia Walsh and Paul Conway, my supervisors, 

for navigating me through the choppy waters of this thesis. Thank you to all those who 

agreed to participate in this research. Thank you to my family and friends for all their 

support over the last four years. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

1 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Research the MA Supervisory Relationship? 

1.0 Introduction 
What happens in postgraduate supervision sessions? There is a veil of secrecy that 

surrounds what transpires within the supervisory encounter. What do supervisors and 

supervisees talk about? How do they understand this very specific academic relationship 

and the process of doing research? These are the covert conversations that pervade 

academia, inducting novice scholars, creating knowledge and building personal and 

professional relationships. 

 

The examination of educational relationships is not new. One of the earliest writings on 

the subject can be found in Plato’s Early Socratic Dialogues. This research continues this 

intellectual lineage. The type of educational relationship found in postgraduate 

supervision can be found to echo some of elements highlighted in Plato’s iconic work: 

specifically the roles played by active learning, self-examination, the appreciation for the 

complexity of knowledge and expertise, the conflation of professional and personal 

excellence and that students become self-sufficient in their pursuit of learning. This study 

stands upon the shoulders of giants and in some small way hopes to reveal some of the 

overlooked nuances that inform the relational dynamics that inform a specific educational 

relationship – that of Masters (MA) supervision. 

 

This thesis is about Masters supervision in the Humanities. It focuses on how relational 

elements between MA supervisor and supervisee impact upon the experience of MA 

supervision. It makes known the covert conversations that inform this educational 

process. It looks at how the supervisory relationship influences how Masters (MA) 

supervision is precieved by both supervisors and supervisees. It analyses how the 
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interaction that occurs between MA supervisors and supervisees gives rise to specific 

relational dynamics that informs the experience of MA research. And last, but not least, 

this thesis presents a new theoretical framework, drawing upon Cultural Historical 

Activity Theory (CHAT), for understanding the dynamics that underpin postgraduate 

supervision at Masters (MA) level. 

 

This thesis is an argument for the need to critically re-examine how MA supervision is 

understood in the academia. The purpose behind this argument is supported by a diverse 

range of experience, evidence and theory. The claims that are made in this piece of 

writing are not just exercises in reportage of what participants said about their experience 

of MA supervision, but are also supported by the sense that I have tried to make of them. 

In the course of this research I have tried to develop theories about both supervisors and 

supervisees engagement with MA supervision, but only through constant dialogue with 

the data. The majority of academic investigation into the phenomenon of MA supervision 

prefers to focus on either the MA supervisor or supervisee’s perspective, this piece of 

writing documents the voices of both the MA supervisor and supervisee. In this thesis, we 

will see that a unique synergy exists between these two voices, which both supports and 

contradicts some of the accepted theories on postgraduate supervision. 

 

1.1 Background 
My name is Joe Moynihan. I am a college lecturer. I lecture full-time in Cork Institute of 

Technology and part-time in University College Cork. I have spent the majority of my 

working life in academia and still retain a fascination with its orientation towards 

learning and knowledge acquisition. It is out of this fascination that the nucleus of the 

idea for this research was borne. 

 

I find myself in a triple bind when it comes to supervision: I have been supervised, I am 

currently being supervised (by two different supervisors!) and I am also supervising 

students myself. Having experienced academic supervision from three different 

perspectives, one core element seems to be continually present – the relationship between 
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supervisor and supervisee. Yet, this element seems to be neglected in the literature on 

academic supervision. I hope this research goes some ways towards redressing the 

balance. 

 

I have had both positive and negative experiences associated with postgraduate 

supervision. My experience as an MA supervisee was primarily a formative and a 

positive one. I can safely say that my experience of MA supervision changed my life. I 

would not be working in academia where it not for the supervisory relationship I forged 

with my supervisor. If I am honest, it is the essential nature of this relationship, and the 

transformative effect it has had on my life, that drew me towards investigating MA 

supervision as a PhD topic. It was characterized by an open, honest relationship, 

intellectual discussion and networking opportunities. I was hooked on research as a 

result.  

 

However, this positive experience was not to be transferred to my next experience of 

postgraduate supervision. I was a year and a half into a PhD when my supervisor, at the 

time, developed cancer of the upper palate and could no longer supervise me. I was 

allocated another supervisor whose supervision style was not as accommodating as those 

who I knew before. One meeting stands out clearly in my mind. I had just finished and 

submitted two chapters and had arranged a supervision meeting. I met with my new 

supervisor who went on to say that there was absolutely no redeeming merit in anything I 

had written, and that my work was intellectually self-indulgent (although he expressed 

this in a more colourful and derogatory manner). He then went on to say that if I 

continued in this vein I at the very best would end up being nothing more than a 

“dilettante” and should quit the course now and get a job in a call centre. Needless to say, 

I was shocked by this attitude as my original supervisor was nothing but supportive of my 

work. The very next day, as I went to print off some articles in the postgraduate common 

room, I found that my new supervisor had recycled the chapters I had handed up to him 

the day before as student printing paper.  
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Following this experience, I enrolled on a counseling and psychotherapy course. On this 

course there was a strong emphasis upon the importance of relational understandings in 

therapeutic settings. It opened my eyes to the roles played by emotions, cognitive 

processes and how negotiation is developed in partnership. I graduated and was a 

practicing psychotherapist for four years before going into lecturing fulltime. I suppose 

completing this PhD on the topic of MA relationships involves an intertwining of these 

two lived aspects of my life, the academic and the therapeutic relationship. My own 

thinking on the subject of postgraduate supervision has been honed and developed 

through my personal experiences of being academically supervised, being 

psychotherapeutically supervised and supervising myself. It could even be argued that 

doing this PhD is the ultimate personalized form of therapy! My experiences have gone 

along way towards sensitizing my research to various nuances that may be overlooked by 

others. I do sincerely hope that this research will go some way towards raising awareness 

of and sensitizing others to the relational dynamics that are at play within postgraduate 

supervision.  

1.2 Overview of Thesis 
In Higher Education (HE), revisions to research funding and to postgraduate course 

delivery have, in recent years, resulted in significant changes to how postgraduate 

supervision is thought of in both a macro-political and a micro-political level (Morley, 

2006; Mauthner & Edwards, 2010; Mayuzumi, Motobayashi, Nagayama, & Takeuchi, 

2007). From the macro-political perspective, economic changes have led successive 

governments to re-evaluate the purpose of Higher Education, the marketability of certain 

modes of knowledge and how graduates are prepared for the workplace. Researchers and 

policy makers in both Ireland and the international context have indicated that employers 

need a highly skilled labour force with technological skills, occupational knowledge and 

the ability to both make use of and participate in the knowledge economy  (Chen, 2012; 

Delfmann & Koster, 2012; Sellar, Gale, & Parker, 2011; Bastalich, 2010).   

 

In Irish HE, a ripple effect has been felt from economic pressures effecting 

employability, education policy and supervisory practice (Hazelkorn & Massaro, 2011; 
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Loxley & Seery, 2012). As a result, HE institutions have become more accountable for 

the production and quality of the research produced (Jayasuriya, 2010; Kallison Jr. & 

Cohen, 2010). This means that HE has become responsible for workplace needs, skill 

development and the establishment of marketable research platforms (Warhurst, 2008; 

Craswell, 2007). These political and economic factors are not unique to Ireland, but have 

been well documented in international contexts  (Andrews & Higson, 2008). It should be 

noted that these factors are markedly different to the professional and epistemological 

concerns that traditionally informed research production and postgraduate supervisory 

practice  (Biesta, 2007; Flora & Hirt, 2010; Mauthner & Edwards, 2010; Chen, 2012; 

Bastalich, 2010). 

 

Running parallel to the macro-political viewpoint is the micro-political re-evaluation of 

the postgraduate relationship itself. It is this micro-political viewpoint that will be the 

main focus of this thesis. In the literature this viewpoint can be most saliently seen in the 

writings on postgraduate research supervision and effective supervisory strategies. There 

are three strands of thought that inform this position. These can be categorized as 

follows: a focus on supervisory processes  (Samara, 2006; Kandiko & Kinchin, 2012; 

Sambrook, Stewart, & Roberts, 2008); student and institutional factors (Manathunga 

2005); and research mentoring (Achinstein, 2002). Each of these issues will be elaborated 

on in the literature review chapter. 

 

It would be naïve to assume that these two points are separate non-related entities, yet 

even a cursory reading of the literature reveals that the micro and macro viewpoints are 

part of the same phenomenon  (McCallin & Nayar, 2012). Obviously, the challenges 

facing supervisors and supervisees are complicated in a context where fast, effective 

supervision is seen to be both an economic and political imperative  (Grant, 2010; 

Cornforth & Claiborne, 2008). Attempts have been made to map the tensions that emerge 

out of these challenges. For example, Coralie McCormack (2004) draws attention to the 

conflict that arises out of student expectations related to their engagement with research 

and the institutional perspective on research as a means to enhance employment 

capability.  
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Supervisors also fall victim to contextual tensions, as Gill and Bernard (2008) illustrate in 

their study on the divided loyalty that supervisors feel between their roles as teachers of 

research and the responsibility they feel for the pastoral care of students who struggle 

with multiple responsibilities that exist externally to academia. Elaborating on this 

phenomenon, it may be argued that the supervisory role has evolved beyond its original 

research remit and now includes a quality control role, an advisory role, a guiding role 

and a supporting role  (De Beer & Mason, 2009). However, writers in this field tend to 

focus on the viewpoint of only one party within the supervisory dyad, be it the supervisor 

or the supervisee. This research not only looks at the phenomenon of postgraduate 

supervision from both the supervisors and the supervisees’ points of view, but also 

investigates the psychosocial dynamics at play within the space created by the 

supervisory relationship itself. 

 

From an educational perspective, the alliance that arises out of MA supervision displays 

some unique characteristics. First, MA supervision is a break from the learning 

relationships that occur at undergraduate level, in that both parties roles expand to take on 

new responsibilities and are confronted with new challenges - yet this expansion of role 

seems to build upon past learning experiences, both positive and negative. Second, the 

relationship is a professional one directed towards the production of a disciplinary 

specific piece of academic writing. Third, despite the emphasis upon the production of an 

academic product (the MA dissertation), there is a parallel priority given to the process of 

engaging with research and how this informs one’s developmental trajectory. Fourth, the 

space created by effective MA supervision enables the safe performance of academic 

identity and the reciprocal sharing of knowledge, insight and support. MA supervision 

remains a under researched aspect of Higher Education, overshadowed by the wealth of 

research on Doctorate students. It is time to shed light on those shadows. 

 

As the title of this PhD thesis suggests, what transpires within MA supervision tends to 

be covert. This piece of writing attempts to make known this hidden area of Higher 

Education. There are five salient aspects highlighted in this text. These are 
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ambiguity/clarity, professionalism, boundaries, supervisory reciprocity and supervisory 

space. In order to familiarise the reader to these lines of thought, I want to signpost each 

one in this introduction before elaborating on them in the main body of the text. 

 

Chapter 2 dialogues with the current literature on postgraduate supervision and theories 

related to educational relationships using Activity Theory (AT) as a sensitising 

framework. It outlines the distinction between MA and PhD supervision. The focus of 

this thesis is upon the relational aspects of MA supervision. In light of this, the AT 

concept of negotiation was used to frame and highlight the relational elements at play in 

the literature on supervision pedagogy, academic professionalism, research mentoring 

and the framing of postgraduate supervision as a risk event. This review of the literature 

is used to frame and contextualise the arguments made in the claims and findings 

chapters. 

 

Chapter 3 deals with the methodology used for this research. The research design was 

derived from an Activity Theory-influenced methodology. Data collection procedures 

included the administration of Activity Theory Logs and individual semi-structured 

interviews with both supervisors and supervisees. Grounded Theory was used to analyse 

the data. The timeline for this research project began in September 2008 with the 

commencement of the first Cohort PhD in Education in University College Cork, The 

data collection and the analysis of the data began simultaneously in September 2010 and 

the first draft of this PhD thesis was submitted in September 2012. 

 

Chapters 4 to 6 analyse the data that was collected during the course of the study. Chapter 

4 looks at how the MA supervisory relationship is individually understood by both 

supervisors and supervisees. Ambiguity was a recurrent theme that emerged for both 

parties in the dyad. However, it was found that each party negotiated supervisory 

ambiguity differently. Professionalism is a way for MA supervisors to deal with the 

ambiguity of postgraduate supervisory practice. MA supervision motivates supervisors to 

structure a specific supervisory identity, to iteratively negotiate ambiguity into clarity, 

and to enable the supervisee during the various stages of their developmental research 
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trajectory. Among MA supervisors, this repeated negotiation of ambiguity/clarity means 

developing supervisory strategies to clarify meaning and identity in the educational 

relationship. These strategies entail integrating supervisees into the research culture, 

being accountable for their part in the supervisory process and constantly adapting and 

evolving the role they play in the supervisory relationship. They are manufactured to 

reduce the element of risk associated with inducting novice scholars into the research 

community. 

 

This chapter also presents activity theory logs and interview data from MA supervisees to 

show that they negotiate the ambiguity associated with the MA supervisory relationship 

through the creation of boundaries. Boundaries are especially important to supervisees as 

they give them a sense of control over the experience of being supervised and protected 

themselves from the risk of having their nascent academic identities negated. In the 

supervisory relationship itself, it was found that the supervisees themselves felt that the 

act of doing research was primarily a performative act, separate from their non-academic 

selves, that was evaluated by their supervisor and a generalised academic audience. These 

supervisees gave voice to the idea that the erection of psychological boundaries within 

the MA supervisory context, provided them with some element of protection against 

criticism of their emerging academic identity. 

 

Chapter 5 argues that we need to re-evaluate how we understand MA supervision if we 

take account of the shared relational elements that are present in the lived experience of 

supervision. It reframes postgraduate supervision in terms of a psychoactive space 

brought about by the supervisory relationship itself, where identity and knowledge can be 

re-negotiated and re-imagined. It utilises the concept of space to theorise the interactions 

that occur at the meeting point between MA supervisors and supervisees. A key element, 

I argue, is that supervisory space is a paradoxical, and is not ordered physically, but is 

structured using temporal elements that are unique to Higher Education. This 

psychoactive space arises out of the relationship between supervisor and supervisee. A 

particular element that was found to inform the MA relationship was supervisory 

reciprocity. 
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Reciprocity plays an important role in MA supervision by encouraging rapport, 

stimulating creativity in the relationship and by developing the capacity for dialogue 

between the two parties in the dyad. But this type of reciprocity needs to be differentiated 

from other forms of reciprocity that are outlined in the literature review, in that the 

reciprocity found in MA supervision is dependent upon relational agency and the 

development of trust. Relational agency in MA supervision was found to be a learned 

characteristic that does not encourage dependency but encourages independent thought 

and action. Supervisory reciprocity emerged as dependant upon both the supervisors and 

the supervisees ability to trust each other, to empathise with the other persons point of 

view, and the adoption of mentoring behaviour by the MA supervisor.  

 

In MA supervision, these capacities are the property not just of the individuals that 

inhabit the supervisory dyad, but these capacities are also felt in future educational 

relationships. As they depend on collective as well as individual reciprocal exchanges of 

knowledge in contexts that include presentations, attendence at conferences, and 

engagement in related research networks. It was found that MA supervisors develop these 

capacitites by experiencing trust and relational agency in their own experience of being 

supervised; by experiencing the act of engaging with research as having a transformative 

effect on their life and career; and by developing the social capital of networks and 

relationships that encourage future engagement in a research culture. It is these elements 

that supervisors try and reciprocate in the relational space that they create with 

supervisees. Pursuing this line of thought does not give primacy to either supervisor or 

the supervisee, but instead forwards the idea that the space created by MA supervision is 

essentially a dialogue that can be both transformed or subverted by the actions of either 

member of the dyad.  

 

The data also revealed that the space of MA was illustrated by two other shared relational 

dynamics: the temporal ordering of supervisory space and micropolitics. Supervisory 

space was found to be ordered according to two types of time. The first of these is 

contractual time, which is defined as being a bureaucratic form of temporal measurement 
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that needs to be accounted for at both individual and institutional levels. The second type 

of time , quality time, emerged as playing an instrumental role in the formation of the 

supervisory relationship. Quality time was characterised as time spent dealing with issues 

or problems associated with the construction of knowledge and academic identity, a 

characteristic that enabled the supervisory relationship to move forward. Micropolitics 

also constituted a shared relational dynamic in MA supervision. Micropolitics, in this 

context, refers to how power is negotiated by both parties in the MA dyad. The 

micropolitics in MA supervision were found to entail both conflictual and co-operative 

processes, meaning that the power dynamics present in the MA supervisory relationship 

were not the sole preserve of either party, but were open to negotiated in the shared space 

of MA supervision. 

 

Chapter 6 attempts to merge the two points of view, that of both the MA supervisor and 

the supervisee, into a theoretical framework adapted from Cultural Historical Activity 

Theory (CHAT). In this chapter, it is proposed that a hidden outcome of MA supervision 

is the disciplined improvisation of academic identity, where the academic actors in the 

supervisory dyad can locally improvise academic identity within the globalised HE 

structure of MA supervision. MA supervision is concieved of as being essentially another 

form of human relationship rife with ambiguities and uncertainities, despite its being 

framed in a formal academic setting. It is the participants and the objective behind the 

MA relationship that makes it unique, but it is how the struggles, ambiguities and 

paradoxes inherent in the relationship are improvisationally dealt with in the discipline-

specific and structured context of the supervisory encounter that gives it momentum and 

an ultimate purpose for both parties. It is how these elements are negotiated that defines 

the experience of MA supervision as either a re-imagining of educational experience or 

the disavowal of academic identity. If we choose to locate MA supervision in a relational 

perspective, the interactions between both parties become of primary importance. It was 

found in the course of analysing the data that the academic identities are improvised 

through the disciplined interactions found in in MA supervision and that these identities 

emerge out of how the ambiguities associated with supervisory practice are clarified and 
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given meaning within the relationship itself. Out of these findings a new CHAT- 

influenced framework for understanding the MA supervisory relationship was developed. 

1.3 Conclusion 
Drawing upon the findings from the data, this thesis proposes a new theoretical 

framework for conceptualising the MA supervisory relationship. It does this through 

adopting a Cultural Historical Activity Theory perspective on the interactions that occur 

in the supervisory dyad. In itself, we will find that this new framework stresses the 

importance of ambiguity and contradiction in the formation of academic identity. This 

does not just apply to the MA supervisee but is of equal relevance to the MA supervisor 

as well. What this final chapter attempts to do is to negotiate a balance between the lived 

and the theoretical perspectives on postgraduate supervision by embracing the influential 

roles played by HE culture, professional development and life contexts. As we shall see, 

it is in the space that arises out of the supervisory encounter that future possibilities 

grounded in academic and learning identities take root and blossom*. 

____________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* The 2010 American Psychological Association (APA) style of referencing was used throughout this PhD thesis. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

MA Supervision: A Relational Perspective 

 
Chapter Outline   

MA Supervision – A Relational Perspective  

1. What is MA Supervision? The difference between MA and PhD Supervision 

2. How can MA Supervision be 
understood?  

Activity Theory as a Way to Understand the MA 

Supervisory Dyad 

3. Negotiation in MA Supervision  

i. Perspective • Supervision as Pedagogy 
• The Eleven Characteristics of Effective 

Supervision 
• Postgraduate Study as a Psychological 

Contract 
ii. Emotional Charge • The professionalization of Academic 

Supervision 
• Professional Responsibility in HE 
• Psychological Boundaries 
• Supervision as a Living In-between Space 

iii. Collectivity • Supervision as a Third Space 
• MA Supervision as Research Mentoring 
• The Developmental Approach to 

Mentoring 
• Expertise and Mentoring 

iv. Breath • Risk and Postgraduate Research 
• Fourth Level Education as a Risk Adverse 

Organisation 
• The Induction of Novice Researchers as a 

Risk Event 
• Trust as an Overlooked Element in 

Postgraduate Supervision 
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2.0 Introduction 
In this chapter, I will dialogue with a number of literatures outlining MA supervision 

from a relational perspective in order to draw out some of the arguments surrounding the 

changing interpersonal and institutional relationships in Fourth Level Education. Key 

concepts from Activity Theory (AT) are used to contextualize MA supervision from a 

relational perspective. The areas under discussion include: the difference between 

Masters (MA) and Doctoral (PhD) Research; how AT can be used to understand the MA 

supervisory dyad; supervision as pedagogy; postgraduate study as a psychological 

contract; professionalism in HE; supervisory space; research mentoring; expertise, risk; 

and trust in the supervisory relationship. 

 

The literature presented in this chapter will be used to frame the arguments made in the 

proceeding data analysis chapters. As we shall see MA supervision is a constantly 

evolving arena that merges both practical and theoretical concerns. MA supervision is 

distinct from other courses of postgraduate study, especially the PhD, as different motives 

inform the MA supervisory relationship. This is further elaborated upon when we begin 

to unpack the current literature that sees academic supervision as a form of pedagogy and 

mentoring behavior. Both positionings support the argument for recognizing the 

relational dynamics that inform MA supervision. However, attention also needs to be 

given to the growing wealth of literature that sees academic work, including postgraduate 

supervision, as risk management scenarios, a tendency that is witnessed in the increased 

emphasis upon professionalism and expert practice. These aspects in turn effect how 

trust, knowledge and academic identity are negotiated in the MA relationship, a 

relationship that up until now has been largely neglected in the educational literature. 

2.1 What is MA supervision?  
Before examining the current literature on supervision, I want to briefly review the 

arguments that surround the differences between Masters (MA) and Doctoral (PhD) 

research, especially in relation to the construction of knowledge and their location within 
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organizational contexts. Recently, there has been a revival of the 19th Century debate, 

exemplified by Newman (1976) and Humboldt (1976), about the nature of knowledge 

and its relevance to the postgraduate supervisory relationship. However, the majority of 

the literature, with very minor exception focuses upon the doctoral (PhD) experience 

(Winn, 1995). The rich educational seam of the PhD has been richly mined, and has 

yielded a wealth of information, which includes the impact of PhD research training, the 

supervisor-supervisee relationship and how to lessen the attrition rate of PhD students. A 

central facet of these studies is the way in which students are socialised into certain 

disciplines (Parry et al., 1994; Delamont et al., 1997a; Delamont et al., 2000) and the 

reactions of both supervisors and postgraduates to compulsory research training 

(Collinson & Hockey, 1997; Collinson, 1998). The same cannot be said for the Masters 

(MA) experience, which is all the more surprising due to the fact that the MA constitutes 

the first step into postgraduate education. There is an interesting point made by Collinson 

(1998), who argues that research is a craft not a skill, and therefore cannot be taught in a 

classroom context. This craft idea is linked to the apprenticeship model of research, 

which is exemplified in the literature by looking at the types of interactions of supervisors 

and students in various disciplines (Parry et al., 1994; Delamont et al, 1997b; Delmont et 

al., 2000). What has become evident from reading through the literature is a glaring 

oversight regarding the role played by the Masters degree’s induction into research 

methods, especially the role of the supervisor-supervisee relationship.  

 

2.1.1 The Professions versus the Professionals: The Difference between MA and 
PhD students 
In Ireland, the coursework Master's degree has become the principal route for the delivery 

of continuing education to the professions (Drennan & Clarke, 2009). For example, in the 

area of Education, prior to 2011, teachers engaged in a Masters programme to gain 

seniority within their employment contexts. There was both a personal and an economic 

inducement to do this (Bovill, et al., 2010). A major difference between the Masters 

degree student and the doctorate student is the amount of experience in the research field 

and exposure to research methods. For example, the professional doctorate (such as the 

EdD) involves both taught components and a large written dissertation (Bowden, 2000; 
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Lunt, 2002), yet it is unusual for students who embark upon a Masters in Education to 

make explicit their desire to be immersed in research methods (Deem & Lucas, 2006). A 

key issue here is professionalisation (Elliott, 2001), since involvement in research, and 

the procurement of a doctorate is becoming a necessity for anyone who wishes to work in 

the Higher Education sector.  

 

A division exists between how organizational institutions value and invest in Masters and 

Doctoral programmes. The differentiation between the Masters and Doctoral degree is 

primarily an ideological one, predicated upon the educational end-product: the Masters 

degree is seen to serve the professions (Bangs, 2008), whereas the Doctoral degree is 

seen to create the professionals (Aanerud et al., 2007). This ideological divide can be 

observed in the types of knowledge produced, the transferable skills developed, the 

practice/concept/technique relationship and the audiences towards which the knowledge 

is directed. It would be foolish to neglect these influences, as these form the backdrop 

upon which the supervisory relationship is played out. 

 

Recently, the Australian Qualifications Framework Council (AQF) who are at the 

forefront of postgraduate innovation, circulated a consultation paper called Strengthening 

the AQF: An Architecture for Australia’s Qualifications (2009). In this paper, they 

outline the key similarities and differences between the attributes and criteria that are 

representative of the Masters and the Doctoral degree. These are listed in table 2.1 below. 

This document clearly outlines the distinctions in attributes and criteria between MA and 

PhD study, and analogously it can be argued that the supervisory relationships that are 

geared towards the promotion of these attributes and criteria are also distinct from one 

another. 
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Table 2.1: The attributes and criteria of the MA and PhD degrees as outlined by AQF (2009:15) 

Masters Doctorate 

Serving the professions Creating the professionals 

Masters Degree (Level 9) is “to prepare individuals to 

research and apply a body of knowledge in a range of 

contexts and/or as a pathway for further learning”  

The doctorate degree’s (Level 10) purpose is defined as 

being “to prepare individuals to research, investigate and 

develop new knowledge, with or without specific 

practical application” 

Cognitive and technical skills to critically investigate, 

analyse and interpret complex information, problems, 

concepts and theories to provide modified constructs 

Attainment of a breadth, depth and complexity of 

knowledge “at a high level of advanced study to make a 

substantial original contribution to a field of learning 

through research” 

Cognitive skills to demonstrate mastery of theoretical 

knowledge and to critically reflect on professional 

theory and practice 

Cognitive skills to demonstrate mastery of theoretical 

knowledge and to critically reflect on professional theory 

and practice 

Cognitive and technical skills to generate and evaluate 

complex ideas and concepts at an abstract level 

Cognitive skills using intellectual independence to think 

critically, evaluate existing knowledge and ideas, 

undertake systematic investigation and reflection on 

professional theory and practice to develop original 

knowledge 

Technical skills to design, use and evaluate research Technical skills to design, implement, analyse, theorise 

and write research that makes a significant and original 

contribution to knowledge 

Specialised technical and creative skills where 

applicable to the field 

Specialised technical and creative skills where applicable 

to the field 

Communication skills to justify theoretical 

propositions, methodologies and conclusions 

Communication on skills to justify theoretical 

propositions, methodologies and conclusions 

Communication skills to present a well ordered 

dissertation, nonprint thesis or portfolio, for 

submission to external examination and to disseminate 

research results to specialist and non-specialist 

audiences 

Communication skills include the ability to present a 

substantial and well ordered dissertation, non-print thesis 

or portfolio, for submission to external examination 

against international standards and to communicate 

research results to peers and the community 

Demonstrate personal autonomy and accountability Demonstration of “full responsibility and accountability 

for personal outputs” 

The notional duration of student learning for the 

Masters degree is 1.5 to 2 years 

The notional duration for a Doctorate student is 3 to 5 

years  

Source : Australian Qualifications Framework Council (AQF) (2009:15) 
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2.1.2 The Differences between Research in the Humanities and the 

Natural Sciences 

 

The differences between the Humanities & Natural Sciences’ approaches towards 

research can be distinguished in two key areas: research paradigms and the respective 

institutional contexts of research. 

 

Kuhn (2012) argues that there are a number of assumed differences between the research 

paradigms that inform the natural sciences and the humanities and it has also been argued 

that these differences also inform each discipline’s respective supervision styles  (Pole & 

Sprokkereef, 1997; McNair, 2011). Natural science research primarily takes an indepth 

question to a small question, and in contrast to this humanties research tends to take a 

broader, more analytic approach (Fischer, Tobi, & Ronteltap, 2011). Theories that 

emerge out of the natural sciences tend to have a higher predictive element, whereas the 

theories that emerge out of humanities research tend to be characteristed by a higher 

descriptive power (Cleland, 2011). Quantitative research tends to be the primary research 

in the natural sciences (Pole & Sprokkereef, 1997), whereas the qualitative approach 

tends to dominate in the humanities (McNair, 2011). Again from a paradigmatic 

perspective, the natural sciences tend to adopt a positivist reductionist approach towards 

research findings, while the humanities emphase a more holistic approach (Fischer, Tobi, 

& Ronteltap, 2011). 

 

The institutional context of the research produced by the natural sciences and the 

humanities also goes some way towards explicating the separation between approaches to 

research. Currently, research is most commonly arganised along disciplinary lines, with 

most HE institutions designed along disciplinary lines and within these disciplinary 

subdivisions, the specialisations of individual researchers follow the paradigms of their 

preferred discipline (Daly, 2012). Institutional funding in HE contexts tends to favour the 

paradigmatic approach of the natural sciences (Clark & Llorens, 2012), where the 

replication of results is deemed to be essential (Pole & Sprokkereef, 1997), whereas in 
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the humanities it is seen to be impossible to replicate results, especially in the social 

sciences, which effects both their funding capabilities and their status in HE (Bourgeault, 

2012). It can be extrapolated from these differences that the approaches towards the 

construction of research in the MA supervision are quite different as the natural sciences 

tend to promote a deductive, empirical orientation to research (Jurkowitz, 2010), whereas 

the Humanities generally exemplify an inductive approach to research compilation, 

which it may be argued places more importance upon subjective identity forming aspects 

and relationship building (Hroar Klempe, 2011). Since this study is focused upon MA 

supervision in the Humanities, then a suitable theoretical framework that prioritises 

identity formation and relationships needed to be adopted, fortunately this was found in 

Activity Theory. 

2.2 How Can MA Supervision be Understood? Activity Theory as a 
Theoretical Framework to Understand the Supervisory Dyad 
Although academic supervision has been the subject of research for almost a century, the 

internal dynamics at play within the relationship itself have not been objectively 

investigated. Historically, this oversight has been due to the lack of a coherent theoretical 

framework with which to structure such an investigation. Fortunately for this researcher a 

framework has recently been developed that provides a map for understanding the 

relational processes within the supervisory dyad. The name given to this new framework 

is Activity Theory (AT). Activity Theory was also used in the methodology to structure 

the data collection methods (see chapter 3). 

2.2.1 What is Activity Theory (AT)? 

AT is an important aid to understanding deep individual and social transformations, such 

as that which occurs in postgraduate study. It emerged from a triumvirate of historical 

epistemologies: Classical German Philosophy (spanning from Kant to Hegel); the 

discourses of Marx and Engels; and the Soviet Cultural-Historical Psychology of 

Vygotsky, Leont’ev and Luria.  
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There is currently three theoretical generations in the development of activity theory. The 

first generation, was founded on the psychological theories of Vygotsky, in the Russia of 

the 1920’s and 1930’s. Vygotsky and his collaborators A. R. Luria and A. N. Leont'ev 

introduced a new theoretical concept to transcend the limitations of a psychological 

landscape dominated by behaviourism and psychoanalysis: the concept of artifact-

mediated and object-oriented action (Vygotsky, 1978: 40). They were the first to propose 

that relationships between human agents and objects found in their environment, are 

negotiated by three mediating artifacts: cultural means, tools and signs (See figure 2.1) 

 

 
Figure 2.1: The First Generation Mediation Model  

Source: Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research (2010) 

 

The early pioneers of AT, struggled to theoretically integrate mediation with other human 

beings and social relations. This problem was solved through Alexei Leont'ev’s 

formulation of the concept of activity, which differentiated between collective activity 

and individual action. Leont'ev defines 'activity' as those processes “that realise a person's 

actual life in the objective world by which he is surrounded, his social being in all the 

richness and variety of its forms”(Leont'ev, 1977: 180). The concept of activity emerged 

from Leont'ev’s reenvisioning of the evolution of the division of labor as a fundamental 

historical process behind the evolution of mental functions. The theoretical impetus that 

informed this reconceptualisation was Marx's concept of labour, or production of use 

values. Work was mediated by tools, but was also "performed in conditions of joint, 

collective activity [...] Only through a relation with other people does man relate to nature 

itself, which means that labour appears from the very beginning as a process mediated by 

tools and at the same time mediated socially" (Leont'ev, 1981: 208). 
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The second generation of activity theory built upon Leont'ev's work. The crucial 

difference between an individual action and a collective activity was clarified by Leont'ev 

in his example of "primeval collective hunt" " (Leont'ev,1981: 210-213). The difference 

between activity, action and operation informed Leont'ev's three-level model of activity 

(See figure 2.2). The top level of collective activity is instigated by an object-related 

motive. The middle level of individual (or group) action is prompted by a conscious goal. 

And the bottom level of automatic operations is encouraged by the conditions and tools 

of the action at hand (Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research, 

2010). 

 
Figure 2.2: Leont'ev's three-level model of activity. 

Source: Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research (2010) 

 

Unfortunately, Leont'ev never explicated Vygotsky's original model into a diagrammatic 

model of a collective activity system. This was achieved by Engeström (1987) in his 

structure of a human activity system (See Figure 2.3). 
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Figure 2.3: Second generation AT structure of a human activity system Engeström (1987:78). 

Source: Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research (2010) 

 

Beginning in the 1970s, AT has undergone a dramatic evolution and recontextualisation 

by radical researchers who have applied it to an enormous diversity of areas of activity, 

including work (Worthen, 2008), education (Beauchamp et al., 2009) and onthology 

(Peim, 2009). This constitutes the second generation of AT. A key aspect in the 

development of AT occurred in the Social Science discipline, where Evald Il'enkov’s 

(1977; 1982) interpretation of internal contradictions as the motivating force of change 

and development in activity systems, began to be recognised as a directive basis for 

empirical research. 

 

With AT’s expansion onto the international stage, some major difficulties began to 

emerge, especially surrounding questions of diversity and dialogue between different 

traditions or perspectives. Michael Cole (1988) drew attention to the ingrained 

insensitivity of the second generation activity theory towards cultural diversity. These 

challenges are being confronted by the current third generation of activity theory. The 

third generation of activity theory is attempting to develop conceptual tools to understand 

dialogue, multiple perspectives and voices, and networks of interacting activity systems 

(Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research, 2010). In this approach 

to research, the fundamental AT model has been evolved to include at the least two 

interacting activity systems (Figure 2.4). 
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Figure 2.4: Third Generation AT Model  

Source: Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research (2010) 

 

 

AT is at this time of writing emerging into its fourth generation. One of the most recent 

manifestations of AT comes in the form of Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) 

which elaborates on Activity Theory in two theoretically salient ways through the 

concept of artifact-mediated and object-oriented action (Vygotsky, 1978: 40). CHAT 

proposes that human activity has a tripartite structure: where the relationship between 

human agents and objects in the environment are mediated by cultural means, tools and 

signs. CHAT also highlights the role played by both emotion and identity in the 

interaction between two separate activity systems, a point that as we shall see is 

particularly salient for this research. 

2.2.2 Activity Theory as a way to understand the MA Supervisory Dyad 

Within the MA supervisory dyad, there are two knowledge-producing systems at play, 

that of the supervior  and that of the supervisee. Each system produces knowledge on 

how to attain the central objective, namely the MA dissertation. However, it may be 

argued that the motive that underpins each system is different: one is geared towards the 

attainment of social capital in the form of an academic qualification (Lesko et al., 2008; 

Collinson, 2005; Otterness, 2006), whereas the other is driven by a desire to establish or 

maintain a strong research record which is intrinsically linked to job security (Besosa et 

al., 2009; Cater et al., 2008; Kosnik & Beck, 2008a; Neal, 2008; Vieira, 2008). These two 
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systems come into conflict with one another through the process of supervision 

(Achinstein, 2002; 2006b), and is addressed through the process of negotiation (Worthen, 

2008), it can therefore be claimed that the knowledge produced in the supervisory dyad is 

a negotiated knowledge (NK). This dynamic echoes A. N. Leont’ev’s (1978) discernment 

that motive has a major impact on the formulation of an activity system, affecting the 

way in which consciousness is constructed. As a result, AT can prove to be a key ally in 

understanding the dynamics at play in the MA supervisor-supervisee relationship. Let us 

now look at how some of the current literature on postgraduate supervision can be 

reframed if we focus upon a relational perspective using the AT concept of negotiation. 

 

2.3 Negotiation in MA Supervision  
 The psychological features of individual consciousness can only be understood 
 through their connection with the social relations in which the individual becomes 
 involved (Leont’ev, 1977: 12) 
 

This section uses the AT concept of negotiation to reframe the relational dynamics within 

the MA supervisory dyad. To the non-partisian observer, the process of supervision is a 

holistic, aggregate movement towards a central objective, namely the production of a 

dissertation. If one acknowledges Leont’ev’s insight above, the observer cannot 

understand the types of knowledge that are being produced without knowing the 

underlying motives that drive each party. Within the dyad, there is a conflict being played 

out between the academic dissemination activity system of the supervisor and the 

academic attainment activity system of the supervisee (Manathunga, 2007). This conflict 

arises out of incompatable motives that are directed towards a common outcome: the 

dissertation. The incompatibility of motives can be modified through negotiation 

(Avruch, 2006; Rose et al., 2006; Pearson, 1998; de Dreu et al., 2006). Negotiation, from 

an AT perspective, can be defined as the communication between parties with perceived 

antithetical interests, in order to reach agreement on the allocation of resources, work 

procedures, the interpretation of facts, opinions or beliefs (Pruitt, 1998). It may be 

successful or unsuccessful. Negotiation occurs because of problems within social 

relationships, can involve both individuals and collectives, is influenced by the social or 
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cultural context in which it occurs, has a historical origin, and evolves over time 

(Worthen, 2008: 325). Within the supervisory dyad, it has been theorized that negotiation 

perminates all forms of communication (Meiners & Miller, 2004; Johnson & Strong, 

2008). 

 

Within the MA supervisory dyad there is a pedagogic shift away from the traditional 

educational relationship of competition towards a social relationship of co-operation. 

This shift is triggered by a move away from the traditional coaching needed for passing 

examinations (Passmore & Brown, 2009) towards the production and ownership of a 

body of knowledge (Herther, 2010). This transition from competitive activity to co-

operative activity is rarely a smooth one, and it involves a major change in student 

mindset and in their social relationships with their teachers (Sambunjak et al., 2010; 

Goldner & Mayselass, 2009). The trials and tribulations associated with this change of 

activity has been theorized as follows: “activity is bound to encounter man-resisting 

objects that divert, change and enrich it. In other words, it is external activity that unlocks 

the circle of internal mental processes that opens up to the objective world” (Leont’ev, 

1997: 5). Applying this insight to postgraduate supervision implies a strategic 

implementation of structured interventions (“man-resisting objects”) that enable the 

supervisee to work with their supervisor and become productive. This may be done 

through the introduction of certain opportunities for learning and relationship-building 

which compromise a “circle of internal mental processes” that has the possibility to 

extend into the wider community. As Roth and Lee demonstrate: 

 

 Learning occurs whenever a novel practice, artifact, tool or division of labour at 
 the level of the individual or group within an activity system constitutes a new 
 possibility of others, (as resource, form of action to be emulated) leading to an 
 increase in generalized action possibilities and therefore to collective 
 (organizational, societal, cultural) learning (Roth & Lee, 2007: 205). 
 

Central to this pedagogic shift from competitive to co-operative social relationship is the 

process of negotiation. Negotiation enables congenial agreements that satisfy both 

parties’s needs, brings together both actors’ desires for stability and organization, 

cultivates social harmony, bolsters self-efficany, minimizes the possibilities for future 
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conflict and motivates productivity (Rubin, Pruitt & Kin, 1994). If we define MA 

supervision as a co-operative social relationship, then we come to see that it is knowledge 

that is being negotiated. This has been termed ‘Negotiated Knowledge’ (NK) by Worthen 

(2008) and comes into being when two activity systems come into contact with one 

another. Worthen emphases the fact that NK is characterised by a perspective or point of 

view (it is motive orientated), it can be charged with emotion, it can be narrow or broad, 

and it can be organized so that it is distributed to individuals (each individual knows as 

much of the whole as they possibly can) or throughout a group (nobody knows the thing 

in it’s entirety, but knowledge is specialized and shared). This is in direct contrast to 

school learning, which is taught and assessed individually. Extrapolating from Worthen’s 

(2008) work, knowledge within the MA supervisory dyad can be understood as a 

negotiated knowledge that has a basis in work process knowledge, specifically how to do 

things, which is usually organized, created and owned by a collective group (those within 

the discipline or Higher Education Institution).  

 

AT stresses that motivation is central to all types of negotiation in social interactions. In 

order for negotiators to routinely reach successful outcomes, they need a deep 

understanding of the task meaning that they must be able to exchange and process 

information systematically. Research has shown that an ability to do this is dependent 

upon three factors: Social Motivation; Epistemic Motivation; and Interaction (De Dreu et 

al., 2006). Social motivation can be defined as the propensity for a distinct distribution 

between oneself and one’s counterpart (McClintock, 1977). Epistemic motivation can be 

defined as the motivation towards developing and maintaining a nuanced and accurate 

understanding of the world, including the issue under negotation (Kruglanski, 1989). 

Interaction refers the social motives that inform the relationship, these can be altruistic, 

competitive, individualistic and cooperative motives (McClintock, 1977). Numerous 

pieces of research on social dilemmas, conflict, and negotiation have emphased a 

distinction between proself and prosocial motivation (e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 2002; 

Carnevale & Lawler, 1986; De Dreu & Van Lange, 1995; Van Lange, 1999; Weingart, 

Bennett, & Brett, 1993). Proself motivation entails both competitive and purely 

individualistic goals, whereas prosocial motivation entails both cooperative and purely 
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altruistic goals. Individuals with a proself motivation aspire to maximize their own 

outcomes, and they have no (or negative) regard for the desired outcomes of their 

opposing negotiator. Individuals with a prosocial motive aspire towards a fair distribution 

that maximizes both own and other's outcomes, and they have a positive regard for the 

outcomes obtained by their opposing negotiator. Analogously, it may be proposed that 

the type of motivation that informs the social interaction within the supervisory dyad, has 

a major effect upon the “emotional colouring” afforded to the experience as 

proself/prosocial motives may inform either the supervisor or supervisee and 

positively/negatively affect the levels of cooperation within the relationship (De Dreu et 

al., 2006). 

 

Negotated Knowledge (NK) always takes place within a social context and is shaped by 

the social relationships that people have in that context (Worthen, 2008: 330).  How 

knowledge is negotiated within the MA supervisory dyad has suffered from an 

unfortunate oversight in the research on postgraduate supervision, but the AT concept of 

NK’s focus upon the areas of perspective, emotional charge, collectivity and breath may 

go some way to address this oversight and provide an understanding (see table 2.2). 

 

 
Table 2.2: Aspects of Negotiated Knowledge (NK) 

Aspects of Negotiated Knowledge (NK)  

Perspective How meanings associated with NK are motivated 

from an individual point of view. 

Emotional Charge The affective resonance that arises out of NK 

Collectivity NK is created and maintained collectively 

Breath NK’s collective and distributative nature 

 

2.3.1 Perspective 

NK is motive orientated, as it is composed from a certain point of view. This bias comes 

about through “the movement of meanings in the system of the individual consciousness” 

(Leont’ev, 1977: 17). Here meanings are organised within a given activity system 
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towards the attainment of a certain goal or motive. Similarly within postgraduate 

supervision, information about how research is to be organized, how to behave, present 

oneself, and engage with research is highly geared towards the production of a thesis 

(Manathunga, 2005). This idea gains further relevance if we ally it with emerging 

literature on supervision as pedagogy. 

2.3.1.1 Supervision as Pedagogy 
The analytic focus on research education and supervision enables another contribution to 

the understanding of how knowledge is negotiated within postgraduate supervision. 

Within this body of literature, two main categories have been recognised: studies that 

examine new ways of theorising about research degrees and literature that centres on 

what constitutes effective supervision (Engebretson et al., 2008).  

 

In the last number of years, the media coverage of Irish postgraduate education has 

highlighted the economic and social need for the development of a ‘knowledge economy’ 

(Cooke, 2001; Mokyr, 2002; Turner & D'Art, 2008; Grimes & Collins, 2003; Larkin & 

Thijssen, 2009 (Irish Times)). There has been a seismic shift in the university sector, that 

has left the traditional knowledge for knowledge’s sake attitude mired in the dust, and 

lead to the conceptualisation of “education and innovation being subject to the same 

incentives and behavioural responses as other irreversible [economic] investments 

(Larkin & Thijssen, 2009: 25). This impacts greatly on what constitutes ‘good’ 

supervision. ‘Good’ supervision is no longer seen as a private contractual relationship 

between supervisor and student that operates outside of a curriculum, but there is a 

movement underway, that has been pioneered in Australian colleges, to recast 

supervision in a holistic, relational and flexible mould (Engebretson et al., 2008). 

 

Supervision is the most advanced level of teaching (Connell, 1985). This statement is 

given further validity by Manathunga (2005), who interviewed supervisors who had 

attained excellence awards for their supervision and found that they held supervision to 

be a teaching activity. Branding supervision in such a way, implies a strategy-based 

motivation for supervisory practice designed towards enabling students to develop the 

required skill sets, for example, literally showing them how to do a literature review, 
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write in an academic style, design a research project, write a methodology chapter, and 

how to undertake data analysis (Englebretson et al., 2008). 

 

There is a marked sense of anxiety among novice researchers associated with asking their 

supervisor to assist them with the practicalities of constructing literature reviews, writing 

and undertaking research. This fear is derived from the assumption that their supervisors 

may think them inept, stupid and incompetent should they ask for assistance in these 

areas (Manathunga, 2005). This echoes a point made by Reidy and Green (2005) that 

research candidates desire to be individually instructed or ‘coached’ in the basic skills 

related to undertaking research and writing in an academic style. This point given further 

validity by two more studies by James and Baldwin (1999) and Taylor and Beasley 

(2005) who both argue that a good supervisor has the ability to counsel students in the 

conceptualisation and expression of their chosen theoretical framework and show them 

how this could be related to or build upon existing studies. Haksever and Mainsali (2000) 

uncovered a direct correlation between research degree attrition and dissatisfaction with 

the nature of supervision. What they found to be lacking in unsuccessful supervisory 

relationships was specific guidance on topic definition, research design, data analysis, 

literature and how to write in an academic style. Spear (2000) ascertained that the 

presence of these aspects in supervision had a direct correlation to candidates rating 

supervision as having a satisfactory outcome. 

 

Reidy and Green (2005) describe the process of postgraduate research supervision 

through the metaphor of ‘coaching’, where the various stages of supervision evolve in 

accordance to the needs of the research candidate. The beginning stages were marked by 

a comprehensive “coaching as setting direction” (Reidy & Green, 2005:55), the objective 

being the manufacture of a research proposal that would provide a concrete basis upon 

which future research could be built. The initial ‘coaching’ pedagogy proposed by Reidy 

and Green (2005) concludes when the student completes their research proposal. As 

supervision progresses, the supervisee masters the required skill set and shows capability 

in independent learning, at this stage the controlling nature of the supervisor relaxes and 

they may adopt the stage of  “coaching as encouragement and affirmation”  (Reidy & 
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Green, 2005:55). This phase is made distinct by clear expectations of what needs to be 

done, scheduled meetings, regular presentation of work and feedback, and shared long 

and short-term goal setting (Reidy & Green, 2005). The coaching metaphor used here is 

an excellent way of illustrating how the pedagogical relationship between supervisor and 

supervisee evolves in accordance with the candidate’s growing sense of confidence and 

self-sufficiency.  

 

During the concluding phases of Reidy and Green’s (2005) ‘supervision as coaching’ 

model, the supervisor needs to begin to view the entire thesis from the view of an 

examiner. Here an emphasis is placed upon the supervisor and supervisee coming 

together to make sure that the final draft is coherent, well-organised, contains a sustained 

argument, concise and written in a recognised academic style. A large amount of minute 

and detailed feedback is required in the last few months of research supervision (Nelson, 

1996; James & Baldwin, 1999). However, a note of caution was struck by Nelson (1996) 

who warns against supervisors becoming too involved in the process, and having too 

much input into the final draft so that the student’s ideas are usurped in favour of those of 

the supervisor. Yet, it should be highlighted that in order for supervision to be effective, 

there is an over-riding consensus in the literature that supervision should be seen as 

essentially a pedagogical or teaching practice. 

 

During the formative period of supervision, the supervisor must make a close appraisal of 

the needs of the student (Nelson, 1996). This appraisal involves establishing the extent of 

the student’s theoretical knowledge, their conceptualisation of their methodology, their 

academic writing style, and their technological skill set (James & Baldwin, 1999). A 

supervisor’s micropolitical literacy and networking capabilities play an important role at 

this stage (Achinstein, 2006b), since this enables a student to be directed towards an 

appropriate university department or module that may provide a relevant knowledge base. 

On top of this, supervisors must be suitably qualified to mentor students in their chosen 

topic and be able to direct them towards a study or reading schedule that will fill in 

significant gaps in their knowledge or skill set. This may be done through the 

administration of an early assessment which pinpoints a student’s particular skills and 
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abilities, this allows the supervisor to ascertain where these skills can be best 

accommodated in the research project (Engebretson et al, 2008). 

 

However, if we examine this literature through the lens of NK, we come to see that the 

meaning associated with supervisory practice tends to be reduced to the attainment of a 

particular goal or motive, specifically the students’ completion of their research project. It 

also becomes apparent that the perspective used to frame this argument is primarily that 

of the supervisors themselves and the HE authorities and that there is a lack of attention 

paid to the role played by negotiation between supervisor and supervisee, which is most 

saliently notable by the lack of supervisees’ voice in the literature. This becomes 

abundantly clear when we look at what constitutes effective supervision. 

 

2.3.1.2 The Eleven Characteristics of Effective Supervision 
In our current economic, environmental and social climate, the need for effective 

supervision is no longer just important, it is deemed vital for the construction of new 

knowledge, practice and ways of being in the world. From a Higher Education 

perspective, the stress on enabling effective supervision is growing as institutions are 

being held up to increasing scrutiny, investigation and auditing practices. Universities 

and Institutes of Technology are now becoming more aware of risk assessment and 

management that is derived from the threat of public investigation (McWilliams et al, 

2002). For a postgraduate thesis to be efficaciously realised in its final form, a 

conglomeration of factors need to be taken into account, the most salient factor being the 

quality and suitability of supervision (Moses, 1990; Wright, 1992; Phillips & Pugh, 1994; 

Whittle, 1994; Nelson, 1996; James & Baldwin, 1999; Connell, 1985; Manathunga, 2005; 

Reidy & Green, 2005; Lamm, 2004; McWilliam, 2004; Spear, 2000; Heath, 2002; 

Woodward, 1993; Seagram et al., 1998; Kumar & Stracke, 2006; O’Hanlon, 2004). In 

order, to reduce attrition rates, increase productivity and completion rates in research 

programmes, it has been advanced that Higher Education institutions need to revise what 

they hold to be the characteristics and behaviours associated with effective supervision. 

Englebretson et al. (2008) have compiled a list of eleven inter-connected characteristics 

of good supervision, which are outlined in table 2.3 and discussed in detail below:  
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Table 2.3: The Eleven Characteristics of Effective Supervision (Englebretson et al., 2008). 

The Eleven Characteristics of Effective Supervision 
(Englebretson et al., 2008). 

 

1) Academic Challenge Supervision gives proper academic expertise and 

direction to students in the areas of thesis 

scholarship and understanding of the supervision 

process  

2) Facilitation and Validation • Creation of a suitable learning environment 
• Mutual displays of care and respect 
• Availability and accessibility of the 

supervisor 
• Sensitivity to supervisees’ personal issues 

3) Supervisory Accountability Supervisees are informed about the academic 

requirements associated with supervision and thesis 

supervision. 

4) Frequency and Quality of Meetings Regular and appropriate contact between supervisor 

and supervisee 

5) Submission of Written Work Cultivation of adept academic writing skills. 

6) Feedback Punctual and constructive feedback on supervisees’ 

research 

7) Being Attentive to Early Warning Signs Awareness of signs that supervisees are 

experiencing or could possibly experience 

difficulties in achieving their academic goals. 

8) Enabling Access to a Research Culture Introducing students to relevant academic and social 

networks. 

9) Boundary Definition Negotiating the boundaries associated with 

supervision 

10) Collegiality Equitable rapport between both parties 

11) Avoiding De-individualisation and 

Overgeneralisation 

Supervision needs to be negotiated and constructed 

while taking into account role expectations, the area 

of study and the personality of the student 

2.3.1.3.1 Academic challenge 

There is a consensus in the literature on research supervision that supervisory provision 

should give proper academic expertise and direction to students in both the areas of thesis 

scholarship and understanding of the supervision process (Spear, 2000; Marsh, 2004). 
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Lamm’s (2004) investigation of this area yielded results that showed that research 

candidates desired to be academically challenged and to be nurtured intellectually in their 

supervisory relationship. Ideally, the relationship was seen to be a safe and trusting arena 

where risk-free intellectual battles could be staged. Honesty in the appraisal of written 

work and the provision of timely, rigorous and constructive feedback were also factors 

pinpointed by students as strengthening the supervisory relationship (Lamm, 2004). Yet, 

although these elements have been stated in the literature, it has been shown elsewhere 

that the development of these abilities is linked to supervisory training not gained by 

virtue of experience (Granello et al, 2008; Baker et al., 2002; Vidlak, 2002; Stevens et al., 

1997; Worthington, 1987). 

2.3.1.3.2 Facilitation and validation 

Facilitation and challenge were found to be the most common needs that students gave 

expression to in terms of their supervision (Lamm, 2004). Facilitation involves a 

constellation of factors. One of these includes the supervisor’s ability to create a learning 

environment where the candidate could engage in dialogical discourse without feeling 

that they were the subordinate in the relationship. Care and respect for both the student 

and their work was required from the supervisor (James & Baldwin, 1999). Availability 

of the supervisor was another factor in successful supervision. Lamm (2004) established 

that having a supervisor who was unavailable or inaccessible had detrimental 

consequences for the emotional well-being of the students and the attached perceptions of 

their work. Students who were unable to avail of their supervisor’s advice and support 

suffered from a retardation of their academic progress, pro-longed periods of inactivity 

and confusion, and even a total relinquishment of the research endeavour. It may be 

argued that a cognate area involves the supervisor being sensitive to the student’s 

navigation of the emotional stages that are associated with undertaking a research degree. 

While maintaining a sense of professionalism and their covalent boundaries, the 

supervisor should offer support and encouragement, and to support the student upholding 

their levels of interest and enthusiasm. Integral to this is the need for supervisors to have 

insight into the involutions that inform a supervisee’s life and how personal incidents 

may have consequences upon their studies (James & Baldwin, 1999). Unfortunately this 
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area is somewhat neglected in the literature. Although supervision is ultimately bounded 

within academia and is somewhat distanced from one’s personal existence, there is a 

growing awareness that a sensitivity to students’ personal issues needs to be developed as 

it has recognisable impact upon any form of academic endeavour. The issue of validation 

can also be subsumed under facilitation. The most important validation of scholarly work 

comes from the supervisor. The type of validation informs a student’s growing sense of 

scholarly identity. To paraphrase James and Baldwin (1999: 33), the central factor that 

informs successful supervision is the supervisor’s “concern for the individual learner” 

(1999: 33). 

2.3.1.3.3 Supervisor accountability 

Within Australian academic circles, due in part to major governmental educational 

reform (Bradley et al., 2008; see also Gillard, 2009), supervisors must be seen to be 

accountable for their actions. This emphasis upon supervisor accountability can also be 

witnessed in the Irish context, but not to the same degree as in Australia (Delany, 2012). 

This has lead to an undermining of the traditional idea of supervision as being a private 

contract between supervisor and student (McWilliam, 2004). Academic knowledge has 

been re-branded as professional expertise (McWilliam et al., 2002). In this sense, 

supervisors are required to be experts in their chosen field, yet more importantly, because 

of the nature of accountability, they must be expert at controlling, monitoring and 

contributing to the “flow of information” to and about their supervisee (Spear, 2000: 9; 

McWilliam, 2004: 11). Tantamount to this type of accountable supervision is the 

strategies that are employed to maneuver the research degree process. Postgraduate 

students, in the nascent stages of their degree, tend to be ignorant of how to progress 

through their period of study. A key part of the ‘new’ accountable supervision is to 

inform, and if needed help, students with the necessary requirements for thesis 

preparation and submission, making known and reviewing academic requirements during 

their course, gaining access to resources for conferences, fieldwork, policy documents, 

and academic facilities such as library and computers, as well as the set procedures for 

extensions, suspension, or leave of absence, where to access counselling, career, or study 

support services, policies on intellectual property rights (Spear, 2000), occupational 
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health and safety, and suitable research practices regarding the storing and collecting of 

research data (James & Baldwin, 1999). 

2.3.1.3.4 Frequency and quality of meetings  

According to Heath (2002), frequent meetings of at least every two weeks between 

supervisor and student had a direct correlation with the completion of a thesis and the 

supervisory experience being rated as satisfactory. Meetings became less episodic 

towards the midpoint of the relationship, with clusters of meetings in the initial and final 

stages. A pivotal factor that marked the effectiveness of the supervision revolved around 

supervisor preparation, the degree of focus of the supervisor, and the supervisor’s ability 

to address and solve pertinent matters. These assertions are mirrored by Spear’s (2000:7) 

findings that stressed that “regular and appropriate contact” between supervisor and their 

research candidate was vital to effectiveness of the relationship, and that one of the most 

prevalent criticisms of the supervisory dyad was there being lack of such contact. A 

strong linkage has been made between frequent supervisor-supervisee meetings and the 

successful completion of research projects (Woodward, 1993; Seagram et al., 1998). 

Manathunga (2005) also found a correlation between the amount of clarity surrounding 

the expectations of the supervisory relationship (from both parties) and research 

candidates’ final satisfaction rating of the research experience. In an adjunct paper 

derived from this original study, Manathunga (2005) outlines problems that may arise for 

students that are associated with supervision: insufficient supervision, lack of consistency 

and trust in the supervisor-student relationship, conflict between supervisors. Another 

element that can be included in this list comes from Engebretson et al. (2008), the 

supervisor’s discernible disinterest in the student’s work. Manathunga’s (2005) research 

on the elements that constitute award-winning supervisors identified regular meetings 

with students, a constant overview of their progress, and the adaptation of pedagogical 

and counselling strategies to the distinctive needs of the student as constituting highly 

effective supervision. Throughout the literature on effective supervision, the point 

regarding the necessity of regular and quality meeting times was made repeatedly (James 

& Baldwin, 1999) 
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2.3.1.3.5 Submission of written work  

Early submission of written work by the student early on in the research process has been 

linked with high satisfaction ratings of supervisor feedback (Heath, 2002). This increase 

in supervisory effectivity ranking was found to be due to the cultivation of adept 

academic writing skills through writing tasks and presentations. This oversteps the 

stressful exercise of ‘writing up’ that may occur during the final stages of data collection 

(James & Baldwin, 1999). An early focus on writing skills, enables the student who may 

have had no previous experience of academic writing skills, to become practiced in the 

necessary skills needed to compile a good piece of research (Englebretson, 2008). Timely 

attention to writing during the initial stages of writing allows the supervisor to provide 

the candidate with accurate advice on both theoretical and practical issues early on in the 

research process (Nelson, 1996). 

 

Reidy and Green (2005: 57) advanced a sequence of “You write-I read-we meet” when 

supervising their students. The submitted pieces of writing were held up to a rigorous and 

detailed feedback procedure by the supervisor and were posted out to the candidate, and a 

meeting was scheduled to discuss the feedback. According to Reidy (Reidy & Green, 

2005), a quintessential supervision session of this type entailed a four step process: the 

submission of the most recent draft of writing; a discussion of the supervisor’s comments 

upon the annotated draft received in the mail; a dialogue regarding the key concepts 

contained in the writing and a recommendation of readings that are relevant to the 

project; and the allocation of short term goals to be achieved before the next meeting. 

Both Reidy and Green (2005) were unanimous in their assertion that the success of their 

project was grounded on the regular submission of written work and feedback from the 

supervisor. 

2.3.1.3.6 Feedback that is both punctual and constructive  

Feedback is a potent pedagogical tool (Kumar & Stracke, 2006), that “challenges, invites, 

corrects and provokes students to improve their research and communication” 

(Engebretson et al., 2008). Feedback that is not constructive or relevant results in students 

feeling demoralised and undermines their confidence in what they are doing. They feel 
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humiliated when their supervisor ‘forgets’ to read their work, or merely skims through it. 

Spear (2000) found that some of the sources of complaint from students include 

supervisors being lackadaisical about reading their work, insubstantial comments or a 

complete lack of feedback, or overtly critical feedback.  

 

The literature on academic supervision states and re-states the need for the supervisor to 

provide expedient and detailed feedback, to draw attention to the aptitudes in the piece 

while simultaneously counselling the student on how it may be developed further 

(Seagram et al., 1998). “What students value in feedback is confirmation of their 

success... unambiguous identification of problem areas, and suggestions of how to tackle 

them” (James & Baldwin, 1999: 26). A myriad of studies have reiterated the fact that 

caustic, acrid criticism that lacks positive input or direction is toxic to students morale 

and motivation (Powles, 1994; James & Baldwin, 1999; Lamm, 2004).  

 

The cardinal element in efficacious supervision is feedback (Knowles, 1999). In the same 

study, productive feedback was found to be prompt, in-depth, and critical, and delivered 

within the context of a professional relationship that was built on mutual trust, support 

and respect. Knowles (1999) also highlights a possible ethical issue related to 

supervision, when he argues that morally supervisors should not waste student’s time by 

giving them too little or unconstructive feedback. 

2.3.1.3.7 Being attentive to early warning signs  

Manathunga’s (2005) innovative study on award winning supervisors, shows that highly 

effective supervisors were acutely attentive to the early warning signs that a student was 

experiencing or could possibly experience difficulties in attaining their research goals. 

The initial warning sign was recognised as the student routinely changing the focus of 

their study, specifically subsequent to the original research proposal being accepted. 

Further early warning signs include a reluctance to meet with the supervisor, failure to 

keep prearranged meetings, a lack of communication with other students, non-attendance 

at research seminars, not answering messages, coupled with a repeated evasion of writing 

and little or no submission of written work to the supervisor. These findings have been 
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substantiated by another study, Johnson et al., (2000), where procrastination, self-

disparagement, fear of failure, difficulty in decision making, a heightened emphasis and 

need for structure, and debilitating perfectionism were identified as being premonitory 

danger signs that the candidate may fail to complete their research degree. An awareness 

of these factors can be utilised by supervisors to determine those students at risk and to 

formulate successful strategies for research completion (see Ahern & Manathunga, 2004). 

2.3.1.3.8 Enabling access to a research culture 

A perennial source of problems for research students is academic and social isolation. 

The remedy for this is the purposeful construction of dynamic collegial learning 

communities where novice researchers come to feel that they are part of the greater whole 

of an academic culture, and where they are given the opportunity to form relationships 

with other students and scholars who may provide a reservoir of interest, support and 

enthusiasm (James & Baldwin, 1999). However, the onus is upon the individual 

supervisors and the course co-ordinators to instigate such events and meetings. Heath 

(2002) established that a mark of a highly efficacious supervisor is their encouragement 

of students to become part of a supportive peer group, where reading groups, seminar 

programmes and networking took place. 

 

A major source of the social capital associated with postgraduate research (O’Hanlon, 

2004) comes from the achievement of one or more publications during their research 

tenure, this was explicitly linked to a higher satisfaction rating when compared to those 

students who did not achieve publication (Heath, 2002). James and Baldwin (1999) 

contend that the effective supervisor should enable the student to become accepted into 

an academic network and to assist them in compiling a number of publications (see also 

Nelson, 1996). 

 

It has also been claimed that research candidates should develop the capacity to think and 

reason logically, not simply be conditioned into acting or arguing in a certain way. This is 

part of the reason why students need to be introduced into relevant academic social 

networks, where they can practice formulating and defending various arguments. This 
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atmosphere of investigation, discourse, questioning and examination is seen to be 

essential for the cultivation of an intellectual life. Such a platform provides candidates 

with the necessary framework upon which they can structure argument and make 

informed decisions about the direction of their research (O’Hanlon, 2004: 4). This 

framework for research social capital can be quite easily implemented through the 

formation of collaborative groups that may consist of students, or students and 

supervisors. Such an endeavour may help to instigate an arena for learning that extends 

beyond the limited tenure of any given postgraduate. 

2.3.1.3.9 Boundary Definition  

A determinative factor of successful research completion is the quality of the 

supervisor/student relationship (Scevak et al., 2001). Inevitably, there will be some 

discrepancy between the expectations of supervisees and their supervisors (Phillips & 

Pugh, 1994). Primarily, supervisors tend to focus upon a student’s intellectual and 

academic situation, whereas the research candidates themselves them to give priority to 

the interpersonal facets of the relationship. A dual role is at play here, where students 

simultaneously look for encouragement and counsel from their supervisor, while at the 

same time expecting the supervisor to preside over and manage their work (Johnson & 

Broda, 1996). This finding was mirrored in Spear’s (2000) study that showed that 

students often expected their supervisors to provide a pastoral service to them, namely the 

allocation of advice, sympathy and encouragement that are theoretically beyond the ambit 

of academic research. Spear (2000) advocates that sensitivity when dealing with this 

issue, and that during the inception period of the supervisory relationship both parties 

need to clearly elucidate their expectations and set boundaries. This entails reaching a 

consensus on key matters such as how often meetings should take place and what are the 

objectives behind them, the submission of written work, and issues around publications. 

Various authors have encouraged the utilisation of checklists, contracts and explicit 

discussion of expectations in order to enable the terms of the supervisory relationship to 

be negotiated by both parties involved (Grant & Graham, 1994; Ryan, 1994; Yeatman, 

1995; Kehrhahn et al., 1999; Whittle, 1999). This approach is most saliently emphasized 

in the cognitive behavioural approach to postgraduate completion (Kearns, Gardiner, & 
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Marshall, 2008; Kearns & Gardiner, 2011). James and Baldwin (1999) have complied a 

catalogue of expectations that need to be resolved:  the type of direction given by the 

supervisor; the student’s independent research; meeting agendas; the submission of 

drafts; the character and scheduling of the supervisor’s response; the supervisor’s attitude 

towards editing student’s work; and the open interrogation of any ideological differences 

between both parties. However, expectations tend to fluctuate and evolve over time, and 

therefore may need to be re-negotiated occasionally. Yet, a central point in the 

negotiation process found within postgraduate supervision is the mutual agreement on a 

timetable for completion (James & Baldwin, 1999).  

2.3.1.3.10 Collegiality 

Mature doctoral students are often unhappy with the hierarchical nature of the 

supervisory relationship (Malfroy, 2005), feel disempowered in this arrangement (Taylor 

& Dawson, 1997), and look for a more equitable rapport with their supervisors (Malfroy, 

2005). The highest satisfaction level among doctoral candidates was scored when the 

students perceived the relationship to be reciprocative, meaning that there was a mutual 

broadening of areas of interest, opportunities for publications and the growth of shared 

interests (Lamm, 2004). Elton and Pope (1989) have argued that collegiality is an 

important contributing factor in postgraduate students’ success. Wisker and Robinson 

(2006) have advanced the case for the establishment of communities of practice that 

would include both supervisors and students. A reciprocal relationship between the two 

actors in this process is of the utmost importance, however, the literature strikes a note of 

warning: the supervisory dyad is not and should not be a friendship (Boucher & Smyth, 

2004; Markie, 1994; Sullivan & Ogloff, 1998). Yet, in relation to mature students, who 

are employed professionals outside of the academy, this may not apply (Boucher & 

Smyth, 2004: 348). A common thread throughout the literature is the assertion that the 

supervisory relationship is a developmental process that is likely to change in focus as the 

candidate advances. The research journey of the student and its maturation can be 

delineated from its inception where there is a need and acceptance of methodical advice 

(Reidy & Green, 2004) to its denouement when the candidate is accepted as a colleague, 

a competent researcher, and an expert in their discipline (Engbretson et al., 2008). 
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2.3.1.3.11 Avoiding De-individualising and Overgeneralising  

Some authors draw attention to the dangers associated with overgeneralising the 

postgraduate experience as it de-individualises the individual student and clouds the 

reality of the situation in a fog of assumptions and dictates. Some investigations (Parsloe, 

1993; Phillips & Pugh, 1994) have outlined the miscellaneous stages that postgraduate 

students transition through, which include excitement, despair, boredom, and confidence. 

Acker et al. (1994) postulated five classifications of research student ‘style’: (a) the 

responsible individualist who needs very little contact with others; (b) highly academic 

students who are very attracted to research and tend to glean enjoyment out of the 

process; (c) students who require enormous support and attention from the supervisor; (d) 

assertive students who dictate their own direction, engage in risk taking and rectify their 

own problems; (e) candidates who do not seem to be powerless in the face of events and 

neglectful of their studies. Research students have also been codified in terms of 

dependence on and independence from their supervisor, and how this affects the 

supervisory style (Kam, 1997). A fundamental finding in this study was that an 

appropriate supervision could not be designated according to generalised dictates, but 

needs to be negotiated and constructed while taking into account role expectations, the 

area of study and the personality of the student.  

 

The literature on effective supervision tends to present the experience of postgraduate 

supervision primarily from one viewpoint– that of the postgraduate supervisor. The 

central argument in this thesis is that postgraduate supervision is a relational phenomenon 

that involves the negotiation of knowledge between at least two parties. An alternative 

viewpoint needs to be developed in order to counteract the bias within the existing 

literature on postgraduate supervision. I argue that a step towards this can be found if we 

allow ourselves to view postgraduate study as a psychological contract. 
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2.3.1.3 Postgraduate Study as a Psychological Contract 
Any course of postgraduate study demands a commitment from both parties involved. It 

is a type of relationship. It can be conceptualized as a psychological contract where two 

parties agree to commit to the production of a piece of knowledge within an allocated 

period of time. It has been argued by various theorists that effective supervision is a form 

of mentoring which is a specific type of psychological contract (Pearson, 2001; Pearson 

& Brew, 2002; Price & Money, 2002; Wisker et al., 2003, Manathunga, 2007).  

 

A psychological contract can be defined as a mental framework that recognizes a 

reciprocal agreement of give and take between two social actors (Rousseau, 1995). A 

psychological contract derives from one person assuming that the other person has an 

obligation towards them. In essence, this is a subjective conjecture that “exist(s) in the 

eye of the beholder” (Rousseau, 1989: 137). The two social actors do not have to agree 

with each other about the exact nature of the reciprocal exchange. In fact usually each 

social actor will often compose very distinctive, quite personal psychological contracts 

for each other and may not regard the reciprocal nature of the contract in a similar 

manner (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). 

 

A large body of work has been produced on the psychological contracts of employees and 

the effects this has on organizational behaviour (Robinson, 1996; Robinson & Morrison, 

1995; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau & Tijoriwala, 1998). Just as psychological 

contracts have been shown to be present in the interactions between employees and 

employers, it has been shown that postgraduate supervisees also develop psychological 

contracts from their academic supervisors. The fulfillment of which results in a greater 

satisfaction rating and a higher value placed upon supervisor efficacy (Bordia, 2007; 

Wade-Benzoni et al., 2006). 

 

A psychological contract is made up of perceptions of exchange and reciprocity in the 

relationship between a social actor and their social sphere (Rousseau, 1995). Social 

exchange theory advances the theory that people expect to receive the equivalent of what 

they give to others (Northcraft & Neale, 1994). Therefore, social actors who are willing 
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to work for the benefit of an organization would expect an analogous amount of that 

industry back in return, usually in the form of desirable rewards (inducements; Rousseau, 

1995) from the relevant organization.  

 

As outlined in the organizational psychology literature, psychological contracts in places 

of work take root as a result of actual and implied commitments made to the employee by 

agents of the organization (managers, HR personnel, work supervisors). This is especially 

true during the employee recruitment and socialization process (Rousseau, 2001). 

Evidence from studies on project collaboration within educational contexts, illustrates 

that students who show that they are motivated by the amount of effort they put in to 

succeed in a given task also presume that their advisors will provide assistance in 

planning projects, invest sufficient time and effort into supervision, and provide core 

resources for the project (Shellito et al., 2001). 

 

Breach of psychological contract ensues when individuals feel that the organization that 

they have invested their time and energy in has failed to meet its obligations (Morrison & 

Robinson, 1997). The resultant offended sensibilities breeds resentment in the individual, 

leading to organizational relationships being perceived as being unfair, untrustworthy, 

unequal and being characterized by duplicity and dishonest behaviour (Rousseau, 1989). 

Serious consequences also arise out of breaches in organizational behaviour, such as 

reduced job satisfaction and performance, and increased turnover (Restubog & Bordia, 

2006; Restubog et al., 2006; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & 

Bravo, 2007). 

 

Zhao et al's (2007) recent overview of the existing research on psychological contracts 

proposes that breach affects individuals on an emotional level, which in turn impacts 

upon their work attitudes and behaviors (Zhao et al., 2007). Breach of a psychological 

contract is essentially a subjective appraisal of a relationship that arises out of two key 

types of situations. The first situation entails an actual breach of the contract (reneging); 

this is where explicit promises made to the individual are not fulfilled. The second 

situation is occasioned by a perceived breach (incongruence), where things that an 



 

 

43 

individual conjectured to be part of the relationship fail to be actualized. However, it is 

very difficult to differentiate between the two situations on an individual basis (Robinson 

& Morrison, 2000). Essentially the academic argument about whether a breach of 

psychological contract is real or conjectured is not relevant to real life situations, such as 

MA supervision, as both situations tend to have the same consequences. In reality, a 

threat of breach can do much to undermine the amount of trust invested in a relationship. 

 

Analogously, MA students are often unaware of the extent of their supervisor's role in the 

Higher Education institution. They may not know how many contract hours are given to 

supervision, what projects the supervisor is engaged in or their lecturing workload. Blind 

spots such as these can result in a mistaken conception of what role a faculty member 

should play (incongruence), resulting in the formation of impractical psychological 

contracts that are preordained to be breached. Coupled with this, academic supervisors 

may purposely or inadvertently breach clearly defined elements of psychological 

contracts (reneging). Stemming from either situation, MA students in an academic 

supervision setting may experience a breach of psychological contract and perceive the 

supervisor as not having met all the expected requirements, for example in the scheduling 

of meetings, the length and breadth of discussions, aiding with the planning and 

execution of the dissertation project, and supplying the necessary writing and research 

skills. This in turn colours the students' experience of research as being stressful and 

anxiety provoking (Bordia et al, 2010). 

 

Motivation, which is intrinsically linked to the expending of effort, commitment and 

performance, is another victim of breach of psychological contract. Faltering or non-

existent motivation has been associated with attrition, a failure to complete the course of 

study, enrollment in alternate components for degree completion, switching topics, 

changing supervisors and negative recommendations to prospective students. From a 

Higher Education point of view, the breach of student psychological contract points to the 

absence of proper training for faculty and a misalignment of organizational strategy 

(Manathunga, 2009). It also taints the experience of engaging in further education. 

Students' psychological well-being and satisfaction should serve as key outcomes for 
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Fourth Level Education. This is further recognized if we observe the emotional charge 

that arises out of the NK in MA supervision. 

 

2.3.2 Emotional Charge 

NK carries an emotional charge (Worthen, 2008) or an “emotional colouring” (Leont’ev, 

1977: 18). In just the same way as social relationships carry emotional charges, the 

knowledge produced through these interactions also carries affective resonances. The 

emotional charge of postgraduate supervision is revealed in both negative and positive 

ways. The negative experiences occur when familiar ideas about knowledge and learning, 

identities, and social networks are breached and when students’ reading, perceptions, and 

identities are questioned (Lesko et al., 2008). A factor that may go some way towards 

explaining this phenomenon is the fact that supervisors and supervisees often find 

themselves in contexts where there can be a large power differential based upon status or 

experience (Achinstein, 2002). The positive experiences seem to occur when supervision 

occurs within a mentoring context and there are collaborative attempts to overcome 

difficulties in practice and learning (Achinstein & Barrett, 2004). Examples of this 

include active dialogue, creating a balance between autonomy and collaboration, 

reflective learning, learning from each other’s ‘lifeworld’, and the establishing of trust 

and respect in the relationship (Herman & Mandell, 2004). As we shall see in the 

following sections, the emotional charge associated with the NK in MA supervision has 

parallels with the literature on academic professionalism and psychological boundaries. 

 

2.3.2.1 The Professionalisation of Academic Supervision 
In an analysis of the evolution of the Master's degree in American Education, an ASHE 

Higher Education report (2005: 5) notes that “the Master's degree is evolving as an 

entrepreneurial credential with the potential to alter the direction of graduate education 

in the liberal arts and sciences as well as in the professions”. This can be read as 

emblematic of the current re-envisioning of what direction knowledge production should 

take in HE, specifically one that is “more responsive to the marketplace than to 

traditional academic environments” (2005: 5). The ideology of professionalism is a 
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motivating factor behind this, however, the definition of a professional by virtue of their 

position in a hierarchy of prestige, income, power, the possession of the means of 

production or the quantity of ascribed skill, prestige and education no longer stands 

(ASHE, 2005; MacFarlane, 2010). 

 

The concept of the professionalisation of academic supervision is drawn from general 

theories of organisational sociology, but has been applied to the Higher Education 

context by Menand (2009) who maps its effects on American universities. According to 

Menand: 

 

 The most important function of the [Higher Education] system is not the 
 production of knowledge. It is the reproduction of the system. To put it another 
 way, the most important function of the system is the production of the producers 
 (2009: 28). 
 

This discussion contains the following claims: 

• Academic professionalisation creates specific teaching styles, which in turn 

cultivates particular habits of mind among students. 

• Academic professionalisation means that the production of new knowledge is 

regulated by measuring it against existing scholarship rather than it meeting 

interests external to the field. 

• Academic professionalism creates a hierarchical divide between experts 

(knowledge authorities) and those who attempt to develop said knowledge. 

• Academic professionalisation leads to the creation of established procedures and 

codes of conduct for academic supervision. 

 

2.3.2.2 Professional Responsibility in Higher Education 
A different perspective on academic professionalism emerges from Salbrekke and 

Karseth's (2006) analysis of professional responsibility in Higher Education. Discussion 

of professional responsibility draws extensively and often directly from Brint's (1994; 

2002) broader analysis of educational and work orientations. In the work of Brint (2002), 

professionalism is particularly evidenced in the area of education by the rise of a 
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“utilitarian ethos” among students, with a correlating ethos on the part of the educators as 

evidenced by their movement from the classical values of “social trustee 

professionalism” to “expert professionalism” (Brint, 1994).  This he argues has led to 

increased mass education and a stronger market orientation within HE institutes, which in 

turn has resulted in a new academic culture driven by economic imperatives and a more 

competitive mentality (Brint, 1994; Bleiklie et al., 2000; Larson, 2002). 

 

Correspondingly, in her analysis of Australian Higher Education, McWilliam (2004) 

points to one particular effect of professionalism on the meaning and quality of 

academics' work: the creation of an academic audit culture. Within an academic audit 

culture, the academic becomes a self-managing worker who attempts to minimise risk 

through a constant auditing of their own and other's behaviour by working to turn 

themselves into “professional experts”. This, she claims, has lead to the production of a 

new subjectivity within the university, where knowledge workers are constantly on guard 

against “risk events” that Kasperson et al. (1988: 151) claim trigger “additional 

organisational response and protective actions or impeding needing protective action”. 

 

Building on the insights drawn from McWilliam's work, there are two aspects of risk and 

knowledge production that are specifically relevant to Higher Education and MA 

supervision. First, there is the failure of organisations founded upon professional 

knowledge to address the personal and emotional components within educational 

relationships, which may create a “system that works better, but is trusted less” 

(Alaszenski and Brown, 2007: 1). A 'trust deficit' is said to operate in these organisations 

and this is primarily linked to where knowledge is thought to come from. The ways in 

which knowledge is framed is influenced by “considerations of whether professionals 

might be trusted… [which] typically concern belief about the adequacy of a knowledge 

base or its application” (Barbalet, 2006: 8).  

 

The second insight drawn from McWilliam's work concerns professional development 

within academia, being one of the “standard models for measuring organisational 

performance” and is an audit mechanism “designed to ensure organisational precision for 
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coping with (appropriate) social imprecision” (2004: 155). This is based on logic of 

procedural equity in academic business, designed to create a certain standard of 

disciplinary knowledge. Professional development is increasingly characterised by a 

focus on improving the organisational work of academics, with courses on leadership 

skills and research marketing, and a lessening focus on actual disciplinary knowledge. 

This is especially evident in the role played by feedback. Feedback is often 

communicated through a number of evaluation instruments, such as student feedback 

forms, and its value is not in question in an educational institution  (Harvey & Williams, 

2010). However, feedback also plays a role in regimes of self-management, where 

external demands are internalised, and intensive bureaucratic self-monitoring becomes 

seen as something natural and voluntary (McWilliam, 2004). Within the literature on 

academic supervision, it is repeatedly recommended that feedback and monitoring 

increase supervisor's effectivity (Englebretson et al., 2008; Manathunga, 2005), with an 

especial onus upon supervisor accountability in the creation and management of 

supervisory relationships (Spear, 2000). 

 

In academia, the archetype of professionalism has evolved towards being 'broadly 

understood as the transmission of specific competencies that match job market 

requirements” (Dahan, 2007: 335). One supervisor in Dahan's study eloquently expressed 

one of the contradictions that lie at the heart of academic professionalisation: 

 

 This word, professionalization, has always made us upset, my colleagues and 
 myself. First, when I teach, I feel as if I am professionalizing my students. Second, 
 we all know what they mean by professionalization: to push our students to go 
 and look where they will never find a job! We haven't seen many start-ups in 
 literature… (2007: 344). 
 

A related contradiction can be found in what constitutes academic practice. MacFarlane's 

(2010: 1) research on the changing nature of academic practice suggests that what is 

understood to be an academic identity in undergoing a re-evaluation or an “unbundling” 

as “as a result of a variety of forces including the massification of national systems, the 

application of technology in teaching and increasing specialisation of academic roles to 

support a more centralised and performative culture”. Of relevance to this research was 
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the finding that that academic work is increasingly being subdivided into specialist 

functions (Kinser, 2002) and that traditional academics who embrace the tripartite role of 

teaching, research and service activities are being replaced by “para-academic” staff: staff 

who specialise in just one aspect of academic practice (MacFarlane, 2010). This has been 

described as a “silent revolution” in academia (Finkelstein & Schister, 2001).  

 

MacFarlane (2010) claims that the boundaries between 'academic' and 'professional 

support staff' are becoming increasingly less distinct, while simultaneously becoming 

more fluid, resulting in the formation of nascent communities of practice. The term 

“Third Space”  (Bhabha, 1991) has been used to describe the new vistas opened up by 

these “unbounded” and “blended” professionals found in Higher Education. Blended 

professionals are people who are employed in roles that transverse both professional and 

academic domains, whereas unbounded professionals utilise institution-wide projects and 

development opportunities to blur the distinctions between academic work, 

administration and management (Whitchurch, 2008). The “Third Space” opened up by 

this evolution in what constitutes academic professional identity can be witnessed in the 

changing nature of research activity, which is becoming increasingly defined in 

restrictive performative and quality audit-driven terms (MacFarlane, 2010). 

 

From this brief review of the literature, there are two additional claims about academic 

professionalism that may be added to Menard’s (2009) earlier list. These are: 

• Academic professionalism is voluntarily supported by and misrecognised 

as an economic imperative. 

• Academic professionalism creates and reinforces an audit culture within 

Higher Education, especially through an emphasis upon professional 

development 

 

While there are merits associated with academic professionalism, it may also be 

contended that this orientation can also serve to neuter the emotional charge associated 

with the social interactions that make up postgraduate supervisory relationships. One way 
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that this may be done is through the erection of psychological boundaries, the subject of 

the next section. 

 

2.3.2.3 Psychological Boundaries 
Recently, in the social psychological literature on performance management and problem 

solving (Bohni et al, 2008; Höge, 2009; Miller et al., 2010), attention has given to the 

role played by psychological boundaries. If we frame MA supervision as a relational 

phenomenon, then the theories relating to psychological boundaries in social 

relationships serve to illustrate the emotional resonances that inform the perspectives of 

both supervisors and supervisees. 

 

It is only within the last number of years that attention has been given to psychological 

boundaries and as a result research on the concept is not as yet the preserve of one 

particular discipline. Specific theories related to psychological boundaries are social 

identity theory  (Jaspal & Yampolsky, 2011), self-categorization theory  (Reid, 

Palomares, Anderson, & Bondad-Brown, 2009), social cognitive theory  (Chisholm-

Burns & Spivey, 2010), and systems theory  ('Stell' Kefalas, 2011). Boundaries outline 

the remit or extent of something, the limit of a subject, object or activity.  Specifically, 

the boundaries found within MA supervision appear to define the limits of the self, 

relationships and academic activity. It has been postulated that such limits are the result 

of social consensus, rather than individual decision (Bernstein, 1971). 

 

In the sphere of education, the concepts associated with boundaries and learning 

identities are gaining increased currency (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011). The focus upon 

boundaries has been primarily brought about by the socio-cultural turn in educational 

research (see Bernstein, 1971; Engeström, Engeström, & Kärkkäinen, 1995; Star, 1989; 

Suchman, 1994). A boundary can be defined as “a socio-cultural difference leading to 

discontinuity in action or interaction” (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 133). Traditionally 

boundaries have been understood in an educational context representing divisions 

between two interactional sites. This mindset is radically altered if one takes a socio-

cultural perspective, where boundaries are also seen to be representative of a continuity in 
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action or interaction despite there being sociocultural differences. Two concepts have 

been revolutionary in reframing boundaries as possible forms of continuity across sites: 

boundary crossing and boundary objects. Boundary crossing commonly alludes to a 

social actor’s transitions and interactions across different sites (Suchman, 1994). The 

boundary crossing concept was first coined so as to provide a description of how 

professionals in the course of their employment may need to “enter onto territory in 

which we are unfamiliar and, to some significant extent therefore unqualified” (Suchman, 

1994: 25) and “face the challenge of negotiating and combining ingredients from 

different contexts to achieve hybrid situations” (Engeström et al., 1995: 319). Whereas 

Boundary objects can be defined as “entities that enhance the capacity of an idea, theory 

or practice to translate across culturally defined boundaries”, for example an MA 

dissertation (Fox, 2011: 70). 

 

Psychological boundaries (sometimes termed personal boundaries) regulate the behavior 

and emotion in the processes of interaction. A social actor's behavior and emotional 

response is dependant upon individual personality, cognitive ability, values, and beliefs, 

coupled with other related characteristics. Individual psychological boundaries enable 

people to mediate and process information received from the outside world, which allows 

them to filter information, emotion and to interpret the behaviour of others. These 

psychological boundaries are often described as the zone of comfort (Jinshan & Mingjie, 

2004). Within an organizational context, psychological boundaries imply an acceptance 

of social norms specific to that organization. However, psychological boundaries are 

subject to certain restrictive factors such as individual cognitive style, self-efficacy, 

attitudes, beliefs, organizational objectives and group norms (Kaplan, 2012). For the 

purposes of this chapter, I define psychological boundaries as being a type of identity 

formation that emerges out of an implicit understanding of a situation.  

 

From a cognitive psychology perspective, there is noteworthy relationship between the 

type of cognition applied to objectives and performance. Cognition refers to the mental 

processes associated with thought, which include attention, remembering, producing and 

understanding language, solving problems, and making decisions. Cognition is the 
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primary way in which organisms process information about their environment. Both the 

content and the process of cognition seem to exert an influence on psychological 

boundaries (Kaplan, 2012).  

 

What is emerging here is that cognition, or the way one thinks about a situation, 

influences the emotional and behavioural reactions towards objects, people and events 

(Burger, 2004). If we relate these insights to MA supervision, we can recognize that a 

supervisor’s or supervisee’s cognition psychologically structures the relationship through 

emotional and behavioural reactions towards the dissertation itself and the Other in the 

supervisory dyad. In this sense, it may be proposed that MA supervision can best be 

understood as a living “in-between” space. 

 

2.3.2.4 Supervision as a Living In-between Space 
By allying AT’s idea of the emotional charge of NK with Heidegger’s (1962) and 

Watsuji's (1962) insights on the symbolic construction of space, we can categorise MA 

supervision as being a living “in-between” cultural space where identities are altered, 

negotiated, and occasionally transformed. Heidegger's (1962) philosophical “Existential 

Analytic” holds that people are spatial beings as a result of their “being-in-the-world.” 

There is no need to expound at length what the Heideggerian view of being-in-the- world 

is, however it is possible to use his view of space to come to a relational understanding of 

the space that exists 'in-between' the two parties in MA supervision. Heidegger's 

postulations, when married with Watsuji's (1962) studies on the inter-relationship that 

exists between humans and space, gives credence to the argument that space should not 

primarily be understood as an impersonal, quantitatively measured area, instead spatiality 

has an existential quality that is rooted in human experience and the various ways in 

which we emotionally respond to it (see Ortega, 2004). If we ally ourselves with 

Heidegger's claim that space is dependent on human beings, we come to conceive of the 

space created by the supervisory encounter as being redirected away from the physical 

meeting place (usually the supervisor's office) towards a space that is intuitively and 

existentially created.  
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Watsuji's (1962) writings provide an alternative perspective on MA supervisory space. 

Although he concurred with many of Heidegger's claims, he chose to argue that 

Heidegger overlooked the core emotional intimacy that lies at the heart of existence. In 

accordance with Watsuji's claim, I hold that the intimate nature of the supervisory 

encounter is overlooked. This assertion is not mere conjecture, but as we shall see is 

supported by the findings in Chapter 5. In his classic work, A Climate, a Philosophical 

Study (1962), Watsuji dialogues with Heidegger's (1962: 375) assumption about time 

being the primary existential structure, and goes on to argue that space should be given a 

corresponding importance. He claims that we are fundamentally linked to space, but what 

matters is the “climate” of the space in which we find ourselves.  

 

 Climate is seen to be the factor by which self-active human being can be made 
 objective. Climactic phenomena show man how to discover himself as “standing 
 outside” (i.e. existere) ... The essential character of the tool lies in its being “for a 
 purpose” ... Now this purpose-relation derives from human life and at its basis we 
 find the climatic limitations of human life. Shoes may be for walking, but the 
 great majority of mankind could walk without them; it is rather cold and heat that 
 makes shoes necessary. Clothes are to be worn, yet they are worn above all as a 
 protection against cold. Thus this purpose-relation finds its final origin in 
 climatic self-comprehension (1961: 13). 
 

What matters is not the location of the space, or the ability to use a space as a tool or a 

piece of equipment, but, in Watsuji's theorizing, it is the degree to which the climate 

enables the purpose of the space that matters; where aims and necessities that are made 

possible through the use of tools or equipment have the scope to be realized. If we apply 

this to the supervisory relationship, it may be argued that it cannot exist independently of 

the space and climate constructed by both the supervisor and supervisee, nor can the 

object of the relationship be summarily categorized as the production of an academic 

piece of writing. Dialoguing with Heidegger's and Watsuji's ideas of space, guides us 

towards seeing the MA supervisory relationship as arising out of an interdependence of 

social actors and space, where those involved can choose to develop an intellectual space 

that is geared towards knowledge production and distribution or create a space and 

climate that enables self-discovery and the re-imagining of identity. Yet, as we shall see, 
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how this space is collectively created and negotiated has a marked impact upon how the 

knowledge created is used and understood. 

 

2.3.3 Collectivity 

NK “is both created and held collectively” (Worthen, 2008: 332). It is a social and a 

political knowledge that is not manufactured or owned by a single individual. AT sees 

actions as collective and organized by a common motive, thus providing us with an 

understanding as to how a piece of knowledge (for example a diagram) can be diffused 

among many persons in a group, yet still maintain a single purpose. Applying Worthen’s 

insights to the supervisory dyad, it may be advanced that the NK created in this context is 

created through dialogue, the ideas that are transmitted from each party are not the sole 

preserve of the individual (otherwise how could they be communicated?), but come from 

a collectivity of sources, but within the dialogue between supervisee and supervisor the 

ideas are further refined and employed towards the common motives of knowledge 

production and relationship building. This implies the creation of a dialogical Third 

Space, which is key to understanding MA supervision as a relational phenomenon. 

 

2.3.3.1 Supervision as a Third Space  
The concept of Third Space is a useful conceptual tool that enables us to re-evaluate the 

type of NK that collectively evolves between the two parties within the MA supervisory 

dyad. Third Spaces are associated with interactions that involve a shared objective 

(usually knowledge based) between social actors who would not ordinarily have contact 

with one another (Gutierrez et al., 1995; Toumi-Grohn, Engstrom, & Young, 2003; 

McAlpine & Hopwood, 2009). In Higher Education, the general mode of interaction 

tends to be through the lecture format, small groupwork, tutorials, lab work and online 

interfaces, whereas in postgraduate work the mode of interaction tends to be one to one 

and therefore it may be claimed that a new interactional space is created between the 

supervisor and the supervisee; a supervisory Third Space. In these Supervisory Third 

spaces, each actor may be driven by disparate motivations, but work together because 

they hold a shared opinion as to the value or importance of the object (specifically the 
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dissertation) at hand (McAlpine & Hopwood, 2009). These new educational 

constellations, driven by a joint goal or objective share, enable both parties to create new 

learning possibilities beyond the constraints of the established channels, which generally 

structure interactions in Higher Educational contexts. 

 

The Third Space as it pertains to MA supervision does not exclusively belong to either 

the supervisor or the supervisee's domain, instead it can be found in the shared space 

where both domains overlap. Third Spaces are found in “in between spaces” that abide in 

the “overlap and displacement of domains of difference” (Bhabha, 1994: 2). Ideas of 

difference, which are understood to be divisive binary oppositions, are repudiated in a 

preference of the “both/and also” negotiations that constitute a hybrid space (Soja, 1996). 

This hybrid space allows incomplete comprehensions, held by each of the separate parties 

to undergo a notional shift that transgresses established boundaries. Because Third Space 

permits scope for negotiation and openness, oppositional thinking is bypassed in favour 

of a creative combining and restructuring of ideas (Soja, 1996).  

 

Third Space recognises what is socially produced through discursive and social 

interactions (Bhabha, 1994; Gutiérrez, 2008; Moje et al., 2004). Therefore, Third Spaces 

are sites for collaboration as well as innovation (Bhabha, 1994; McAlpine & Hopwood, 

2009) and are very relevant to my argument for reframing MA supervision as a relational 

phenomenon as well as to the evolving pedagogy of postgraduate supervision (Cuenca et 

al., 2011). In point of fact, Gutiérrez (2008) referring to similar educational contexts, 

advances the notion of the 'collective third space', an arena where both joint and 

individual sense making takes place. Bearing in mind these theoretical perspectives, some 

scholars have drawn attention to the pedagogical implications of Third Space. Of 

significance for this study is the description of Third Space as a location where social 

actors negotiate, bridge, and navigate obstacles associated with difference, such as 

bypassing the personal/academic identity divide by linking discourses of lived life with 

those of academic disciplines (Moje et al., 2004). If viewed in this way, Third Spaces in 

MA supervision can be understood as a shared space between supervisor and supervisee 
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that can be utilized to construct and mediate rich revisionings of the possibilities 

associated with engaging with research. 

 

Bhabha has not ignored the political ramifications of Third Space, as he draws attention 

to the possible power differentials that may occur when two cultures inhabit one space. 

This aspect is dealt with through the introduction of the concept of “cultural difference,” 

which “focuses on the problem of the ambivalence of cultural authority: the attempt to 

dominate in the name of a cultural supremacy which is itself produced only in the 

moment of differentiation” (Bhabha, 1994: 50). When one culture and its conceptual 

framework dominates a space where the holder of a less powerful framework is also 

located, that person needs to moderate his or her identity in order to be accepted into the 

more powerful conceptual system (Elmborg, 2011).  

 

Klein (1996: 2) goes on to argue that engaging in research activities can be politically 

defined as a type of boundary crossing, because “the interactions and reorganisations that 

boundary crossing creates are central to the production and organization of knowledge”. 

Correspondingly, postgraduate supervisees are usually in possession of the less powerful 

conceptual framework and through resistance, accommodation, appropriation, or other 

negotiation strategies attempt to define an academic identity for themselves within this 

Third Space (Achinstein, 2005). For Bhabha, this “act of interpretation is never simply an 

act of communication between the I and the You designated in the statement. The 

production of meaning requires that these two places be mobilized in the passage through 

a Third Space” (Bhabha, 1994:53). It may be argued that it is the meaning associated 

with the supervisory encounter itself and the resultant production of specialist knowledge 

that embodies the Supervisory Third Space in the Masters Degree.  

 

Second Space is defined as pertaining to conceptual systems, structures, and rules, which 

are definitely communicated and stringently regulated. An example of this can be seen in 

the various pedagogical strategies developed for increasing postgraduate students 

effectivity  (Borders, 1989; Drennan & Clarke, 2009; Ho, 2003). In contrast to this, the 

contact between social actors that constitutes Third Space tends to be unclear and open to 
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interpretation because “[a]s parties from different cultures come into contact with one 

another in Third Space, they advance novel symbolic systems and new ways of 

understanding and experiencing space into the established and consistent domains of 

Second Space” (Elmborg, 2011: 344). Bhabha cautions us to “remember that it is the 

'inter' the cutting edge of translation and negotiation, the in-between space that carries the 

burden of the meaning of a culture. . . . And by exploring this Third Space, we may elude 

the politics of polarity and emerge as the others of our selves” (Bhabha, 1994: 56). 

Accordingly, Third Space can be seen as a space that makes possible transformative and 

meaningful contact between cultures and social actors and enables people to change and 

alter their identities and how they come to view others.  

 

Principally, Third Space theory was established to address the cultural and political 

climate associated with the evolving nature of late capitalism which gave rise to 

postmodernism, postcolonialism, and ongoing global inequality (Elmborg, 2011). I argue 

that Third Space provides a concept whereby the dyadic interaction that occurs in MA 

supervision can be re-conceptualized through the lens of culture. The space that is created 

between the supervisor and supervisee has yet to be fully co-opted into a coherent 

theoretical framework. If we acknowledge that both parties bring with them social and 

cultural elements that inform how they perceive the relationship, then we can come to a 

fuller understanding of how both participants' negotiate and find meaning through 

engaging with the process of doing research as well as the other in the supervisory 

relationship. This is elucidated further when we look at the relevant ideas contained in the 

research mentoring literature. 

 

2.3.3.2 MA Supervision as Research Mentoring 
As previously stated, this research focuses on the relational aspects of MA supervision, 

and it is primarily in the literature on research mentoring that new understandings of 

interpersonal dynamics in HE are being developed. Research mentoring is best 

understood if looked at through a developmental relational framework, as this includes 

the multiple forms of mentee, such as undergraduates, graduates, postgraduates, as well 

as taking into account various complications such as cross-cultural mentoring, class and 
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gender issues (Kaslow, McCarthy, Rogers, & Summerville, 1992; Kaslow & Rice, 1985; 

Brown et al, 2008). This section will briefly outline the argument that postgraduate 

supervisory relationships mirror certain research mentoring behaviours and follow a 

developmental process over their duration. 

 

In recent times, a new framework for supervision has emerged from research into the 

development of an alternative supervisory model for speech-language pathologists, which 

has its roots in a mental health perspective (Geller & Foley, 2009). This is an alternative 

and highly relevant development as it posits a relational and reflective model of 

supervision that is adaptable to various disciplines such as education and the social 

sciences. The traditional model of supervision is characterized by a “one-person 

psychology” (Geller & Foley, 2009: 23), where the supervisor is active and didactic 

while the supervisee is passive, responsive, lacking initiative and predominantly 

following the supervisor’s dictates (McCrea & Brasseur, 2003). In contrast to the purely 

cognitive model, this relational and reflective model advances the argument that both the 

cognitive and affective elements of the supervisory dyad need to be given due attention 

for successful or effective supervision to take place, but without depreciating the 

requirement for discipline-specific knowledge (Geller & Foley, 2009). 

 

Within this relational and reflective model there is an emphasis placed upon “ports of 

entry” (Stern, 1995). Ports of entry can be understood as the “potential entry points” for 

supervisors and their supervisees into an understanding of their relevant discipline (Geller 

& Foley, 2009). Across disciplines and various approaches, there exist various strategies 

or ports of entry that characterize either the working or academic relationship 

(Bruschweiler-Stern & Stern, 1989; Sameroff, 2004; Stern, 2004). Examples include the 

attainment of key proficiencies or skills through various disciplinary contexts such as in 

the classroom, laboratory, placements, athletic coaching and one-to-one supervision or 

mentoring. 

 

At this point a key differentiation needs to be made between ports of entry and ‘teachable 

moments’ (Rich, 2009). Three major themes characterize teachable moments: (1) 
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professional discourse about skills, techniques, research and special cases; (2) authentic 

experience or practical experience; and (3) skill development or skill instruction (Rich, 

2009). The teachable moment hypothesis is firmly located in the cognitive domain, with 

an overarching focus on skill development. The ports of entry hypothesis proposes that 

both the cognitive and affective domains be given due recognition in postgraduate 

relationships. Within the literature, there are two main ‘ports of entry’ used by 

supervisors throughout various disciplines. The customary port of entry for supervisors 

can be framed as working from the outside in. The objective behind this is to change or 

modify manifest systems of behaviour, knowledge or skills of the research candidate. 

This is the cognitive component. In contraposition to this, a number of supervisors assert 

that effective supervision entails working from the inside out. The goal here is to 

understand the hidden, internal processes and emotional states of the supervisee. This 

constitutes the affective component (Rich, 2009). However, recognizing the affective 

component in academic relationships raises further issues if we apply it to MA 

supervision, especially, as we shall come to see in a later section, in the areas of risk and 

trust (McWilliams, 2005). 

 

The proposition, afforded by Geller and Foley’s (2009) model, that both the cognitive 

and affective domains operate and are present in academic supervision diverges greatly 

from the traditional apprentice model of supervision, which tends to disavow the role 

played by emotion. Yet, within the literature on mentoring, acknowledgement of these 

two elements has long been present. The mentoring relationship has been theorized as 

prioritising the interpersonal relationship and how tasks are processed as opposed to 

giving undue importance to the achievement of an end goal (Brown et al., 2008). 

Contemporary conceptualizations of mentoring see it as being a developmental process 

that must be made fit the needs of both parties involved, thus placing emphasis upon the 

negotiation of the relationship between two social actors and the constant renegotiation of 

this social contract as both persons grow and evolve together (Anzai & Langlotz, 2006). 

These are very applicable to the argument for understanding MA supervision from a 

relational perspective and are discussed below. 
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2.3.3.3 The Developmental Approach to Mentoring 
I have argued that MA supervision can be understood as a type of research mentoring. It 

has been shown that how participants relate to one another in the mentoring relationship 

is directed by the past experience of both persons in the dyad (McCrea & Brasseur, 

2003). Applying this to the MA supervisory relationship, it may be argued that just as the 

type of relationship a medical doctor would have towards a patient, would be different to 

their relationship to a colleague, so the supervisor’s relationship with a supervisee is 

dictated by the amount of prior research experience the supervisee has had. In this sense, 

a developmental emphasis is vital in order to understand the nuances of the mentoring 

relationship and has a direct correlation to effective supervision.  

 

 Effective [research] mentoring must be tailored to the appropriate developmental 
 needs of the mentee. For example, when engaging with an undergraduate student, 
 the role of a mentor may take the form of an advisor or supervisor, whereas a 
 similar mentoring relationship with a junior faculty member may more closely 
 approximate that of a confidant. It is not uncommon for research mentors, 
 particularly those with large research programs, to have mentees who are at 
 uniquely different levels of training and experience (e.g., graduate students vs. 
 postdoctoral fellows). Thus, the astute mentor is aware of these important 
 developmental differences and consequently applies an appropriate 
 developmental approach when mentoring (Brown et al, 2008: 306-307). 
 

Elaborating on the above quote, research mentoring is seen as a constantly evolving 

developmental process whose objective is to allow students and research 

mentors/supervisors to become dynamic innovative actors, who are suitably qualified to 

appropriate important leadership roles in their chosen fields (Lee, Anzai & Langlotz, 

2006: 556-561). 

 

As mentioned in the previous section, research on the developmental aspects of 

postgraduate supervision has proposed that mentoring behaviours that build upon mental 

health constructs are core to a effective supervisory relationship (Geller, 2001; Geller & 

Foley, 2009). This new supervisory perspective, which has its origins in clinical 

supervision, is termed the “Relational and Reflective Model” (Geller & Foley, 2009). 

This also mirrors the prevalent developmental stages that are found across various 

disciplines such as mental health, psychology, speech-language pathology, 
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psychotherapy, nursing and education (Brasseur, 1989; Heffron, Ivins & Weston, 2005; 

Stoltenberg, McNeill & Delworth, 1998; Weider, Drachman & DeLeo, 1992).  

 
Table 2.4: Geller and Foley’s (2009) Three Stages of Supervisee Development Applied to an MA Context. 

Developmental Stage Level of Supervisee Characteristics 

Initial Stage Entry Level Introduced to a practical field after 

a fundamental grounding in a 

theoretical component related to a 

chosen discipline 

Middle Stage Intermediate Level Completed several practical 

assignments and has a clear view of 

their completion of a Masters 

degree. 

Final Stage Final Level Achieved a Masters degree and may 

be involved in professional practice 

or commencing further 

postgraduate training 

 

Geller and Foley (2009: 24-25) have outlined three interlinked stages of supervisee 

development that can be readily applied to our context of MA supervision (see table 2.4 

above). The initial stage is the entry-level supervisee, who is usually being introduced to 

a practical field after a fundamental grounding in a theoretical component related to a 

chosen discipline. The middle stage deals with the intermediate-level supervisee, who is 

typified as having completed several practical assignments and has a clear view of their 

completion of a Masters degree. The final level is the advanced-level supervisee who is 

distinguished as having achieved a Masters degree and may be involved in professional 

practice or commencing further postgraduate training. Each stage is characterised by 

changes, alterations in assumptions, personal belief systems and supervisee behaviour. 

For adult learners, the transition from one developmental level to another is inherently 

connected with cognitive and emotional exertion, conflict and stress as they are 

purposively involved in the adaptation, assimilation, accommodation, and revision of 

new literature, data and theories. Effective supervisors have a working knowledge of the 
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subtle dynamics associated with the developmental stages and the accordant fluctuations 

in attitude and perspective (see also Manathunga, 2005). This research holds that an 

investigation of these dynamics could be used to evolve a more superlative supervisory 

practice where learning contexts would be in correspondence with the supervisee’s 

developmental level. 

 

The three developmental stages forwarded by Geller and Foley (2009) are seen to be 

fluid, as no fixed division exists between or within these stages. However, within any 

developmental structure certain concerns must be duly noted. Distinctive differences and 

variations between supervisees have been linked to age, previous knowledge, 

experiences, cultural beliefs, ability to process information (Geller & Foley, 2009), as 

well as perceptions, scholarly identity, self, geography and community (Lesko et al, 

2008). A supervisee’s characteristic tendencies towards understanding and applying 

certain concepts and materials may arrest or assist their movement from lower to higher 

levels of development. These stages of development echo the Carnegie Foundation 

scholars, Sullivan and Rosin’s (2008) argument for HE in A New Agenda: Shaping a Life 

of the Mind for Practice. In their study, they argue that “practical reasoning” needs to 

replace “critical thinking” as the focal point for Higher Education. Practical reasoning 

integrates three educational habits – of mind, head and heart. These habits entail thinking 

and acting responsibly with integrity, civility and caring, elements that reiterate both the 

developmental outcomes for the supervisee and the objectives of professional 

development for supervisors associated with postgraduate supervision (Bovill, et al., 

2010). 

 

Geller and Foley’s (2009) developmental model is similar to Anderson’s (1988) 

continuum model which is predicated on the assumption that the amount and type of 

supervision varies over time with the simultaneous evolution of the roles played by the 

supervisor and the supervisee. Three broad stages of supervision are also outlined in this 

model: (a) an evaluation-feedback stage; (b) a transitional stage; and (c) an independent, 

self-supervision stage. This framework asserts that the supervision is an animated, fluid 

and perpetually evolving process that is guided by the level of the supervisee.  
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This approach gains an additional dimension when compared with the traditional 

cognitive apprenticeship position forwarded by Collins, Duguid and Brown (1989: 39). 

They claim that “[s]ituations might be said to co-produce knowledge through activity. 

Learning and cognition, it is now possible to argue, are fundamentally situated”. The idea 

that knowledge is co-produced through activity has obvious parallels with the AT 

perspective that acts as a sensitizing framework for this research (Blumer, 1954). 

However, it may be argued that the developmental models of research mentoring and 

postgraduate supervision discussed above diverge from the cognitive apprenticeship 

model in an essential aspect. Specifically, in their proposition that the learning and 

cognition, that occurs in supervisory contexts, are fundamentally relational. The main 

hypothesis behind these developmental models is that supervisors customise their 

behaviour to the distinctive level of the supervisee. Nevertheless, the majority of writing 

in this area emphases that supervisors fail to alter their approaches and behaviours in 

order to match the supervisee’s experience, knowledge, and developmental stage 

(McCrea & Brasseur, 2003; Lesko et al., 2008). In actual fact, it has been revealed that 

there are often glaring contradictions between what supervisors claim to do in supervision 

and what they do in reality (Geller, 2001). 

 

Anderson’s (1988) frame of reference parallels that of Geller and Foley (2009) in that it 

places emphasis on (a) developmental change and growth in the supervisee, (b) the 

bidirectional relationship between supervisor and supervisee, and (c) dynamic and 

reciprocal concepts. A central difference between the two frameworks is found in the 

latter’s focus on integrating mental health constructs into the supervisory method. This 

advances the assertion that both parties in the dyad should begin to recognize that the 

influential unseen undercurrents that steer the course of human relationships are also 

present in postgraduate supervision (Elstrup, 2009; Wiener, 2007; Rigas, 2008), which 

entails developing an awareness of the relational effect of each individual’s personal 

narrative and their subjective perceptions (Christensen et al., 2009; Hostetler, 2009; 

Kelchtermans, 2009). In the psychological discipline, these themes have been reiterated 

for decades, most saliently in the seminal work of Ward and Webster (1965), but as of yet 
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these themes have not yet been applied to academic supervision. There is a strong link 

between mentoring and the development of expertise in any given discipline, which is a 

particularly salient issue for MA supervision. 

2.3.3.4 Expertise, Mentoring and the ‘Contact Zone’ 
The aim of this section is to briefly outline a key issue that arises out of the relationship 

between expertise and mentoring in postgraduate supervision. 

 

From a cognitive psychology perspective, there has been much attention paid to how 

expertise is linked to the domain of simultaneous interpreting (Hoffman, 1992), 

developmental progression (Sawyer, 2004), and the role played by communicative 

competence (Kearns, Kleinert, Kleinhart, & Towles-Reeves, 2006), all of which are of 

relevance to the argument for a relational focus upon MA supervision. However, a 

coherent definition of what expertise is in educational mentoring contexts, remains 

nebulous. For example, Hattie and Clinton (2008) found the following in the course of 

their investigation into Second Level induction programmes for beginning teachers: 

expertise was usually not defined in the context of teaching; inductees are not allowed to 

critically analyse or even adapt existing models of teacher expertise; nor are they told that 

they may become experts themselves one day. This, they argue, points to the invisiblity 

of expertise in educational mentoring contexts.  
 

Although there may be some validity in Hattie and Clinton’s (2008) claims, others take 

issue with the idea that expertise can only be conceptualised and recognised in practice. 

Hagger and MacIntyre (2006) advance that because expertise is so dependant upon 

context and the individual, it can only be fully comprehended in relation to a particular 

practice and cannot be quantifiably defined in a general sense. They claim that an 

educator’s expertise can only be authenticated through a critical investigation of their 

practice and cognitive processes. Recognition of the practices, knowledge and 

understandings that make an educator an expert, they argue, can only be actualised 

through a coherent mentoring process.  
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Further issues emerge if we look at how expert practice is portrayed in the research 

mentoring literature. In the literature, expert practice tends to be associated with 

professional development (Dahan, 2007; MacFarlane, 2010; Menand, 2009). According 

to Achinstein and Athanases (2006) most research mentors in HE have a restricted access 

to professional development and are not overtly familiar with the standard ideas about 

educational development and learning. In fact, in research circles, they found that there 

was a predisposition towards a “reductive” style of mentoring that uses quick fix methods 

and stop gap solutions often in the form of workshops or resources. They go on to argue 

that there is an urgent need for those who are involved in research mentoring of any form 

to be provided with opportunities to become well versed in mentoring and educational 

development, otherwise mentoring for expertise may become a rare commodity, with 

educational mentoring practices reduced to the enculturation of students and their 

educators in order for them to simply go on reproducing the status quo (Britton, 2003). 

 

Commitment also plays an important role when mentoring and developing expertise. 

Ireson (2008:44) uses Ericsson, Krampe and Tesch-Romer’s (1993) term deliberate 

practice to define this type of commitment. Her use of the concept of deliberate practice 

tries to move beyond the limitations of critically analysing expert practice by highlighting 

the need for educational mentors to set goals to advance their own learning and the 

learning of their students. Applying this insight to MA supervision, it may be asserted 

that for MA supervisees to develop expertise in their given field, their supervisor needs to 

prearrange considered, goal-orientated learning for both themselves and their supervisee 

(Manathunga, 2007). Commitment to this process rests with both parties involved, but 

also the ability of the supervisor as mentor to communicate to the supervisee what is 

expert and professional practice (Scaffidi & Berman, 2011). However, it must also be 

recognized that there may be political ramifications associated with these 

conceptualizations of research mentoring and expertise, especially when applied to 

postgraduate supervision. These issues are further clarified when we view the MA 

supervisory relationship as an intercultural contact zone between the expert culture of the 

supervisor and the personal culture of the supervisee. 
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Mirroring Bhabha's (1994) anxieties over the possible political implication of Third 

Space is the post-colonial construct of the 'contact zone'. This has been applied to 

postgraduate supervision by Manathunga (2011). The concept of the’ contact zone’ was 

originally formulated by Mary Louise Pratt (1992), and was associated with the cultural 

space of contact between different cultures during the process of colonisation 

(Manathunga, 2011). Pratt (1992: 4) categorises the contact zone as being “social spaces 

where disparate cultures meet, clash and grapple with each other, often in highly 

asymmetrical relations of domination and subordination”. Contrary to the common 

assumption that colonial contact zones are spaces of exploitation, Pratt instead stresses 

the role played by transculturation in colonial relations. 

 

 Transculturation is a term used to describe how subordinated or marginal groups 
 select and invent from materials transmitted to them by a dominant . . . culture. 
 While  subjugated peoples cannot readily control what emanates from the 
 dominant culture, they do determine to varying extents what they absorb into their 
 own and what they use it for (Pratt, 1992: 6). 
 

In her writings, she advances the notion that transculturation has a deep affect on the 

identities and cultures of people who exist in both the colonial periphery and their 

municipalities. This transcultural colonisation may be understood “not in terms of 

separateness or apartheid but in terms of copresence, interaction, interlocking 

understandings and practices” (Pratt, 1992:7).  

 

Theories about the contact zone have been applied to general Higher Education and 

postgraduate supervision contexts by Manathunga (2009). She does on to argue that 

postgraduate research may be effectively reframed as an intercultural contact zone as it 

approximates the degree of boundary crossing that characterises the contemporary 

research culture (see also Reh, Rabenstein, & Fritzsche, 2011; Postlethwaite, 2007; 

Mitchell, Hayes & Mills, 2010) and because it equips participants with the theoretical 

tools that allow them to map not only the innovative potentials afforded by pushing the 

limits of what constitutes contemporary knowledge, but also the symbolic violence, 

exploitation and assimilation that may be experienced in the 'research game' (see also 

Lucas, 2006). Those who are involved in the research process are now finding that their 
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work transverses the nebulous boundaries that separate disciplines, universities, 

industries, professions and other workplaces in order to meet the challenges presented by 

Twenty-First Century society (Manathunga, 2009:169). The ability of research to 

transverse boundaries also raises some important issues regarding the collective and 

distributive nature of postgraduate research, these issues will be discussed in the next 

section. 

2.3.4 Breath 

NK is characterized by breath, which occurs as a result of it’s collective and distributive 

nature, but also due to the reality that it comes about through the existence of problems or 

contradictions, and the effort to produce solutions (Worthen, 2008). This idea is mirrored 

in Fischer’s (2002: 131) re-evaluation of the concept of “experience”, which attempts to 

clarify how the direct experience of work or practice produces new theoretical challenges 

that serve to produce work process knowledge that has a theoretical basis. The production 

of theoretically motivated work process knowledge mirrors the production of NK. 

However, if we closely examine the effects that arise out of the collective and 

distributative nature of NK in HE and postgraduate supervision, we witness an interesting 

dynamic coming to the fore: a risk adverse mentality. 

 

2.3.4.1 Risk and Postgraduate Research 
As discussed in a previous section, academic professionalism can operate as a defense 

against the risk of failure or litigation. However, this risk-adverse mentality is also 

prevalent on an organizational level. In this section, I will outline the organizational and 

relational factors that inform the rationalities of risk in HE and MA supervision. 

 

Beck (1992) argues that organisations in a ‘risk society’ need to be vigilant for signs of 

potential danger, namely the danger of performing in ways that are morally, politically, 

and economically acceptable. Risk society is characterised by a negative logic, a change 

from the management and distribution of material ‘goods’ to the management and 

distribution of ‘bads’. An example of this would be the management of knowledge 

related to danger, about risk assessment and about the back-up systems required to 
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protect against such a reality. In the context of Higher Education institutions, this implies 

policing against the danger of waste (of resources), of failure (of students), and of 

declining standards (intellectual, ethical and moral) (McWilliams, 2004: 152).  

 

The emphasis upon academic professionalism can be read as a natural by-product of the 

rationalities of risk that are prevalent in academia (McWilliam, 2004). It has been argued 

by Tierney (2001) that these rationalities of risk within academic institutions have had a 

major effect upon academic freedom and organisational identity. The contemporary 

organisation, including universities and other Higher Education institutions, is a risk 

organisation. The reason for this is that all organisations in late-modernity are fated to 

protect themselves against the possibility of failure (McWilliam, 2004: 152) by 

“politicising and moralising the links between dangers and approved behaviours” 

(Pidgeon et al., 1992: 113). Let us now investigate how risk is manifested in the literature 

on HE organisations. 

 

2.3.4.2 Fourth Level Education as a Risk Averse Organisation 
Fourth level education is being increasingly characterized as a risk adverse organization, 

meaning that they mandate that risks be minimized even at the expense of losing the 

value or benefit that may accrue from the activity (Klinke & Renn, 2002). It has been 

claimed that the growth of non-traditional students at postgraduate level embodies a risk 

for Fourth Level Institutions in that they represent alternative modes of knowledge and 

call the maintenance academic standards into question (Malfroy, 2005: Engebretson, 

2008). However, it is overtly simplistic to label non-traditional students as the main 

reason for the increased awareness of risk in HE and its careful management 

(McWilliam, 2004: 153). A major breakthrough on the social and political origins of risk 

can be found in the work of Ulrich Beck, especially his book Risk Society (1992). Beck 

draws attention to the fact that the distribution of risk (technological, economic, social, 

ecological) produced through modernisation has become a major obsession of current 

governments and societies. As such, this study provides additional insight into the 

distribution of risk by explicating the inequitable allocation of power in global and 

national societies.  



 

 

68 

 

This has also been shown to be the case in HE, Kasperson et al. (1998) argue that a 

“social amplification of risk” has occurred in academia, where an emphasis on expertise 

and professionalism acts as a precaution against the dangers of non-traditional ways of 

knowing that threaten academic standards. Building upon the assumption that the study 

of risk is simultaneously “a scientific activity and an expression of culture” (1998: 149), 

Kasperson et al. elucidate how minor risks may result in huge public reactions. In order 

to describe this phenomenon, they have coined the term ‘risk events’ in order to describe 

“occurrences that are manifestations of the risk and that initiate signals pertaining to the 

risk” (1998: 150). A risk event is primarily “specific to a particular time and location”, 

but comes to interact with psychological, social and cultural processes” in ways that 

“heighten or attenuate public perceptions of risk and risk behaviour” (1998: 150). 

 

Ahern and Manathunga (2004) were among the first to realise that academic study and its 

related success or failure is heavily dependant upon both the cognitive (thinking), 

conative (doing) and affective (feeling) domains, with the latter aspect being severely 

neglected in supervisory practice. Major problems were found to congregate around the 

affective domain, which can be further broken up into emotional and social factors. 

Performance anxiety, low self-esteem, and personality clashes between supervisors and 

students constitute the emotional factors, with the social factors being characterised by 

social relationships/circumstances and academic/social integration (2004: 242). These 

can be linked to the culture of risk cultivated the ‘hidden curriculum’ of postgraduate 

research. Studies have shown that postgraduate study is predominantly thought of by 

students as being a test of intelligence (Lorge, 1945; Vryonides & Vitsilakis, 2008; 

Dijksterhuis et al., 2009; Giles et al., 2009; McManus et al., 2003; Zhou, 2003), if this is 

the case the psychological ramifications are immense. Parsloe (1993) discovered that 

women especially who engage in Higher Educational research do so “in an attempt to 

convince themselves that they are actually intellectually competent” (1993: 51). This 

illustrates that the culture of risk in academia can be linked to faulty perceptions about 

what constitutes postgraduate study. A technique suggested by Ahern and Manathunga 

(2004) for dealing with this issue is ‘reframing’. This involves getting students to see the 
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postgraduate experience as a progression with a series of stages to be completed rather 

than being the ultimate test of intelligence poisoned with the toxicity of risk to self, 

professional identity and ability, an approach very similar to Geller and Foley’s (2009) 

model of supervisee development. 

 

2.3.4.3 The Induction of Novice Researchers as a Risk Event 
The induction of novice researchers can be afforded the status of risk events if and when 

the social relationship comes in contact with sociocultural processes that are perceived as 

‘dangerous’, this results in demands for an “additional organisational response and 

protective actions or impeding needing protective actions” (Kasperson et al., 1998: 151). 

This is an example of the doubleness of the play of risk (McWilliam, 2004: 153), where 

the reaction to risk does not curtail the actual risk itself, but instead amplifies the actions 

and reactions needed for its management. This assertion is not meant to be read as a 

criticism of postgraduate supervision, instead it serves to emphasize that this relationship 

is guided by the “precautionary principle” (Pellizzoni & Ylonen, 2008), which comes 

from institutional perceptions of and responses to uncertainty and the wide ranging 

ethical responsibility of Higher Education research (Strydom, 1999; Jonas, 1979). Yet, 

this emphasis upon precaution is based upon the assumption that societies institutionalise 

the most relevant forms of action (Meyer, 2006). This institutionalisation results in the 

creation of comparatively constant, reciprocal expectations between individuals, groups, 

and organisations especially when it comes to paragons of action (academic 

professionalism) or social relationship (MA supervision) (Parsons, 1954; O’Dea, 1963). 

 

An important missing element is that seems to be noticeable by its absence in the 

preponderance of the literature related to postgraduate supervision is trust. Experts, 

through their drawing upon the theories of others and by virtue of the fact that the 

majority of experts represent key institutions, symbolise principle-agent relationships, 

that is agents who act “on behalf of another even though there are differences of interest 

and inequalities of information between them” (Barbalet, 2006: 7). This agent 

relationship can be read as a response to uncertainty (Alaszewski & Brown, 2007), and is 

most saliently obvious when one looks at the various theoretical specialisations 
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forwarded by those in academic and professional circles. Such an agent relationship is 

beneficial to the expert in that it lessens the “potentially high costs associated with the 

actual process of decision making and those associated with making the wrong decisions 

(i.e. anxiety costs)” (McGuire et al, 1998: 186). Yet, this relationship will not work 

successfully without trust or to borrow an existential term ‘good faith’ in the 

communicator of knowledge (Alaszewski & Brown, 2007: 3). This element of trust can 

be characterised as the “confident expectations about another’s motives with respect to 

oneself in situations entailing risk” (Boon & Holmes, 1991: 194) and is “the means 

whereby an uncertain future is given the semblance of certainty” (Barbalet, 2006: 7). 

 

The investigation of the role played by trust in postgraduate supervisory relationships is 

still in its infancy, yet the existing literature reveals some noteworthy insights relevant to 

this research (Barnett, Youngstrom, & Smook, 2001; McCloughen, O'Brien, & Jackson, 

2009; Goldner & Mayseless, 2009). This will be discussed in the following section. 

2.3.4.4 Trust as an Overlooked Element in Postgraduate Supervision 
The notion of trust acts as a challenge to the culture of risk that is prevalent in Fourth 

Level Education. Trust mediates the interaction between the two parties in supervision, 

but also the interaction between the individual and the institution. Throughout the 

supervision literature, there has been a marked blindness towards the significant role trust 

plays on individual, interpersonal and institutional levels, which is all the more 

astounding given the amount of focus given to supervisory technique (Knowles, 1999; 

Malfroy, 2005; Malfoy & Webb, 2000) and effective supervision (Manathunga, 2005). I 

will now examine how trust has been conceptualized in various contexts relevant to MA 

supervision. 

 

Calnan and Rowe (2006) draw attention to the personal and emotional ways in which 

trust operates in the interaction between individuals and health professionals, but it is also 

of relevance for the interactions between novices and experts: 

 Trust has been characterised as a multilayered concept primarily consisting of a 
 cognitive element (grounded on rational and instrumental judgments) and an 
 affective dimension (grounded on relationships and affective bonds generated 
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 through interaction, empathy and identification with others) (Calnan & Rowe, 
 2006: 3). 
 

The feeling or emotional elements within postgraduate supervision is quite often ignored 

or overlooked completely. A recent article by Lesko et al (2008) has done much to 

attempt to mend this breach in knowledge. The writers examined the sensationalised 

stories that the students told about the curriculum of a doctoral course as it was composed 

by interactions between students and instructors within distinct contexts. These stories 

were read as “markers of disruptions that occurred in ideas of knowledge, learning, 

identities, and social networks” (Lesko et al, 2008: 1543). The study illustrates various 

social and psychological dynamics that come into play when familiar categories, beliefs, 

and norms are breached. The doctoral course's emphasis on contingency and conflicting 

perspectives resulted in feelings of ambivalence about research, peers, instructors, and the 

self. From this we can extrapolate that exposure to new types of knowledge has a 

profound effect on the most intimate personal level, effecting personal identity and sense 

of self, and may have a major impact upon future educational and intellectual 

development.  

 

However, attention must also be given to the disparate power relationship that exists, but 

is rarely acknowledged, in all trust configurations. If one subjects the notion of trust to a 

post-structural analysis, it is no longer viewed as a commodity to be bought and sold, but 

it is a discursive process that is associated with knowledge/power. A major theorist in this 

area, although he did not explore trust explicitly, is Michel Foucault (1977; 1972), whose 

theoretical writings examine the role of power in modern society. Foucault contends that 

power and knowledge are interrelated and consequently every human relationship is 

conflictual and involves a negotiation of power (Foucault, 2002; Weaver et al, 2006). He 

postulates that discourse is a medium for power, which manufactures speaking subjects 

(Strega, 2005; Motion and Leitch, 2007). Trust is associated with power and accordingly 

propagated through discourse (Bourne, 2009). Foucault advances the argument that 

discursive rules are forms of expert knowledge. Discursive rules operate in postgraduate 

research in key ways: the allocation of a research genre, the organization of supervision 

meetings, the choice of seminar, writing and supervision styles, the setting of 
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examinations and assessments, and most importantly, the role of feedback (Englebretson 

et al., 2008). Discursive rules are inextricably bound to the execution of power as the 

effect of discursive practices is to structure thought into certain frameworks, thus making 

it effectually impossible to think or communicate rationally without using them; not to 

use them would cause one to be branded as ‘irrational’ or ‘mad’ (Hook, 2001).  

 

Holtzhausen (2000) proposes that the most forceful discourses are those who try to 

predicate themselves on the natural, the sincere, the scientific and rationale. An example 

of this is the scientific method championed by the ‘hard’ sciences such as Chemistry and 

the Biomedical field. Trust in this sense can be understood as a strategy of power utilized 

by certain elites in our society, through which they reproduce their knowledge systems 

and guarantee their endurance through a ‘masquerade of expertise’ (Holtzhausen, 2000; 

Bourne, 2009). 

 

The concept of trust is broad in its definition. It includes both cognitive and affective 

elements, and can expand to encompass interpersonal and institutional systems (Rawlins, 

2007). However, lying beneath the surface is something that is integral to the trust 

relationship, namely a power imbalance. The power imbalance at the heart of the trust 

relationship is highly relevant to MA supervision, but it must be realized that this power 

dynamic does not necessarily have to remain fixed, but can be subject to negotiation. 

Negotiation can serve two masters, depending on how it is utilized, it can challenge 

expert knowledge systems or it can strengthen the already solid buttresses of expert 

culture. This research will investigate how negotiation operates within a specific 

postgraduate research context – the MA supervisory relationship. 

 

2.4 Conclusion 
AT will serve as a theoretical framework for this research for data collection and 

analysis. The rationale behind doing this is that within the typical supervisory session, 

two knowledge producing activity systems are at play, that of the supervisor and of the 

supervisee. Each activity system produces knowledge that may be used within an 
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academic context, however each is informed by separate motives. When the activity 

systems of supervisor and supervisee come in contact with one another, especially in 

written or spoken communication, certain tensions may arise. These tensions come about 

through both parties’ actions being informed by separate motives. These tensions are 

rectified through the process of negotiation, and the resulting knowledge produced can be 

deemed negotiated knowledge (NK). As a result, both the semi-structured interview 

questions and the Activity Theory Log were built around the following themes, derived 

from Engeström’s (1987:78) structure of a human activity system: Subject, Object, 

Mediating Tools (resources, concepts materials), Rules (explicit/implicit), Community, 

The Division of Labour.  

 

To summarise, there has been much research into the interpersonal dynamics at play in 

academic supervision (Barnett, Youngstrom & Smook, 2001; McCloughen, O’Brien & 

Jackson, 2009; Goldner & Mayselass, 2009). However, these studies have tended not to 

focus upon MA supervision, despite the fact that the MA is the introduction to 

postgraduate study and Fourth Level education, and positive MA experiences have been 

correlated with both academic and training success (Rich, 2009). Within the literature 

there has been an almost over whelming focus on the cognitive elements inherent in the 

supervisory dyad, (Morin & Ashton, 2004; Opipari-Arrigan, Stark & Drotar, 2005; 

Rosenthal & Black, 2006) all the time ignoring the fact that the cognitive and affective 

domains are intrinsically linked when it comes to any type of interpersonal interaction 

(Geller & Foley, 2009) and adult education (McCrea & Brasseur, 2003; Lesko et al., 

2008). This has lead to limited insights into the field of postgraduate supervision. 

 

This chapter has argued that there is an overlooked relational element associated with 

MA supervision. This was done using the AT concept of NK to frame this argument. This 

argument is at variance with the cognitive bias that informs the majority of postgraduate 

supervision literature. This deep rooted cognitive bias has traditionally lead to effective 

supervision being painted as a didactic one-way transmission of knowledge (Mylopouos 

& Regehr, 2009; Youn et al., 2010; Fadde, 2009; Hargreaves & Hopper, 2006; Burri, 

2008). Unfortunately this ‘Master-Novice’ conceptualization of supervision is still 
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prevalent, yet there is a growing move towards integrating the emotional perspective into 

supervisory practice (Geller & Foley, 2009; Anderson, 1988; Geller, 2001). Expertise, 

and its attached ideology, is inextricably linked to the phenomenon of supervision, and 

still remains to be critically analysed. The quantitative evidence to date has further 

corroborated the link between expertise and supervision, the supervisor being in the 

‘expert’ role, however, there is a simple explanation for the weight of this evidence, 

specifically the almost complete reliance upon interviews with supervisors, without 

supporting interviews with their supervisees (Christensen et al., 2009; Hostetler, 2009; 

Kelchtermans, 2009). There has been little attention given to the relational dynamics at 

play in the supervisory dyad, between the supervisor and supervisee, and how this effects 

the production of knowledge and each parties personal and professional growth and 

development. There has been little research evidence, which explores how supervisors 

and supervisees frame supervision and each other’s understanding of roles, boundaries 

and tasks. Further, little research attention has focused on mentoring relationships in MA 

supervisions, with the exception of outlining research expectations (Brown et al., 2008). 

 

In this thesis, I attempt to address these methodological gaps by designing an 

observational and interview-based study, which attempts to map the relational dynamics 

at play between the supervisor and supervisee in the academic supervisory relationship. I 

will focus on various personal, political and organizational factors that influence 

supervisor and supervisee behaviours and attitudes and work with a more complex 

understanding of supervision as a developmental pedagogy. A number of influential 

studies have investigated supervision as a developmental process (Lee, Anzai & 

Langlotz, 2006; Brasseur, 1989; Heffron, Ivins & Weston, 2005; Stoltenberg, McNeill & 

Delworth, 1998; Weider, Drachman & DeLeo, 1992; Geller & Foley, 2009), a 

pedagogical approach (Engebretson et al., 2008; O’Connell, 1985; Manathunga, 2005; 

Robson & Turner, 2007; Ihmeodeh et al., 2008; Fortunato & Mincy, 2003; Schuck, 

1981), a micropolitical process (Achinstein, 2002, 2004, 2006b) and as a site of 

ambiguity (Lesko et al., 2008), these provide a foundation for my study and will be 

elaborated upon in the Methodology section. However, based on the findings from the 
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literature, some questions regarding the relational dynamics of MA supervision have not 

yet been answered, these questions will be outlined in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY: 

Identity, Methods and Limitations 

Chapter Outline  

METHODOLOGY: Identity, Methods and Limitations   

Research Questions and Hypothesis  Identity as a Function of Activity 

 

Research Design:  • AT-influenced Methodology 
• Research Questions derived from CHAT  
• Participants  
• Measures  
• Obtaining Access to Participants  
• Plain Language Statement (PLS)  
• Consent Forms 

 
Data Collection Procedures • Individual Semi-structured Interviews  

• Activity Theory (AT) Logs 
 

Methodological Procedures • Harmonising the Central Elements of AT with Participants’ 
Activity Systems  

• Using language that is readily accessible to participants  
• Rationale Behind Interview Questions  
• Using language that is readily accessible to participants  
• Rationale behind the questions in the Student AT Log  
• Rationale behind the questions in the Supervisor AT Log  
• Pilot Testing  

 
Data Analysis Grounded Theory  

Limitations of the Study  • Access to the Field  
• Time  
• Students Chosen by Supervisors  
• Gender  
• Disciplines under review  
• Time-Lines 

 
Ethical Considerations  • Identity Transgressions  

• The Research Space  
• Role Conflict 
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3.0 Introduction 
The aim of this chapter is to outline the criteria used to develop the methodology and to 

describe the various data collection procedures that will be used to answer the research 

question posed by this study: What are the relational dynamics in MA supervision? This 

chapter also explains the rationale behind using certain data analysis processes and the 

possible limitations associated with this study. 

 

3.1 Research Questions and Hypothesis  
The reliance upon a traditional dualistic research framework, which cleaves apart and 

segregates social structures from human agency and individual behaviour, does not allow 

for objective understanding or the enabling of new ways of acting on the world 

(Beauchamp, Jazvac-Martek, & McAlpine, 2009). This is especially true, when one 

speaks of the supervision of MA students. Consistently throughout the literature on 

postgraduate experience, there exists a gap in understanding as to how the various 

contexts in which MA supervisors and supervisees find themselves inform their academic 

identities. Achieving an MA qualification entails a developmental progression towards a 

clear, quantifiable goal, but in order to do this both parties must participate and navigate 

through complex and multifarious contexts (Sweitzer, 2009).  

 

Some examples of these contexts include interactions with fellow students, lecturers, and 

supervisors, attending seminars and conferences, the academic organisation, family and 

social relationships that exist outside the remit of education. Initiating, maintaining, 

sustaining and balancing a pleasant degree of mutuality within these contexts can involve 

contestation and the corrosion of relationships (Lesko et al., 2008). In order to chart the 

topography of both MA supervisors and supervisees’ experiences, a methodology and 

theoretical grounding that facilitates an understanding of the relational dynamics that 

inform such a context must be adopted. Such a grounding was found in Activity Theory 

(AT). The subsequent theoretical framework justifies the design of the research protocol 

(and the pilot study) for investigating the relational dynamics that inform MA supervision 

and the accompanying formation of academic identity. 
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3.1.1 Identity as a Function of Activity 

Identity development can be envisaged as a function of a person’s engagement within 

social locations, which incorporate the cultural values and histories of these locations 

(Smagorinsky et al., 2004). Activity Theory, in the main, replicates the structural aspects 

of activity systems, however the theory has recently evolved to accommodate emotional, 

motivational, and identity-related aspects of human activity (Roth, 2007). If one applies 

this to the MA candidate’s progression towards the completion of their degrees, they are 

not solely operating in the context of an academic programme of study, but are 

simultaneously engaged in the negotiation of an academic identity. By partaking in a 

given academic culture, they become confederates by affiliation to the culture of a 

discipline, a department, an intellectual community, a Centre for Higher Education and 

an aggregate of Higher Educational Institutions. In doing this they engineer their 

engagement, contribution and sense of self within these cultures (Beauchamp et al., 

2009). Accordingly, it may be argued that an individuals academic identity influences 

academic work and is also modified by it (McAlpine & Hopwood, 2006). 

 

As mentioned previously in the literature review, there is currently a burgeoning 

literature that emphases relationship-based learning (Geller & Foley, 2009), that lays an 

important emphasis upon the axiality of relationships for all educational learning. 

Relationships can be conceptualised as having two aspects: (a) the interactive and 

external aspect, which is constituted by patterns of action within multiple contexts, and 

(b) the intersubjective and internal aspect, which can be defined as the intentions, 

feelings, and meaning making between social actors (Fivaz-Depeursinge et al., 2004: 

126). Yet, despite this binarism being present in any interaction, the contextual basis for 

any interaction can be multifaceted and the constellation of contexts can exert an 

enormous influence upon the interaction. This is especially the case in the relationship 

between the MA supervisor and supervisee, since the development of relationships is at 

the heart of what both researchers and postgraduate supervisors do (Shahmoon-Shanok et 

al., 2005).  
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This idea was popularised by Lave and Wenger (1998) through their concept of situated 

learning, which - if applied to the practice of MA supervision - implies that the 

interactions that occur between MA supervisors and supervisees are mediated through 

interactions with larger groups in the department, the college or the outside world. This 

means that participants in MA supervision are actively involved in negotiating and 

navigating through a heterogeneous ocean of departmental, disciplinary and institutional 

contexts (McAlpine & Hopwood, 2006). Thus it may be asserted that the experience of 

MA supervision is rooted in a relational matrix, which affects the growth, nature, and 

direction of the supervisory relationship. 

 

3.2 Research Design: Activity Theory Applied to the MA Supervisory 
Dyad 
In order to cogently understand the intricacies of the relational matrix of the MA 

supervisory dyad it is necessary to use AT (Engestrom, Miettinen, & Punamaki, 1999) to 

investigate the conflicts, tensions, and dynamics that are inherent in the identity-

producing process that is MA supervision. AT has been heretofore used to understand the 

complex roles and relationships in education: teacher’s professional development 

(Smagorinsky et al., 2004); gender and science education (John-Steiner, 1999); 

educational psychology (Leadbetter, 2005); professional learning in Higher Education 

(Knight, Tait & Yorke, 2006); and doctoral education (Beauchamp et al., 2009).  

 

Roth (2004) has been a major proponent of AT and has argued that AT is an enormously 

beneficial tool in education for understanding social processes, since social actors 

produce and reproduce themselves as being affiliated with a given community through 

the allocations, exchanges and assimilations that make up the interactions that 

compromise human activity. If one uses this conceptualisation, identity is a by-product 

and the lynch pin that holds an activity system together, which is based upon the 

supposition “the existence of the subject who, regulated by emotions, engages with an 

object of motive-directed activity, and who becomes aware of itself as self” (Roth, 2007: 
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56). AT concentrates on the achievement of long-term goals or outcomes through the use 

of mediational tools, such as language, concepts or signs, within a community controlled 

by rules and division of labour (Engestrom, 1987). The attainment of a Masters degree 

constitutes a long-term goal, which entails a progression towards a given outcome via a 

concerted, cognisant and goal-directed action, made possible by an engagement in a 

number of activity systems. The various activity systems (see figure 3.1 below) comprise 

of components that must collaborate in order to achieve an objective or purpose made 

possible by that activity system. 

 

 
Figure 3.1: The shared purpose of AT  

Source: Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research (2010) 

 

This piece of research is primarily concerned with the internal subsystem of an activity 

system - the internal triangle with the co-ordinates subject, object and community. This 

subsystem is associated with the interplay of subject and community, which is geared 

towards a definitive purpose or object, which has previously been theorized as the 

postgraduate student’s progress under the mutual influence of an object and a community 

(Beauchamp et al., 2009). Analogously, the MA supervisor (subject), operates in various 

contexts (a university, a faculty, a discipline). This can be recognised as an activity 

system, which advances towards goals or objects that ultimately enable a supervisee to 

produce a Masters thesis. Another example of such an activity system can be observed if 

we view supervision from the point of view of the supervisee. Here the supervisee 

(subject) interacts with their supervisor (object), but their interaction may be affected by 
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social relationships beyond their own dyad (community). Coupled with this, the larger 

triangle in the activity system also yields influence: verbal or written contracts may be 

made concerning the submission of written work or time boundaries (rules). In order for 

the discussion to be of benefit, various mediational tools may have to be used, most 

probably discipline specific language (instruments), or other people may be suggested 

that hold a degree of expertise in an area relevant to the student’s interest (division of 

labour). 

 

An activity system “is inherently a dynamic structure, continuously undergoing change in 

its parts, in its relations, and as a whole” (Roth, 2004: 4). This characteristic dynamism of 

activity systems, seen in the perpetual metamorphosis of the elements that constitute both 

individual and group relationships, infers an internal contradiction and agitation that 

belies all activity systems (Englestrom, 1987). The consequences of these internal 

contradictions on the participants in the system and the attainment of relevant outcomes 

cannot be underestimated. Unfortunately, this has been the case in the past, especially in 

the literature on postgraduate supervision (McCrea & Brasseur, 2003; Geller, 2001). 

Bearing this dynamism in mind, it may be asserted that postgraduate students may 

operate in many activity systems - activity system networks - where tensions experienced 

in one system may feed into another system, tensions that go beyond the stress of moving 

from one system to another due to a various on objects, community, etc. (see Beauchamp 

et al., 2009). 

 

However, the good news is that the role played by these internal contradictions has 

become centre stage in the most recent manifestation of AT: Cultural-Historical Activity 

Theory (CHAT) (Nussbaumer, 2012). A fundamental aspect of CHAT, missing from 

earlier conceptualisations of AT, was that transformation arises out of the ‘internal 

contradictions’ in an activity system by allowing participants to engage in knowledge 

construction thus making change possible (Engeström, 1999a). Core to the CHAT 

perspective is the acknowledgement that human activity is mediated by cultural tools be 

they artefacts (pencils, computers, books), the invisible tools of the mind (language, 
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perception, imagination), or procedures/concepts/practices, which scaffold human action 

(calculators, specialist research software) (Cole, 1999: 90–91).  

 

Drawing upon CHAT, it may be advanced that if we were to ignore the internal 

contradictions that exist in MA supervision, we would also ignore the possibility that MA 

supervision may transform each parties learning given that the context provides the 

relevant cultural tools. By using CHAT as a way to understand the relational dynamics 

that inform MA supervision, we come to see the supervisory dyad as an interaction 

between two activity systems (those of the supervisor and the supervisee). It is in this 

interaction that particular kinds of transformative capabilities may be nurtured, inviting 

both parties to play, to reformulate who they are and engage in the creative possibilities 

provided by research, thus making it possible for both supervisors and supervisees to 

radically re-evaluate how they interact with one another in the space provided by MA 

supervision (Somekh & Saunders, 2007). 

 

Conceptually, CHAT is an elaboration on AT. The CHAT model’s characteristics were 

found to be more in harmony with the vicissitudes of experience that make up MA 

supervision. This is especially true on at least two levels. Firstly, the MA experience is 

constantly in a state of flux and is instrumental in the development of identity 

(Beauchamp et al., 2009). And secondly, both parties in MA supervision operate in a 

variety of activity systems which in turn influence the supervisory dyad (Lesko et al., 

2008). Beauchamp et al. (2009) also observed that there may also be a transformative 

dimension at play in postgraduate supervision, where students try to influence the context 

in which they find themselves while simultaneously being influenced themselves. This 

research is interested in recognising how the tensions experienced within other activity 

systems may influence the relational dynamics within the MA supervisory dyad and what 

effects this has upon each parties’ academic identity. This concern led to the adoption of 

AT as a relevant methodological tool that can provide a deeper understanding of the 

experience of MA supervision.  
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3.2.1 AT-influenced Methodology 

AT-influenced methodologies have previously been used to study teacher’s professional 

development (Smagorinsky et al., 2004), gender and science education (John-Steiner, 

1999); educational psychology (Leadbetter, 2005), professional learning in Higher 

Education (Knight et al., 2006) and doctoral education (Beauchamp et al., 2009). Some of 

the protocols developed in these studies have been adapted for the purposes of this 

research, especially those developed by Beauchamp et al. (2009). Protocols were 

designed to glean as much information from both students and their supervisors as 

possible. The central concepts derived from AT (Englestrom, 1987) were used to develop 

a framework for each of the protocols. The objective behind these conventions was to 

give the participants space to elaborate on their experiences of activity systems relevant 

to MA supervision, to map the tensions between their individual agency and a larger 

context, and to observe how various contexts and identities converge and are acted upon 

within the supervisory dyad. These protocols consisted of periodic supervisor and 

supervisee logs, supervisee interviews and supervisor interviews 

 

CHAT served as a conceptual framework for this research for data collection and 

analysis. The rationale behind doing this was that within the typical supervisory session, 

two knowledge producing activity systems are at play, that of the supervisor and of the 

supervisee. Each activity system produces knowledge that may be used within an 

academic context, however each is informed by separate motives. When the activity 

systems of supervisor and supervisee come in contact with one another, especially in 

written or spoken communication, certain tensions may arise. These tensions come about 

through both parties’ actions being informed by separate motives. These tensions are 

rectified through the process of negotiation, and the resulting knowledge produced can be 

deemed negotiated knowledge (NK). As a result, both the semi-structured interview 

questions and the Activity Theory Logs were built around the following themes, derived 

from Engeström’s (1987:78) structure of a human activity system: Subject, Object, 

Mediating Tools (resources, concepts materials), Rules (explicit/implicit), Community, 

The Division of Labour.  
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3.2.2 Research Questions derived from CHAT: 

As mentioned previously, for this research CHAT acted as conceptual framework that 

served to frame the phenomenon under investigation in a particular way and offers 

guidelines for further, more in-depth analysis. Framing this study’s main research 

question (what are the relational dynamics in MA supervision?) using the CHAT 

perspective, causes the phenomenon  under investigation to be reframed in an alternative 

way. Arising out of this reframing certain sub-questions need to be asked. These 

questions form the basis for this research. They are as follows: 

 

1) What relational processes inform the MA supervisory relationship? (Subject) 

2) How is the shared object of MA supervision negotiated? (Object) 

3) How is knowledge constructed in supervision? (Mediating Tools) 

4) In what way is conflict manifested and dealt with in the dyad? (Rules) 

5) In what way is the supervisory dyad effected by the contexts that it finds itself in 

(Community) 

6) How is the division of labour understood within the supervisory dyad? (The Division 

of Labour) 

 

3.2.3 Participants (See Appendices 10 and 11 for demographic collection 

forms) 

The participants in this study consisted of three case study dyads from two taught Masters 

courses and one research only Masters course. Dyads included the supervisor and their 

supervisee from three different disciplines in the Humanities. Supervisees were students 

undertaking either a taught or a research only Masters degree during the academic year 

2010-2011. 

3.2.4 Measures  

3.2.4.1 Obtaining Access to Participants 
Access to MA supervisors was obtained through academic networking. Supervisees were 

selected by the MA supervisors during the academic year 2010/2011. 
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3.2.4.2 Plain Language Statement (PLS) (See Appendix 1) 
Both supervisors and supervisees were given a Plain Language Statement. The rational 

behind issuing a PLS was to fulfill the responsibility to fully inform participants. The 

PLS served to directly address the participants and give them clear, specific information 

about what their participation will entail. Efforts were made to make the PLS audience 

specific, to avoid coercion and to be explicit and informative. 

 

3.2.4.3 Consent Forms (See Appendix 2) 
Consent forms need to be written in simple language that is understandable to the 

subjects. Copies of the consent form and the PLS were provided to each subject and a 

signed copy retained by the researcher. Aspects of informed consent that are required in 

all studies involving human subjects include: the research purpose and the data collection 

procedures; benefits; risks; the opportunity to withdraw without penalty; the opportunity 

to ask questions; the amount of time required of the subjects; confidentiality of data and 

final disposition of data (Deakin University, 2010). These aspects were borne in mind 

when composing the consent form for this research. 

  

An effort was made to minimise the time, cost, and effort required of participants. The 

scheduling of data collection was structured around the convenience of the data providers 

and the annual academic cycle (Bhattacharya, 2007). Data collection activities that 

collected similar information were co-ordinated in an effort to consolidate and schedule 

similar information needs into a single collection where feasible. Personal and analytic 

journals were updated following each data collection period.  

 

The duration of interviews were approximately one hour per session. Regular evaluations 

of ongoing data collections were scheduled with supervisors and supervisees to assess the 

continuing need and appropriateness of the methods used. Where it was feasible, multiple 

options were provided for respondents to submit data, which included electronic and 

postal submissions (Bhattacharya, 2007). Confidential data was protected by not 

discussing confidential aspects of the data collection activity with unauthorised persons. 



 

 

86 

Copies of transcripts, surveys, and other data will be kept in a secure place for six years 

and then disposed of (Ogloff & Otto, 1991). 

3.5 Data Collection Procedures (See Tables 3.1 and 3.2) 
 

The data for this research consisted of a total of 45 data files comprising of 5 data 

collection sequences per dyad. Each data collection sequence entailed 4 supervisor 

interviews, 4 supervisor AT logs, 10 reflective journals (both pre and post interview), 1 

supervisee interview, 1- 3 supervisee AT logs depending on the dyad. 

 
Table 3.1: Data Collection Procedures 

Data Collection Procedures  

Individual Semi-structured Interviews with MA 

Supervisors 

Appendices 3-6 

Individual Semi-structured Interviews with MA 

Supervisees 

Appendix 7 

Activity Theory (AT) Logs for MA Supervisors Appendix 8 

Activity Theory (AT) Logs for MA Supervisees Appendix 9 

Reflective Journals on the MA Supervisor’s Data Appendix 12 

Reflective Journals on the MA Supervisee’s Data Appendix 13 
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Table 3.2: Outline of Research Data Collection Sequence 

Data Collection Procedures MA Supervisor MA Supervisee 

Interview 4 x 3 Supervisor 

 

1 x 3 Supervisee 

 

Activity Theory Log 4 x 3 Supervisor 

 

1- 3 x 3 Supervisee (dyad 

dependant 

 

Reflective Journal 

 
 

3.5.1 Individual Semi-structured Interviews (See appendices 3-7 for 

supervisor and supervisee interview guides) 

A semi- structured interview is a term that used to describe a diverse range of 

interviewing techniques, however it is usually affiliated with qualitative research. The 

distinguishing feature of semi-structured interviews is that they retain an elastic and open 

structure. This is in contrast to structured interviews, which have a structured order of 

questions that are asked in exactly the same way to all interviewees. This is not to say 

that semi-structured interviews are without structure as they tend to be organized around 

an aide memoire or interview guide. This compromises of topics, themes, or areas to be 

covered during the course of the interview. The object behind this is to ensure 

adaptability in how and in what order questions are asked, and this also allows particular 

areas to be followed up on and developed with different interviewees  (Lewis-Beck, 

Bryman, & Futing, 2012). Semi-structured interviews can be administered with a 

reasonably open framework that makes allowance for focused, conversational, two-way 

communication. This type of interview can be used both to give and receive information, 

4 x 3 pre- interview with 

supervisor 

 

4 x 3 post-interview with 

supervisor 

1 x 3 pre- interview with 

supervisee 

 

1 x 3 post- interview with 

supervisee 
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engaging both the interviewer and the interviewee in a dialogic relationship (Whiting, 

2008). 

 

In contrast to the questionnaire structure (where intricate questions are pre-formulated) 

the semi-structured interview begins with general questions or topics. Relevant topics 

(such as the student's graduate experience) are, at the outset, identified and the possible 

relationships between these topics and the issues (such as supervisor availability, 

expense, course delivery) form the basis for more distinguishing questions that emerge 

more spontaneously from the context (Dearnley, 2005). 

 

Within this interview framework, not all questions are fabricated and phrased prior to the 

event. The majority of questions are generated in the course of the interview, thus giving 

both the interviewer and the interviewee the discretion to probe for details or discuss 

issues. Semi-structured interviewing is governed by nothing more than some form of 

interview guide. An example of this is a set of themes that is prepared beforehand, and 

provides an adaptable framework for the interview (Diefenbach, 2009). For the purposes 

of this research, the interview themes were derived from Activity Theory (AT). Four 

interviews were done with each supervisor and one interview was done with each 

supervisee over the course of one academic year. The length of each interview was 

approximately one hour. 

3.5.2 Activity Theory (AT) Logs (See Appendices 8 and 9) 

The aim behind the administration of AT logs was to allow for ‘textual snapshots’ 

(Beauchamp et al., 2009) of the MA experience that included relevant items that affect 

their supervisory experience. These logs involved addressing a sequence of contexts that 

are related to their activity of working towards different objectives related to the MA 

experience, and outlining the tensions at play between different communities or different 

roles. Responses to these logs were used to analyse how the various AT elements 

impacted upon the relational dynamics associated with identity formation within the 

supervisory dyad. Logs were submitted to each participant electronically, via Survey 

Monkey, four times during the academic year 2010/2011 (Survey Monkey, 2010). 
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The logs derived from AT were designed in such a way so that the MA participants were 

able to provide an account of their supervisory experience: the supervisory encounter 

itself; the impact of other activity systems; the participation in an intellectual community; 

and factors affecting academic identity. The logs were an excellent way to comprehend 

the intricacy and conflicts associated with both MA supervisors and supervisees’ 

experience of supervision, while concurrently capturing the habitual or mundane nature 

of this reality (Beauchamp et al., 2009). Different logs were created for supervisors and 

supervisees. For an example of the supervisee log see appendix 8. For an example of the 

supervisor log see appendix 9. 

 

3.5.3 Reflective Journaling (See Appendices 12 and 13)  

 

Journaling aids researchers to develop critical thinking skills, reflection and self 

understanding (Schuessler, Wilder, & Byrd, 2012). Journaling implies writing to learn 

and ultimately becomes enables the researcher to engage in introspection and critically 

analyse the phenomena under investigation. It is advised that reflective journaling should 

not be too structured, as this may limit or constrict thought and reflections (Sealy, 2012). 

 

For this research, a reflective journal was kept both previous to and prior to each and 

every interview. The objective behind this was to record feelings, insights and concepts 

that may inform analysis, subsequent data collection procedures and the PhD writing 

process. Lincoln and Guba (1985: 314) define a reflective journal as “a kind of diary in 

which the investigator on a daily basis or as needed, records a variety of information 

about self and method” and they recommend that a reflective journal include: 

1. The daily schedule and logistics of the study 

2. A personal diary that provides the opportunity for catharsis and reflection 

upon what is happening in terms of one’s own values and interests, and 

3. A methodological log in which decisions and associated rationales are 

recorded (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
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In my experience of writing the reflective journals for this research, I found that it 

enabled me to critically analyse the emerging data, to capture and develop important 

ideas that were later found to be of central importance to the final analysis. An illustrative 

example of this was the emergence of the core category of disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity. As I reflected upon and wrote about the dynamics at play in the MA 

supervisory relationship, I repeatedly alternated between inductive and deductive modes 

of reflection by repeatedly asking myself the questions “What seems to be going on 

here?” and “What is really happening?” (Scott, 2004). It was out of this process of 

reflection that this core category emerged. 

 

3.6 Methodological Procedures 
The subsequent factors influenced the methodological procedure for the both the MA 

supervisor and supervisee semi-structured interviews and AT Logs: harmonising the 

central elements of AT with MA participants’ activity systems; using language that is 

readily accessible to participants; and piloting both the interviews and the Activity 

Theory logs. 

 

3.6.1 Harmonising the Central Elements of AT with Participants’ Activity 

Systems 

The main objective behind using the central elements of AT was to map the 

heterogeneity, depth and variety, alongside the banality and monotony, of how MA 

supervisors and supervisees experience supervision. The semi-structured interviews were 

structured around the central tenets of AT (Bryant, 2005) in order to get an alternative 

snapshot of the relational dynamics at play in MA supervision. Logs have been used as 

means of structuring the supervision process, allowing more accountability on both sides, 

as well as facilitating successful thesis completion (Yeatman, 1995). For this research, 

AT logs were used as a means of sequentially recognising the diversity of participants’ 

activities - the individuals involved, identity development, the type of activities, the 
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emotional resonance associated with various types of activity - and how these impacted 

upon the supervisory relationship. 

 

3.6.2 Using language that is readily accessible to participants 

Sample protocols that were used for the data collection are included in Appendices 3-9. 

The language used in the protocols needed to be familiar to the participants, therefore for 

different demographic participants it was useful to rephrase certain items. In the 

interviews, care was taken to explain relevant AT concepts and relate them specifically to 

the supervision context. Participants were allowed to make their own interpretation of 

terms, however the interviewer always made sure to clarify the meanings behind each 

interpretation. 

 

For the logs, the language of AT was rephrased as follows: ‘tools’ became ‘resources’; 

‘division of labour’ became ‘activities’. Within this protocol, some items were designed 

to be completion items, list selections, or were left open-ended. Nine items were 

designed, including a broad “Any further comments” concluding question, and were built 

around the three points of the internal triangle of an Activity System: Subject; Object; 

and Community. These three points were selected for the following reasons: they 

constellate around a central nucleus of tension within the postgraduate experience (Lesko 

et al., 2008); they are of direct relevance to the development of the supervisory dyad 

(Manathunga, 2005) ; and they represent a underrepresented facet of how academic 

identity comes into being (Geller & Foley, 2009).  

 

3.6.3 Rationale Behind Interview Questions 

The rationale behind the interview questions for both the MA supervisors and supervisees 

was derived from the activity theory model (See table 6 below), which is based on six 

interdependent elements  (Bryant, 2005):  
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Table 3.3: Outline of the rationale behind interview questions derived from AT. 

Outline of Rationale Behind Interview Questions 

Derived From AT 

 

Object Purposeful activity within the MA dyad 

Subject Person or group that worked on activity objects 

(purposeful activities) with mediational tools. 

Community The social context of the MA supervisory 

relationship 

Tools Artifacts or concepts used by subjects to achieve 

various tasks 

Division of Labour The social hierarchy within the MA supervisory 

dyad 

Rules Protocols and guidelines for activities and 

behaviours in the MA supervisory dyad 

1) Object was defined for the purposes of this study as being related to purposeful 

activity. It encompasses material (the dissertation, the physical artifact of 

academic writing), social (community of practice) and cultural elements (the 

culture of academia). For the MA supervisors, this element was used to map their 

background in postgraduate supervision; how they came to be a supervisor; the 

underlying objectives behind each supervisory session; how they felt about the 

dynamics within the MA supervisory relationship; and how they experienced the 

role of supervisor. For the MA supervisees, this element was used to illustrate 

how they came to do a Masters; their relationship with their supervisor; and their 

experience of doing an MA. 

 

2)  Subject was defined as a person or group who work on activity objects with 

mediational tools (artifacts). For the MA supervisors, questions related to this 

element entailed asking if learning how to be a supervisor was a reproductive or 

reflective process; what motivates them when supervising; and the role played by 

empathy, guilt and expectations in the supervisory process. For MA supervisees, 

questions related to motivational factors, what they felt were the attributes of a 

good supervisee/supervisor; and what was their idea of a successful supervision. 
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3)  Community was defined as the social context of the MA supervisory relationship. 

For both MA supervisors and supervisees, interview questions derived from the 

AT element of community dealt with the experience of the internal dynamics of 

the MA supervisory dyad itself; the impact of outside factors on the supervisory 

relationship and how both supervisors and supervisees may be effected; the 

influence of career paths; how supervisors are allocated; where MA supervision 

fits in relation to the broader academic context; and how the culture of 

supervision is manifested in Irish Higher Education. 

 

4)  Tools were defined as the artifacts (or concepts) used by subjects to achieve 

various tasks. Tools used during MA supervision include relational, writing and 

research skills, which are instigated, developed and made use of during the 

activity of MA supervision. For both MA supervisors and supervisees, the tools 

element focused on how knowledge was constructed in the supervisory 

relationship and what resources, concepts or materials were felt to be useful or 

beneficial to the MA experience. 

 

5)  Division of labor was defined as the social strata. This was understood in the MA 

supervisory context as being representative of the hierarchical structure within HE 

institutions and how different powers and activities are allocated to different 

people and artifacts in the HE system. For both participants, questions that 

characterized this element dealt with the internal power dynamics within the MA 

supervisory dyad; the roles played by responsibility and accountability; and how 

the boundaries of the supervisory relationship itself were negotiated. 

 

6)  Rules were defined as the protocols and guidelines for activities and behaviours 

in the MA supervisory dyad. The questions derived from the rules element looked 

at the explicit and implicit rules that guide behaviour in the supervisory dyad. 

Both MA supervisors and supervisees were asked questions about how respect 

was shown in the relationship; how the supervision meetings were structured; the 
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impact on supervision caused by wider changes in Irish HE; and who was felt to 

be responsible for the end product of MA supervision. 

 

The final question in all the interviews was an open one, asking the participant to supply 

a metaphor or drawing of the supervisor experience. This question was designed to get 

participants to creatively communicate their experience of MA supervision. All 

interviews were semi-structured. The third and fourth round of interviews with MA 

supervisors dealt specifically with follow up questions from previous interviews and 

supervisory logs. All names were changed for confidentiality reasons. 

3.6.4 Rationale behind the questions in the Student AT Log 

In order to gain a deeper understanding of the experience of MA supervision, supervision 

must be positioned as being affected by and competing with other activity systems, the 

outcomes from these activity systems have a profound resonance for the tone, pitch and 

tempo of the supervisory dyad. The intent behind items 1 and 2 is to develop, in a 

panoramic sense, how the MA participants emotionally respond to various triggers within 

the MA experience. These questions were designed to measure just how aware each 

participant is towards an ultimate goal. Items 3 and 4 are framed in such a way as to 

observe what other resources the participant draws upon and the relevance of this to 

needing assistance from their supervisor. This shows what other resources are partly 

responsible for a participant’s progress, and to what degree other factors beyond the 

supervisory session affect the participant’s sense of identity and community.  

 

These items uncover the network of activity systems in which each actor operates, and 

shows how these impact upon the role played by the supervisory relationship. Items 5 and 

6 aim to realise how a MA student perceives helpful or unhelpful contributions, and again 

mirrors their own process of identity formation. Items 7 and 8 attempt to highlight the 

challenges and difficulties that exist within the MA experience related to factors that 

affect the supervisory relationship. They aim to provide an insight into the amount of 

educational self-efficacy of the student, as well as pinpointing the tensions associated 

with being involved in competing, vacillating, overlapping or distinct activity systems. 
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Item 9 is included so as participants can give feedback on the log (Beauchamp et al., 

2009). 

 

3.6.5 Rationale behind the questions in the Supervisor AT Log 

The framing of the Supervisor AT log mirrors that of those of the Student AT log, with 

the exception of items 5 and 6. Question 6 was deemed to be unnecessary and Question 5 

was incorporated into question 4. Questions 7, 8 and 9 in the Student AT log correlate 

with questions 5, 6, and 7 in the Supervisor AT log (See appendix 8). 

  

3.6.6 Pilot Study  

Pilot studies of interviews and AT logs were undertaken in March 2010. Two semi-

structured interviews and AT logs were completed with an MA supervisor in University 

College Cork and an MA supervisee in Cork Institute of Technology. From piloting the 

data collection procedures, it was found that certain interview and log questions derived 

from AT (tools, division of labour) needed to be rephrased and adapted in order to better 

suit the context under investigation in both the logs and the interviews. The AT logs were 

also revised and re-ordered so as to complement the developmental stages associated with 

MA study.  From the pilot study, further topics (respect, motivation and responsibility) 

emerged from the MA supervisee’s pilot study as salient areas of research. 

3.7 Data Analysis 
Sources of data consisted of primary sources (interviews, student logs and participant 

reflections) and secondary sources (literature, research in the field, internet sources). The 

focus of this research was to explore how both MA supervisors and supervisees 

understand the relational dynamics in MA supervision. 
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3.7.1 Grounded Theory 

Interviews and AT logs were analysed using grounded theory. Grounded theory is an 

inductive approach that analyses text for similarities within and across contexts (Glaser & 

Strauss, 1967). A disadvantage of this process is that it fractures the data in order to 

rearrange texts into concepts and categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  

 

The grounded theory method “consists of systematic inductive guidelines for collecting 

and analysing data to build middle-range theoretical frameworks that explain the 

collected data (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000: 509). Grounded theory extols the virtues of 

firsthand knowledge and aspires towards an interpretative understanding of the subject’s 

meanings. The strategies of this approach include: (a) simultaneous collection and 

analysis of data, (b) a two-step data coding process, (c) comparative methods, (d) memo 

writing directed towards the manufacture of conceptual analysis of the data, (e) sampling 

to distil the researcher's budding theoretical ideas, and (f) integration of the theoretical 

framework (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000: 511). 

 

In analysing the data, an inductive approach was used. This is where substantive themes 

are defined as they arise from the data, in congruence with the principles of grounded 

theory forwarded by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and Strauss and Corbin (1990). Data 

analysis was organised in two phases. The initial phase consisted of a vertical analysis 

(Miles and Huberman, 1994) where respondents’ interviews were individually analysed. 

The second phase was a comparative or horizontal analysis. Here Glaser and Strauss' 

method of constant comparative analysis was used to uncover common patterns and 

differences. This process was be done and redone repeatedly, and changes to the coding 

process were made whenever it was deemed necessary.  

 

Themes that emerged from the data influenced the direction of further data collection for 

this research project. This analysis allowed the researcher to check for recurring themes, 

regularities, and conflicting patterns that arose out of participants’ responses and 

accounts. The discussion of the results derived from the data elucidated both the MA 

supervisors and supervisees experience of supervision by investigating contextual, 
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emotional, academic and personal elements, the dynamics between them, and how these 

in turn effect each parties perception of the relational dynamics in supervision. 

 

Grounded theory methods have an added emphasis upon analysis, not the methods of data 

collection. This is convergent with the use of limited interview studies. One of the main 

proponents behind grounded theory, Glaser (1992), warns of the danger of forcing data 

into preconceived categories and asserts that the constant comparison approach and a 

constant emphasis on process are strategies designed to inoculate against formulaic 

analysis. Data collection in this context, forces researchers to ask questions and to follow 

their intuition, if not in the conversational interviews, then in the observer's notes of what 

to look for. A wealth of data is constructed by the researcher's collection of relevant 

details.  

 

Glaser (1998) asserts that the data will eventually become transparent, and through this 

lucent lens one will observe the intrinsic social processes that operate in the field through 

what the respondents inform us as being relevant. Yet, what the researchers observe to be 

happening may be fictitious or superficial (Mitchell and Charmaz, 1996). In this sense, 

what the respondent assumes, overlooks or misinterprets may be more important than 

what they say. In this research, the data was treated as a narrative construction, where the 

stories people tell are understood to be reconstructions of their experience, not the 

authentic experience itself. Secondary data came from various sources, such as literature, 

internet sources, conversations, academic leaflets, presentations, observations, self-

interviews etc. Analysis of these materials started with coding, was shaped by memoing, 

and finally was moulded (not without a concentrated effort) into a PhD dissertation 

(Denzin and Lincoln, 2000). 

 

The theoretical sampling consisted of three research sites: MA supervisors, MA 

supervisees and the MA supervisory relationship itself. Grounded theorists code their 

data as it emerges from the process of collection. This coding does not entail the 

pigeonholing of information into 'ready-made' concepts. Coding involves an interaction 

with and a questioning of the data. The objective behind this is the development of a new 
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perspective, and this is done through researcher's interpretations of their data. Grounded 

theory coding initiates a cycle of theory development. Initial or open coding starts off the 

process. This is done by carefully examining each line of data and the determining 

actions or events that occur within them. This “line-by-line” coding hones our use of 

sensitising concepts (background ideas that illuminate the complete research problem). 

These sensitising concepts are the foundation upon which analysis can be built (Denzin 

and Lincoln, 2000: 515).  

 

In order to gain an insight into what is happening within the research context, and 

people's actions in the field, the open codes must be related to one another. This is known 

as axial coding. This entails the use of the constant comparison method. This method 

implies (a) comparing various people (their opinions, situations, experiences, perceptions, 

and situations), (b) comparing data that comes from the same individuals at different 

points in time, (c) comparing incident with incident, (comparing data with category, and 

(e) comparing a category with other categories (Charmaz, 1983, 1995; Glaser 1978, 

1992). Towards the end of the data analysis, selective coding was employed to pinpoint 

one category to be the core category, to which all other categories can be related (Denzin 

and Lincoln, 2000). 

 

Writing memos is the transitional stage between coding and the elementary composition 

of the final analysis. This aids the researcher to engage in innovative thinking and to 

engage with the data in new ways. Through memo writing, one enhances upon the 

processes, assumptions and actions that belie the codes created. Memoing encourages us 

to further investigate our codes and elaborate upon the processes that they deal with. 

Memoing invariably substantiates, enriches and structures the coding process (Denzin 

and Lincoln, 2000). 
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3.7.2 Theoretical Sampling 

Theoretical sampling was used in this research and is recognised as being emblematic of 

grounded theory methodology (Draucker, Martsolf, Ross, & Rusk, 2007). Theoretical 

sampling can be defined as a process of data collection that is guided by a developing 

theoretical framework rather than pre-existing population dimensions (Strauss, 1987). 

Grounded theory utilises a concept- indicator model of analysis, which utilises the 

constant comparison method of analysis. Schwandt (2001: 110-111) outlines the 

processes that bely this form of analysis: 

  Empirical indicators from the data… are compared, searching for similaries and 

 differences. From this process, the analyst identifies underlying uniformities in 

 the indicators and produces a coded category or concept. Concepts are compared 

 with more empirical indicators and with each other to sharpen the definition of the 

 concept and to define its properties. Theories are formed from proposing plausible 

 relationships among concepts and sets of concepts. Tentative theories or 

 theoretical propositions are further explored through additional instances in the 

 data. The testing of the emergent theory is guided by theoretical sampling. 

 Theoretical sampling means that the sampling of additional incidents, events, 

 activities, populations, and so on is directed by the evolving theoretical constructs. 

 Comparisions between the explanatory adequacy of the theoretical constructs and 

 these additional empirical indicators go on continuiously until theoretical 

 saturation is reached (i.e., additional analysis no longer contributes to anything 

 new about a concept). In this way, the resulting theory is considered conceptually 

 dense and grounded in the data. 

 

In Glaser’s (1978) study, he argues that theoretical sampling occurs when the researcher 

simultaneously collects, codes, and analyses the data and out of this process decides what 

data to collect next and where to find it in order to formulate an emerging theory. Initial 

sampling procedures are premised upon a general sociological perspective and a general 

research question. For example in this research, the guiding research question was “What 

are the relational dynamics that inform the MA supervisory dyad?” 
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Key recommendations by Glaser (1978) were used for the purposes of this study that 

specifically relate to theoretical sampling. The relevant recommendations included 

staying open by changing interview styles and enabling participants to elaborate in a 

more informative manner on categories that were deemed to be central to the emerging 

theory. 

 

Out of the theoretical sampling for this study, various theoretical constructs begin to 

develop and categorical evidence was needed to support and refine the emerging ideas. 

This involved determining which data sources (groups of people, academic literature, 

etc.) afforded the richest and most salient data, and what cases (particular individuals, 

settings and documents) drawn from these sources were most illustrative of the empirical 

indicators that in turn lead to category development (Draucker, Martsolf, Ross, & Rusk, 

2007). For the purposes of this research, these methodological procedures were reflected 

in a theoretical sampling guide (see figure 3.2) 

 

The theoretical sampling guide for this research consists of four stages: selective 

sampling; open coding; axial coding; and selective coding. Selective sampling involved 

the initial recruitment of participants from three MA supervisory dyads in the Humanities 

and a review of the literature on the area of postgraduate supervision. The first wave of 

open coding of the participant-generated data set (N=9) gave rise to a number of 

emerging concepts and, codes which were then repeatedly compared and contrasted with 

the existing literature. These emerging categories were also used to inform subsequent 

data collection procedures. 

 

 

The selective sampling procedures generated a substantial amount of data and the open 

coding provided a related number of emerging concepts and codes. In order to give 

priority to the relational dynamics at play in MA supervision, it was determined that 

CHAT (which stresses the importance of relationships and identity formation) was 

particularly relevant to the theoretical sampling needs needed for axial coding and 

category development. The concepts derived from CHAT enabled the researcher to 
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develop relevant concept indicators, which in turn were subject to a constant comparative 

analysis as derived from Glaser’s (1978) grounded theory methodology. The grid in the 

axial coding section in the theoretical sampling guide has 42 cells that indicate the seven 

types of data source and the six concepts that make up a CHAT activity system. This grid 

can be used to record cases that are theoretically sampled and examined for signs of 

emerging categories. The end-result of this process is a saturated category.    

 

The objective behind selective coding is to identify a core category, a category that 

encapsulates the majority of the variation found in the data (Strauss, 1987) and to 

advance relationships between categories in order to integrate the theoretical framework. 

At this stage of analysis, theoretical sampling requires the purposeful selection of cases in 

order to test if the theory is applicable to a broad range of circumstances (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990). In order to do this, I chose to adopt a selective coding strategy pioneered 

by Patton (1990: 182) where he advises the use of confirming and disconfirming case 

sampling, which are selected “for the purpose of elaborating and deepening initial 

analysis, seeking exceptions, testing variation”. In utilising this strategy, it enabled the 

researcher to focus upon the cases that were theoretically salient and suitable to purpose 

of his study, which in turn gave rise to rich concept indicators that were ideal for both 

comparision and category development (Draucker, Martsolf, Ross, & Rusk, 2007). 
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3.8 Limitations of the Study 

3.8.1 Access to the Field  

One limitation of this study was that the majority of interviews were carried out with MA 

supervisors as opposed to MA supervisees. A total of twelve in-depth interviews were 

with MA supervisors and three in-depth interviews were with MA supervisees. The 

reason behind this was a general reluctance on the part of supervisees to become involved 

in the study. 

3.8.2 Time  

Originally the time allocated for the collection of the data was the academic year 2010-

2011. However, because of the availability of participants the data collection was finally 

completed in October 2011. 

3.8.3 Students Chosen by Supervisors 

Supervisees were recommended by their supervisors, this had to do with the practicalities 

of MA supervision.  

 

3.8.4 Gender 

Although a number of male supervisors were asked to participate in this study, all 

declined or felt uncomfortable being involved in such a study. This reaction came as a 

surprise to the researcher who assumed that the emotional division of labour was a thing 

of the past especially in the enlightened world of academia, as a result all MA supervisors 

were female.  
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3.8.5 Disciplines under review 

The disciplines under review in this research project were: Education; English; and 

History. 

3.8.6 Time-Lines 

The timeline of this piece of research is illustrated in the table below. 

 
Table 3.4: Timeline of PhD 

Timeline of PhD  

September 2008 Cohort PhD Year 1 

June 2009 First PhD Proposal 

September 2009 Cohort PhD Year 2 

November 2009 Revised PhD Proposal 

March 2010 Pilot Study 

September 2010 Cohort PhD Year 3 

Data Collection and Analysis begin Simultaneously 

January 2011 First Set of Findings Analysed 

October 2011 Conclusion of Data Analysis 

September 2012 First Rough Draft of PhD Thesis  

 

3.9 Ethical Considerations 
Williams (2009) describes the act of researching Higher Education while simultaneously 

working in a HE environment as having “guilty knowledge”. This most definitely strikes 

a chord for me as a researcher of MA supervisory relationships, as I currently work in a 

HE institution. The following ethical dilemmas arose for me during the course of the 

research: 

 

3.9.1 Identity Transgressions 

This dilemma emerged throughout the research. Despite the expressed desire for 

confidentiality on the part of the participants and the researcher, participants did 
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compromise the protection of their own identity through the disclosure of personal 

information during the data collection procedures. This echoes the problems outlined by 

Glesne and Peshkin (1992) when one engages in “backyard’ research, where one studies 

one’s own organization, friends or work setting. A major issue for this researcher arose 

around the disclosure of information surrounding power dynamics that emerged in the 

course of the study. 

 

3.9.2 The Research Space 

There was an obvious ethical consideration at play over where interviews were held. 

Interviews with MA supervisors were completed in their offices, their professional space 

where they felt comfortable and in control. This was in stark contrast with the 

sequestered spaces that were used to conduct interviews with MA supervisees. These 

consisted of empty classrooms and coffee shops, which did not best facilitate the agency 

of the participant. 

 

In the course of conducting the interviews, certain ethical issues arose. One of specific 

relevance for this study was the implications of the research space in terms of the 

research sites. The interviews with MA supervisors occurred in their offices, the actual 

site of their MA supervisory practice. As a result, they felt more relaxed and comfortable 

when answering the interview questions as the space was a familiar one where they felt 

that they were in control of the situation. Unfortunately this was not the case with the MA 

supervisees when they were interviewed. Their interviews took place in ‘borrowed 

spaces’, such as coffee shops or classrooms. As a result it may be argued that these 

‘borrowed spaces’ may have held negative associations for the supervisees that may have 

impacted upon their comfort levels in answering the interview questions and may have 

served to further highlight the power asymmetry at play between the supervisee and the 

supervisor. 
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3.9.3 Role Conflict 

At the heart of the ethical dilemmas that informed this research was the role conflict that 

existed for the researcher by his simultaneously being a HE practitioner and a HE 

researcher. Clark and Sharf (2007: 405) echo Williams’ (2009) idea of the burden of 

guilty knowledge that comes about through a participant being “seduced by the caring 

interview”. Since the researcher is familiar with the processes at play in HE, it was easy 

to develop rapport with the participants who were MA supervisors. However, this was 

not the case when dealing with the MA supervisees, who were much more reluctant to 

become engaged in the research process possibly because the researcher was seen to be 

part of the HE system and therefore was biased towards the HE practitioners rather than 

the students.  

3.10 Conclusion 
This piece of research differs from others that already exist in the field of postgraduate 

supervision on a number of points: 

• An exclusive focus upon Masters (MA) supervision (there is a tendency to 

overlook the MA in favour of the doctoral experience) 

• A focus upon the relationship between supervisor and supervisee 

• Both supervisors and supervisees were interviewed for this piece of 

research. In the supervision literature, one group has been exclusively 

focused upon to the detriment of the other. 

• It adopts an Activity Theory- influenced methodology, which serves to 

highlight conflicts and tensions at play in relationships on individual, 

social, environmental and institutional levels. 

 

The next chapter will analyse the data collected and outline some of the relational 

dynamics at play in the MA supervisory dyad. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CLAIMS AND FINDINGS 

“Delicious Ambiguity”: Supervisor Ambiguity and Supervisee 

Boundaries In MA Supervision. 

 

 I wanted a perfect ending. Now I've learned, the hard way, that some poems don't 
 rhyme, and some stories don't have a clear beginning, middle, and end. Life is 
 about not knowing, having to change, taking the moment and making the best of 
 it, without knowing what's going to happen next. Delicious Ambiguity.  
 ― Gilda Radner 
 

 And this is one of the major questions of our lives: how we keep boundaries, what 
 permission we have to cross boundaries, and how we do so.  

- A. B. Yehoshua  
 
Chapter Outline  

Negotiation in MA Supervision Motivation is central to the negotiation of knowledge in 

MA supervision. 

Findings from the data  

What Motivates MA Supervisors? Ambiguity and the Negotiation of Clarity 

Situational Ambiguity The ambiguity of integrating the student into the research 

culture 

Quality Ambiguity What constitutes best supervisory practice and who is 

made accountable for the quality of research produced 

Subjective Ambiguity What supervisors subjectively perceive to be a 

professional academic identity 

What Motivates MA Supervisees? Boundaries and Identity 

Relationship Boundaries Boundaries related to the supervisor-supervisee 

relationship 

Power Boundaries Boundaries between expert/professional knowledge 

system of the supervisor and the personal knowledge of 

the MA student 

Performance Boundaries Boundaries related to the performance of an academic 

identity 
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4.0 Introduction  
This chapter looks at how individual relational dynamics in the MA supervision motivate 

both supervisors and supervisees. It focuses specifically on how knowledge and identity 

are negotiated in interaction with these themes, which are specific to this educational 

context. It does so through the voices of both supervisors and supervisees themselves; 

through their own words about their world and their processes associated with MA 

research. This is important, because the current understanding of MA supervision has so 

far rested on rather a small number of qualitative case studies that have tended to focus 

almost exclusively on the perspective of either the supervisor or the supervisee. Activity 

Theory (AT) will be used as a conceptual framework to illustrate the findings. 

 

In the literature on the psychology of work, there is a consensus that both emotional and 

cognitive learning occurs on individual and collective levels, through the process of 

‘doing’ the job (Bierema, 2008; Sebrant, 2008; Soubhi et al., 2009). This is mirrored in 

the literature on postgraduate supervision, where allocation of supervisee is primarily 

dictated by virtue of a supervisor having experience and expertise in the supervisee’s 

research area (Daelmans et al., 2005). This is based on the assumption that expertise is 

gained through the process of doing an activity, or what Boreham (2002) calls work 

process knowledge. Throughout the literature on the psychology of work and 

postgraduate supervision there seems to be an overriding assumption that the cognitive 

elements have primacy in the process of learning (Stayt, 2009; Soubhi et al., 2009).  

 

This study found that another type of learning informs the dynamics at play in MA 

supervision; a type of learning that simultaneously impacts upon the two parties in the 

dyad. It is a learning that has both cognitive and emotional elements, but cannot be 

definitively defined as the preserve of either one. This learning can be illustrated as 

follows: the supervisor must learn how to produce a service, but at the same time, needs 

to protect their job and their personal boundaries; whereas the supervisee must learn how 

to produce a product, and simultaneously must preserve their educational standing and 

their sense of self. Episodically, these two outcomes clash with one another: the cognitive 

production of product clashes with the emotional process of self-preservation and care of 
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the self (Stayt, 2009; Ryvicker, 2009; Lesko et al, 2008). This tension can be further 

elucidated through the use of the Activity Theory (AT) concept of Negotiated Knowledge 

(NK). NK gives primacy to the underlying motivations that inform the negotiation of 

knowledge when two social actors and their accompanying activity systems interact  

(Worthen, 2008; Muntigl, 2009). I hold that NK is a useful tool for unpacking the 

relational dynamics that inform MA supervision, as we shall see below. 

 

Activity Theory (AT) by investigating the motivations that fuel the disparate activity 

systems of both MA supervisors and supervisees. In order to overcome this underlying 

tension, another form of knowledge must come into being that hinges upon affective 

motivations, namely negotiated knowledge (NK) (Bleich, 1979; Worthen, 2008; Muntigl, 

2009; Sengupta, 2006; Atkinson & Gilleland, 2007). 

4.1 Motivation as Central to Negotiated Knowledge in the MA 
Supervision 
 The main thing that distinguishes one activity from another lies in the difference 
 between their objects… the object of activity is its motive (Leont’ev, 1977: 5). 
 

Tensions within an activity system can be understood by looking at the motives that bely 

the action (Leont’ev, 1977; Worthen, 2008; Roth & Lee, 2007). In this sense, activity 

theory can make known tensions that exist within each activity system within the MA 

supervisory dyad. It does this by focusing on each activity system’s underlying 

motivations for being involved in the activity under investigation. Applying this to MA 

supervision, the use of NK enables this research to focus upon the motivations that 

inform the supervisor and the supervisee’s activities in the supervisory relationship. 

Unfortunately, research into the area of postgraduate supervision has been characterised 

by an inability to distinguish between two separate motives and two separate activity 

systems. This has had the unfortunate side-effect of overlooking, ignoring or 

misunderstanding the activity of supervision. 
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The term ‘activity’ used in this research has a specialised meaning, that moves beyond 

associations of work, function, doing or even effort and agitation. Activity, in the context 

of this research can be defined as follows: 

 
 Activity in the narrow sense is a unity of subject-object interaction defined by the 
 subject’s motive. It is a system of processes oriented toward the motive, where the 
 meaning of any individual component of the system is determined by its role in 
 attaining the motive (Kaptelenin & Nardi, 2006: 60). 
 

Here, the term ‘activity’ accommodates ‘operations’, ‘actions’ and ‘motives’. Operations 

are defined as referring to overt behaviours. Actions are constituted through a series of 

operations. And motives are the organizational principle behind both actions and 

operations (Kaptelenin & Nardi, 2006). There is a hierarchy at play in ‘activity’, with 

operations being at the lowest level, actions at the middle level, and motives at the 

highest level. The hierarchy of operations to action, and both to motive has a historical 

precedent in the original first generation of AT. However, the lynchpin in this system is 

the underlying motive that dictates how an activity comes to be defined. 

 

This definition of activity enables the researcher to examine what appears to be the same 

behaviour can mean from different perspectives, by elucidating different motives. For 

example in MA supervision, it was found that techniques or actions that appeared to be 

aimed at increasing student productivity were also directed towards protecting a 

supervisor’s ‘status’ or towards aiding a student to achieve their potential. It is only 

through observing these motives through different activity systems that they can be 

separated out from one another. Within AT, the motive is the organising principle, that 

links actions and operations (Kaptelinin & Nardi, 2006). This principle was very clearly 

outlined in Worthen’s (2008: 324) study on motivation the workplace using AT 

principles, where it was shown that the management activity system generates knowledge 

for the production of goods or services, and the activity system of the workers generates 

knowledge of how to earn a living (Worthen, 2008: 324).  

 

Using NK to delineate what occurs in MA supervision, it may be asserted that the activity 

system of the supervisor may generate knowledge for academic dissemination, whereas 
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the supervisee may generate knowledge of how to attain an academic degree (Lesko et 

al., 2008). The difference between the two systems occurs at a motivational level: what is 

to be lost and what is to be gained from this interaction? The problem with the existing 

literature on supervision is that it is based on the assumption that the activity systems of 

both parties are one and the same, thus overlooking key intrapersonal and social 

dynamics. 

 

An example of what constitutes motive can be found by posing the question of ‘what 

constitutes a success in any given social situation?’ This question moves beyond the 

operational level of describing what social interaction is and looks at social interaction 

through the lens of what motivates any given activity. Worthen (2008: 324) uses the 

example of a grocery warehouse to illustrate the synergy between motivation and 

activity. The sample illustrates the difference between the employers’ and the employees’ 

motives for getting a job done. Thirty men are ‘pickers’, the employees. Their job is 

taking orders, organising a clear path through the warehouse for the forklift to access the 

items, putting them on a pallet, and delivering them to the loading dock that will allow 

them to be loaded efficiently onto the trucks. This description is an example of the 

operational level of their activity system. However, if the same activity is looked at from 

a motivational level, two distinct processes are revealed. From the employers point of 

view, the success of the business is dependent upon the ‘pickers’ speed and skill in 

completing orders. However, from the point of view of the employee, a successful day 

includes not doing an injury to his back, staying on friendly terms with colleagues and 

having enough time to take a break. 

 

Drawing on the findings from the data collection, this chapter outlines some of the 

motives that constitute individual relational dynamics in MA supervision and in turn 

inform the activity systems of both MA supervisors and supervisees. Let us now listen to 

some of the participant’s voices and compare them to the claims made in the literature 

review. What do these voices say about the motives that occur in MA supervision? 
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4.2 Findings from the Data 

4.2.1 What Motivates MA Supervisors? 

The following section looks at what motivates MA supervisors and how these motives 

impact upon supervisory practice. This in turn will be contrasted with the MA 

supervisees motives in order to illustrate the individual relational dynamics at play in the 

supervisory dyad.  

 

4.2.1.1 Ambiguity and Clarity in Postgraduate Supervisory Practice 
The first set of issues arising out of the data concerns the ambiguity associated with 

postgraduate supervisory practice as experienced by the supervisors themselves. 

Ambiguity stood out as a major element to be negotiated by MA supervisors, and as a 

result supervisors were motivated to implement various strategies in order to transform 

this supervisory ambiguity into clarifiable, or meaningful, elements that in turn informed 

their professional identity (see figure 4.1). 

 

 
Figure 4.1: Motivating Process for MA Supervisors 

 

The term ‘ambiguity’ emerged organically from the data, and the concept comes with a 

rich philosophical and educational underpinning. Merleau-Ponty argues that “ambiguity 

is of the essence of human existence, and everything we live or think has always several 

meanings” (1962/1945: 169). Ambiguity, from a philosophical viewpoint, initiates 
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alternative ways to know, act and be that are interlinked with how we locate our being in 

the world. Analogously, ambiguity from an MA supervisory perspective can be similarly 

understood as enabling a developmental generative process, that provides supervisors 

with opportunities for re-thinking assumptions and re-working supervisory strategies that 

increase effectivity and how the educational process is thought of and valued. These 

insights, have been recently applied to the areas of education and professionalism by 

Gloria Dall’Alba (2009), who reframes professional education as a process of becoming. 

She identifies these processes as “ambiguities of learning”, which entails a transformation 

of the self over a period of time. This runs contrary to the accepted models of supervision 

as pedagogy and effective supervision that were discussed in Chapter 2 (Literature 

Review), where this process was conceived as evolving in an easy to recognize, stage-by-

stage sequence (Reidy & Green, 2005; Englebretson et al., 2008). That said, a key 

commonality in all of these arguments is the stress laid upon the importance of clarifying 

meaning and rationale for professional practice. 

 

While there is wide agreement about the need for professional practice within 

postgraduate supervision, the meaning and significance of this is contested. Two of the 

broadest contending explanations concerning academic professional practice are those of 

expertise and risk management. Arguments organised around the principle of 

professionalism have emphased mentoring relationships and in some cases, the need to 

possess certain skills and competencies needed to forge out an academic career. 

 

It emerged from the data that effective supervisors, especially those in the Human 

Sciences, are seen as being accountable for their actions, having frequent and well-

defined meetings, and giving feedback that is both constructive and timely. In these 

accounts, the drive towards professionalisation has resulted in academic supervision 

becoming more complex and skilled. Academic knowledge has been become 

synonymous with professional expertise. Within the area of MA supervision, the 

supervisor is held accountable for both their academic knowledge expertise as well as 

their expertise at controlling, monitoring and contributing to the information relayed to 

their supervisee. This is what McWilliam (2004) terms the “risk-consciousness” of the 
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postgraduate supervisor. Within the Irish Higher Education context, this was found to be 

both an emerging reality and a point of departure from traditional modes of supervision. 

 

A second line of argument is broadly derived from Beck's (1992) concept of a risk 

society. This argument highlights major trends towards risk management. In these 

accounts, the supervisor's work is portrayed as becoming a risk event and guided by the 

'precautionary principle' (Pellizzoni & Ylonen, 2008). More than this, it is claimed that 

supervisor’s work has become increasingly litigious, with supervisors expected to supply 

evidence of supervisory contact and comply with institutional demands. Under this view, 

professionalism is a necessary defense, a strategy for surviving within a risk-adverse 

institution. However, as we shall see, it also has an effect upon how supervisees orientate 

themselves towards the supervisory relationship.  

 

The word ‘ambiguity’ repeatedly arose as a descriptive and relevant term throughout the 

data collection process and as a result was used as an illustrative concept in the data 

analysis. It needs to be stressed that the term ‘ambiguity’ as discussed below is rooted in 

an investigation into MA supervision and should not be understood as being emblematic 

of all Higher Educational processes. It was found that MA supervisors were motivated to 

develop strategies to deal with the ambiguity associated with MA supervision in order to 

clarify meaning and rationale, which in turn lead to the development of a professional 

supervisor identity (see figure 4.1). This emerged as a continual reiterative process that 

spanned the duration of each individual supervisory relationship. Three types of 

ambiguity were recognized by MA supervisors as being key motivating factors in the 

Supervisor-Supervisee relationship at MA level. These are: Situational Ambiguity; 

Quality Ambiguity; and Subjective Ambiguity (see table 4.1 and figure 4.2). 
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Table 4.1: Three Types of Ambiguity in the MA Supervisory Relationship 

 

 
Figure 4.2: What motivates the Supervisor in MA Supervision 

 

4.2.1.2 Situational Ambiguity 
The situational type of ambiguity concerns the ambiguity of integrating the student into 

the research culture, which is located in the beginning stages of the research process. This 

was described by a MA by research supervisor interviewed as “the muddy waters” stage, 

where the student is being guided through the various aspects involved in the production 

of a postgraduate dissertation. In order to deal with the ambiguity of this stage, this 

supervisor put in place a “semi-structured plan” to clarify for both supervisor and 

supervisee the various timelines for the completion of work where:  

 

Three Types of Ambiguity in the MA 
Supervisory Relationship 

 

Situational Ambiguity The ambiguity of integrating the student into the 
research culture 

Quality Ambiguity The ambiguity about what constitutes best 
supervisory practice 

Subjective Ambiguity An internal ambiguity for supervisors about what 
compromises a professional academic identity 
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 by Christmas, she would have a skeleton first draft of her literature review… 

 Then, what I would see is, after Christmas we would get going on her 

 methodology chapter, which will be informed by her literature review. From then 

 on we will put in place some form of action plan on how best to carry out this 

 research (Clara, MA Supervisor). 

 

Others involved in Taught Masters programmes also echoed the idea that an MA 

supervisor should act as a guide for their students, and strategically plan their 

supervisee’s progression. In fact the planning element was given a more acute importance 

in the Taught Masters, due to time limitations on the production of a thesis, and the 

possession of this ability is seen to be a necessary skill for successful supervision: 

 

 Guiding of them through the kind of science [of doing research], if you want to 
 call it that, of how to do what they are supposed to be doing but also letting the 
 research show an element of guiding in a sense, as opposed to encouraging, 
 making suggestions and reassuring to some extent (Dylan, MA Supervisor). 
 

The effects of situational ambiguity were areas of concern for all supervisors, especially 

in terms of supervisee motivation and their anxiety about integrating into a research 

culture. Repeatedly writing skills, the practicalities of doing a library search and 

providing the correct referencing conventions were listed by the supervisors as primary 

concerns that a supervisee may have. Although the anxieties may be academic, the 

supervisors' way of dealing with them were explicitly personal. 

 

 Primarily, I am trying to take a constructivist type of approach [to supervision], 
 whereby I ask: “Who is this person? What can I build on here? Do I know exactly 
 where this learner is at? What is weighing her down?”  Instead of saying “Well 
 this is what you must do” (Clara, MA Supervisor). 
 

From the above quote, it can be recognised that academic work is seen as an extension of 

the personal, albeit tempered by academic norms and conventions. This was to become a 

recurring theme in my interviews with both MA supervisors and supervisees, where the 

idea that the production of a research extended beyond writing style and the meeting of 

deadlines and was often described as having a life altering impact. 
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 Oh it entirely changes your life in some way, if you get, if you're on the right 
 programme, it will change your life... [supervision starts] with the person, and 
 figuring out what's best for them in their lives and their career… there needs to be 
 a reason ... for it.  You must start with the person in front of you.  The student 
 (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 

Here we witness the idea that the experience of supervision in some way has a 

transformative effect upon academic identity, an effect that occurs on both the personal 

and professional level. Yet as we shall see in a later section, this same experience can be 

perceived as a risk event for students, where they feel that they risk their self-concept of 

themselves as learners being valued or undermined (McWilliam et al., 2008). There is an 

underlying anxiety attached to embarking on any period of study, which stems from the 

newness of the experience. The student is constantly asking himself or herself “Is this 

correct?” “Am I doing this right?” “Is this wrong?” These anxieties were also mirrored in 

how the MA supervisors were motivated to clarify the ambiguity associated with best 

supervisory practice: a quality ambiguity. 

4.2.1.3 Quality Ambiguity 
The changing composition of the Masters degree over the last number of years has lead to 

a quality ambiguity about what constitutes best supervisory practice and who is made 

accountable for the quality of research produced, especially given the ongoing 

restructuring of Irish Higher Education. For the purposes of this study, I will use 

Fenstermacher and Richardson’s (2005) definition of quality teaching to illustrate what is 

meant by quality ambiguity in MA supervisory practice. This definition refers to three 

categories of practice: logical, psychological and moral acts. Logical acts refer to 

pedagogical activities such as “ defining, demonstrating, explaining correcting and 

interpreting. The psychological acts encompass such things as motivating, encouraging, 

rewarding, punishing, planning and evaluating” (2005: 195). Whereas the moral acts of 

teaching include the teacher both exhibiting and fostering “such moral traits as honesty, 

courage, tolerance, compassion, respect and fairness” (2005: 195). These three elements 

can be found in the accounting practices of MA supervisors. Accountability for what 

transpires in postgraduate supervision has lead to an increased amount of accounting 
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practices for both supervisors and their supervisees, such as record templates for 

supervision sessions and the keeping of files of electronic corrections given out to 

students. These accounting practices can be viewed as an attempt to quantify the amount 

of work done in supervisory sessions. Although one would assume that these accounting 

practices would be instigated by formal Higher Education policy, this was found not to be 

the case with the accounting practices coming from supervisors themselves and feeding 

into their own identity as professional academics: 

 

 I find minuting the meetings is the best thing because there is no ambiguity then, 
 there's nobody saying “Oh, I never remember you saying that”.  And on these 
 minuted things I have recommended readings.  I have like you know for example 
 by a note this is where you go ... many different pieces of the jigsaw to try and 
 help them to get the skills to get it (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 

Accountability in MA supervision moves beyond form-filling and paperwork, with the 

accounting practices being more of an accounting for what is being done, has been done, 

and is intended to be done, for the benefit of supervisees, supervisors and institutional or 

departmental review panels as seen in the following statements related to the keeping of 

records of supervision sessions. 

 

 [An MA supervisor is showing me a supervision template that she asks her 
 supervisees to fill out]  
 It's like ehm, look literally what the ... the top section of it is to do with the dates 
 that they'd  ... so in other words by this date I want this this this this, and we talk 
 about the title and then we break down for example whatever the focus is for the 
 next time we're going to meet.  For the literature review, what are the key areas of 
 the literature review I want and what are the wordages for each of those.  Eh so 
 that they ... my belief is that you plan backwards to implement forwards.  You 
 need to give them a picture of what I'm looking for and exactly what's needed at 
 each point of that (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 
 I tend to set tasks, you know, achievable tasks, but it's in consultation with the 
 person and I suppose I redirect it back to the student by saying: “Ok, where 
 would you like to go from here or where do you see your work going from here” 
 you know? (Clara, MA Supervisor). 
 

Accounting practices also extend to the saving of electronically corrected versions of 

supervisee's work, and can also be read as having an educational value. 
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 I find that a kind of two-tier thing works best, where if the student submits work 
 electronically, we mark it up electronically and insert comments, send it back to 
 the student, but then meet with a print out and you can go through and explain 
 why you've made the suggestions you have. I think after the initial meeting, or 
 unless there's a very specific problem, it's much more constructive if the 
 supervisor has read the work and there's a copy that people can look at (Dylan, 
 MA Supervisor). 
 

Drawing upon the sentiments found above, it could be argued that the role that 

accountability plays in creating professional academic identity would be misrepresented 

if it were portrayed as a product of a risk-adverse organization (McWilliam, 2004). 

Instead the accounting practices of supervisors can be seen as being geared towards 

maximising their supervisees' progression through their Masters by making clear the 

work that has been done and the work that needs to be done, rather than springing from 

self-protective motives of the individual supervisor. However, the self-protective motive 

cannot be dismissed altogether as evidenced in the following piece of transcript: 

 

 Dylan (MA supervisor): I like keeping the paper trail as I would say, which I 
 wouldn't have  thought about a few years ago, em, but yes it [anxiety over 
 litigation] is an issue.  The appeals board here, in this University anyway, almost 
 always takes the student's side and if the student takes an appeal, they will almost 
 always be successful… There's a board and, em, the supervisor is never 
 contacted. 
 

 Interviewer: Mmm, ok, there's simply almost a power drain from the supervisor. 
 

 Dylan: Yes, there can be, there can be because the University itself has different 
 ideas of education. They try to forestall everything before it even happens […] I 
 think that there has been a shift more to the American model where the students 
 are clients, you know, and we are the providers. 
 

The above quote echoes McWilliam's (2005) insights into how risk and knowledge 

production are conceived of in Higher Education. Namely, the dismissal by HE of the 

personal and emotional components that operate within educational relationships, which 

although may be more bureaucratically successful, also serves to create a trust deficit 

between workers and the organization (Alaszenski and Brown, 2007).  
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Dylan also recognizes the cultural shift that has occurred in HE, and how this change in 

culture has in turn affected how supervisors orientate themselves towards postgraduate 

supervision. Recently in the UK, there has been a major drive by both politicians and 

industrialists to ensure that Higher Education is motivated by economic imperatives. This 

is echoed in the Irish context, where the recent Hunt report entitled 'A National Strategy 

for Higher Education to 2030' argues that Higher Education should serve national 

economic development (2011: 30). This is made explicit in the final 'high level objective' 

of the report: 

 

 The policy framework for higher education will make national expectations clear. 
 The objectives and operations of the institutions and those of the funding and 
 quality agencies will be mutually aligned, and will be underpinned by a 
 sustainable funding model and clearly defined structures for system governance 
 and accountability (2011: 27). 
 

Roberts (2001) and others argue that the introduction of changes in Higher Education 

related to national economic needs, are primarily brought about by the commodification 

of knowledge through the process of codification. Higher Educational institutions are 

increasingly introducing mechanisms that measure the provision of knowledge and skills 

in order to meet the demands of both industrial and governmental interests. Through the 

implementation of such mechanisms, a shift in emphasis occurs away from content and 

more towards the actual provision of skills and knowledge (Roberts, 2001). Paralleling 

ideas forwarded by cognitive psychology and perhaps mirroring the technological 

developments in our culture, Higher Education has increasingly become obsessed with 

three areas of knowledge acquisition - skills, competencies and process learning - that has 

lead to the popular conception of the student as an “information-processing machine” 

(Robins & Webster, 1999: 190). This move away from the more relational aspects 

associated with the master-apprentice model of academic supervision has caused 

supervisors to question what role they play in supervision and results in a particular 

subjective type of ambiguity that, as we shall see in the following section, motivates 

supervisors to behave in a particular way. 
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4.2.1.4 Subjective Ambiguity 
The ambiguity that accompanies MA supervision does not always clearly emanate from 

external sources. Many of the associated ambiguities seem to come from within the 

supervisor's themselves and be linked to what they themselves perceive to be a 

professional academic identity. The internal impetus behind this ambiguity concerns how 

a MA supervisor should best position themselves in the supervisory relationship as there 

are no clear or set guidelines concerning optimal supervision practice currently in place. 

Ambiguity stemming from working identity has previously been theorized as arising 

from an uncertainty about what should be accomplished in a given job (Kahn et al, 1964; 

Matteson & Ivancevich, 1982; Chang & Hancock, 2003) but as we shall see the 

subjective ambiguity in MA supervision is qualitatively different.  

 

An interesting finding that arose in the course of this research was that in order to deal 

with the subjective ambiguity associated with MA supervision, supervisors tend to put in 

place certain, to borrow Foucault's (1988) term, “practices of the self”, whereby they 

employ certain methods and techniques (“tools”) to compose a supervisory role for them 

to play. These practices of the self were found to be subjective processes through which 

postgraduate supervisors produce and define a highly personal ethical self-understanding 

of what it means to introduce a student into an academic research culture.  Subjective 

ambiguity can also be allied with the processes of subjectification that occur in academic 

work (Oakley, 2008).  Subjectification can be understood as arising out of the specific 

processes that inform human existence in the interactions that occur between people and 

their environment (Foucault, 1988). It has been recently theorized that subjectification 

encompasses much more than just the positioning of the social actor between the 

intersection of meaning and practice; it has been argued that subjectification also 

embodies the need to make sense, through subjective reorganization, of the conduct of 

both oneself and others (Hildebrand-Nilshon et al., 2001). This was very saliently seen in 

the data. Within MA supervision, the most common vehicle for practices of the self is 

“professional development”. However, what is defined as professional development in 

postgraduate supervision is different to the type of professional development found in 
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other professions, as it is much more of a subjective reflective process than a process 

involving formal skills training. This is shown in the following piece of transcript: 

 

 I would see in my role as supervisor that it would be more about my own self-
 reflection on the process, you know? How can I better myself? And I suppose 
 what would be extremely helpful in that sense, given those circumstances, is 
 perhaps an inquiry portfolio into is there something I can identify with that's 
 problematic in my supervision… So, certainly, I would see that as an ongoing 
 form of professional development, for me! (Clara, MA Supervisor). 
 

All of the postgraduate supervisors interviewed seem to place enormous importance on 

the role played by professional development in their supervisory practice. They 

constantly reflect upon their practice and take every opportunity to better the way they 

supervise and update their technological skill sets.  What stood out from the data 

collected was the amount of enthusiasm, drive and commitment exhibited by all involved. 

They did not appear to need direction or input from the academic organisation to 

motivate them in their quest. The motivating force that drove these supervisors came 

from themselves. 

 

Part of the reason for this phenomenon may be found in the supervisor's own experience 

of being mentored when they themselves were being supervised or being tutored in 

supervisory practice during the initial stages of their career. Narrative case studies of the 

role played mentoring or tutoring practice in the formation of academic career paths by 

Parker and Scott (2010) have indicated that having a collaborative mentorship with a 

more experienced academic is vital for the navigation of obstacles associated with 

assimilating into a research culture. Postgraduate supervisors tend to be more aware of 

these obstacles, as they themselves have personal experience of them. It was found that 

this awareness was further heightened by the fact that their experience of doing research 

was felt to be transformative and consequently life-changing (as doing research has 

become an integral part of their work life), an aspect that they attempt to communicate 

through their supervisory practice. Consequently, it may be surmised that there is a strong 

vocational element at play in the supervisor role. As one supervisor puts it: 
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 The other thing [the person who has supervised me] has done, and I do this with 
 all my students, is the opportunities as well. It's almost as if she is so far up the 
 ladder herself, she's like there, it does not matter to her, and even  when she was 
 only nearly there... she will pull you up the ladder... she will introduce you to the 
 right people... she will write with you... all of these things I'm doing the same with 
 mine… So, I've applied for funding for some of my students, any opportunity that I 
 can see for them, if they, if I think they have it I want their name out there... for 
 their own benefit... Its more their, their benefit to see, to see that they will succeed 
 (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 

The professionalism associated with MA supervision was defined and understood in such 

diffuse terms that it became difficult, indeed impossible to classify with any absolute 

certainty. However, the data did throw some light on the idea that professionalism in 

postgraduate supervision operates on a dialectical model of give and take between the 

supervisor and the supervisee. This finding also revealed that for MA supervisors, the 

starting point of the postgraduate journey for the student comes from a personal rather 

than an academic source. In contrast to the overwhelming accent given to skill acquisition 

in the supervision literature, here the locus for the development of an academic identity is 

premised on the personal rather than the technical co-option of the supervisee into the 

research culture. The MA supervisors I interviewed, when describing the initial stages of 

a supervisee's introduction to postgraduate research reiterated again and again the need to 

start from the personal. 

 

 I mean primarily, we really would have kicked off our [initial] conversation with 
me  saying “What are your worries?” “What are your concerns?” I suppose taking 
 more of a mentoring role really around that. Her number one concern was 
 certainly 'Is this possible?' (Clara, MA Supervisor). 
 
 This [supervisee] who just walked out there, ehm very accomplished, very 
 organised himself, very well organised person so liked ... likes structure, ehm.  
 Just I knew from talking to him, even the way he was taking down the stuff that he 
 is highly organised.  This is how he operates so, I now have a good handle on 
 how he is.  I know, you know the background in terms of his own teaching, very 
 bright, all these different things, so I've it all kind of sussed.  And sussed out 
 exactly what he needs (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 
 You [are] trying to build confidence so they end up with a piece of work they are 
 proud of.  That's the thing. (Dylan, MA Supervisor). 
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On some taught Masters programmes, personal logs and reflective practice have become 

part of the curriculum, which goes someway towards valuing the role that subjectivity 

and reflection play in the composition of a piece of research. 

 

 Well one of the things that they have to do as part of the preparing for research 
 module is to compile a research journal, which is a kind of ongoing log in terms 
 of what they have done. They can bring in outside things; if they have been to see 
 a film for instance in their own time that has intercepted with the topic that we 
 have looked at and they can talk about that… We found that last year [because of 
 the journaling] most people had come up with their thesis topic much earlier in 
 the year than had been the case before (Dylan, MA Supervisor). 
 

The time and effort that these postgraduate supervisors commit to their own professional 

development and supervision comes not so much from reluctant compliance with external 

demands as from dedication to doing the best job possible and seeing their supervisees 

succeed. It may be argued that his subjectively motivated dedication seems to be 

grounded in what Nias (1981/1996) calls professional and vocational commitments, 

namely commitments that are grounded in the kinds of meanings and purposes that 

educators attach to their work. It would be blatantly remiss, and perhaps theoretically 

presumptuous, to dismiss these strategies for dealing with the ambiguities associated with 

MA supervision and their related consequences as just belonging to a pattern of academic 

employment that misrecognises and illegitimates the personal and subjective elements at 

play in academic supervision. 

 

These strategies for dealing with supervisory ambiguity point to the need for important 

re-evaluations of the current theories on the motives that underlie postgraduate 

supervision. However, the same caution can be applied to the data reported here. In 

certain respects, professionalism may be an important motivating factor in the work of 

the supervisors I have studied. But this does not mean that all that is claimed as being 

professional supervision practice can be explained as purely subjective orientations. The 

motivations that drive postgraduate supervisors cannot be explained away quite so easily. 
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The ambiguious nature of MA supervision and how it is negotiated by supervisors, I have 

argued, has not been formally recognised, not adequately acknowledged or determined by 

both writers and researchers in the area. This chapter highlights the absurdity of 

presuming that academic professional identity is completely defined by expertise and 

risk-consciousness (McWilliam, 2005). It encourages us to peer over the parapets of 

ivory towerism and view MA supervision as a contextualised human relationship, 

influenced by affective and relational elements. If the culture of MA supervision were to 

be re-framed in this way, we would come to recognise that within the ambiguity of the 

supervisory experience there lies the seeds for the creative re-imagining of academic 

identity. This raises further questions, not just about the culture of MA supervision, but 

also about the underlying motivating forces that inform the supervisees’ perspective– the 

subject of the next section. 

 

4.2.2 What Motivates MA Supervisees? 

In the last section, I outlined some of the motives that motivate supervisors in MA 

supervision. But this is only half the story - how do supervisees’ perceive MA 

supervision? This section attempts to redress the balance by letting the supervisees' voice 

be heard. Although supervisors tend to define the supervisory relationship as a 

professional educational contract, the findings from this study indicate that MA 

supervisees primarily see the ambiguity of supervision as being clarified through the 

relationship being conceived of as a psychological contract characterized by boundaries 

between themselves and their supervisor.  

 

It is only within the last number of years that attention has been given to psychological 

boundaries and as a result research on the concept is not yet the preserve of one particular 

discipline. Specific theories related to psychological boundaries are social identity theory  

(Jaspal & Yampolsky, 2011), self-categorization theory  (Reid, Palomares, Anderson, & 

Bondad-Brown, 2009), social cognitive theory  (Chisholm-Burns & Spivey, 2010), and 

systems theory  ('Stell' Kefalas, 2011). Psychological boundaries outline the remit or 

extent of something, the limit of a subject, object or activity (Jaspal & Yampolsky, 2011). 
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Analogously, the psychological boundaries found within MA supervision appear to 

define the limits of the self, relationships, academic activity and the ambiguity associated 

with research practice.  

 

The purpose of this section is to address an oversight in the topic under investigation and 

to give an account of how MA supervision as understood from the student perspective. 

This viewpoint is missing from the majority of the literature on postgraduate supervision 

and often results an overemphasis on the role of the supervisor to the detriment of the role 

played by the postgraduate supervisee. The nature of the responses given by the MA 

supervisees is at variance to the responses of the supervisors as outlined in the previous 

section, but as we shall see these differences in opinion leads to an interesting 

reinterpretation of the relational dynamics found in postgraduate supervision.. 

 

4.2.2.1 MA Supervisees and Boundaries 
For MA supervisees, boundaries characterise the psychological contract of supervision. 

Boundary-making emerged from the data as playing a key role in MA supervisees' 

understanding of MA supervision and how they sought to clarify the ambiguities felt to 

be present in the supervisory relationship. These boundaries are laid down to give 

structure to the postgraduate process. They serve to protect a supervisee's personal sense 

of self, whereas at the same time enabling a student to create an academic identity for 

themselves (see figure 4.3). However, although these boundaries are constructed in the 

form of a “safety net” for supervisees' personal sense of self, as we shall come to see 

these boundaries are not immune to being transversed, stretched and even broken.  
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Figure 4.3: MA Supervisees' construct Boundaries between Personal and Academic Identities 

 

In the literature review (Chapter 2), one of the eleven characteristics of effective 

supervision outlined by Englebretson (2008) was Boundary Definition. Boundaries 

emerged as a repeated theme in the data collected from MA supervisees. Boundary 

definition is a defining factor in both the perceived quality of the supervisory 

relationship, but is also a predictor of successful research completion (Scevak et al., 

2001). It has been theorized that what constitutes the boundaries of supervision are 

defined differently by both the supervisor and supervisee, with the supervisor placing 

emphasis upon the academic elements of research and the research candidates focusing 

upon the personal relationship and the extent to which the supervisor guides their work 

(Spear, 2000; Johnson & Broda, 1996).  

 

Within the literature on educational mentoring, there has traditionally been a divide 

between the functional and personal construction of knowledge. This can be witnessed in 

contexts where educational practices stimulated by professional institutional practices are 

deemed to be functional and educational practices that evolve out of personal 

relationships are seen to be “much more reflexive, much more informing of, and 

informed by, relationships” (Fielding, 1996: 4). In contrast to this, for both the 

supervisors and supervisees interviewed, MA supervision entails a co-construction of 
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knowledge, where the two parties collaborate in an effort to create an academic piece of 

work. Co-constructed knowledge implies participants engaging in a dialogical approach 

to learning, where all parties feel that their contributions are equally valued (Hargreaves, 

2010). However, there is dissent in the ranks over how this construction comes about, as 

Shepard (1991:8) explains: 

 

 Students take in information, interpret it, connect it to what they already know, 
 and if necessary, reorganize their mental structures to accommodate new 
 understandings. Learners construct and then reconstruct mental models that 
 organize ideas and their interrelation. 
 

In this sense, the educational practices that are associated with postgraduate supervision 

can be understood as a fusion or synthesis of personal and professional identities. In the 

literature there is a tendency to advocate for either a strict division between personal and 

professional identities in supervision (Hargreaves, 2010; Grant, 2010; Severinsson & 

Sand, 2010) or a synthesis argument where identities become hybridized, merged or 

synthesized (Conn et al., 2010; Martin et al., 2011; Chong, 2010; Dahan, 2007; Bartlett, 

2011; Manathunga, 2011). In this chapter, I will propose a third way of understanding 

supervisory dynamics which highlights the important, but neglected role of boundaries in 

the construction of academic identities.  

 

This third way can be best elucidated through the concept of boundary objects. Boundary 

objects tend to exemplify artifacts enabling the boundary crossing by providing a 

bridging function (Star, 1989). An example of a boundary object in the context of MA 

supervision would be the written work (chapters or supervision record templates) that a 

supervisee submits to their supervisor, this enabling the feedback from supervisors and 

the mapping of academic development by the supervisee. Boundary objects are defined 

as objects that: 

 

 [B]oth inhabit several intersecting worlds and satisfy the informational 
 requirements of each of them… [They are] both plastic enough to adapt to local 
 needs and the constraints of the several parties employing them, yet robust 
 enough to maintain a  common identity across sites. They are weakly structured in 
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 common use, and become strongly structured in individual site use. (Star & 
 Griesemer, 1989: 393 cited in Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 134 )  
 

I argue that nuances of MA supervision can be better understood if one recognizes the 

importance of boundaries in the relationship. This is especially true if we adopt the 

supervisee’s perspective, who experiences a very tangible crossing of personal and 

professional boundaries and is highly emotionally invested in the boundary object, 

namely the MA thesis.  

 

Boundaries by their very nature are ambigious (Wenger, 1998; Landa, 2008). The very 

liminality of MA supervision for the supervisee holds multiple possibilities, but also 

holds many hazards.  Narrative accounts of both groups and individuals who cross 

boundaries pay credence to the fact that boundaries both act as a bridge between worlds, 

while simultaneously positioning themselves as the division between related worlds. 

Persons who find themselves transversing the boundaries find themselves in two 

positions. On the positive side, they may find themselves to be in a coveted position 

where they can draw on one discipline to the advantage of another. However, on the 

negative side, their position may be faught with difficulty since being on the periphery 

they may be seen as alien to both practices and never belong to or be accepted by either 

one (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011: 140). This is the space in which supervisees find 

themselves. It is how supervisees negotiate the ambiguous position at the boundary 

between the ‘real world” (consisting of work, friends and family) and the world of the 

MA (consisting of writing, researching, and supervisory meetings) that will be the focus 

of this section. 

 

It emerged from the data analysis that supervisees were motivated to erect three types of 

boundary within MA supervision: Relationship, Power, and Performance boundaries (see 

table 4.2 and figure 4.4). These boundaries were used by MA supervisees in two ways: to 

structure their identities as academic researchers and define this identity as being distinct 

from their non-academic identities (also see table 4.1). 
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Table 4.2: Types of Boundaries erected by MA Supervisees 

 

 

 
Figure 4.4: What Motivates the Supervisee in MA Supervision 

 

4.2.2.2 Relationship Boundaries 
The first of these boundaries relates to the supervisor-supervisee relationship itself. For 

supervisees, supervision was framed as a professional relationship that distanced itself 

from other relationships by formal procedures, conformity to institutional norms and 

respect for the supervisor's status within the HE organisation. It has been repeatedly 

Types of Boundaries erected by MA Supervisees  

Relationship Boundaries Boundaries related to the formal professional 

relationship between the MA supervisor and 

supervisee. 

Power Boundaries Boundaries between the expert/professional 

knowledge system of the supervisor and the 

personal knowledge system of the supervisee 

Performance Boundaries Boundaries between the performance of academic 

identity and the living of personal identity 
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shown that the momentum behind MA supervision is dependant upon the relationship 

that is formed between the supervisor and the supervisee (Manathunga, 2005; James & 

Baldwin, 1999; Taylor and Beasley, 2005; Reidy & Green, 2005). How supervisors 

understand this relationship is well documented in the literature, and was the subject of 

the previous section. But how do MA supervisees view the supervisory relationship? 

 

Within the literature and policy documents on postgraduate supervision there is a general 

consensus that sees mentoring as the most effective supervision strategy, but framing 

supervision in this way distracts from the underlying power dynamics at play within the 

relationship (Manathunga, 2007). This is a dangerous and uncomfortable subject matter 

for an academic to investigate as it unsettles constructed 'safe' identities and throws 

established practice into a state of flux, this may go some way towards explaining the 

lack of postgraduate student voice represented in the literature. MA students attempt to 

waylay the discomfort of these power dynamics by contrasting the professional 

relationship found in supervision with their experiences of 'real-life' relationships. As 

Simon, an MA supervisee states: “I think that she'd be closer to seeing me as a peer”. 

However, this peer-like collegiality is tempered by an acute awareness of the power that 

his supervisor possesses. 

 

 She cares and she's professional and you know and it would be reciprocated you 
 know, I wouldn't even dream of messing her about, you know I wouldn't… I would 
 be more conscious of not letting her down or not doing anything that might insult 
 her in any way. (Simon, MA supervisee) 
 

Echoing the findings from the MA supervisors, the idea that supervision is as a 

professional relationship was consistent in all the student responses and this implies a 

certain element of formality and conformity to agreed institutional standards. An 

illuminating contrast emerges in Louise's case, as she was friends with her supervisor 

before embarking on her MA. 

 

 I suppose even our meetings now are nice and informal and frequent. It is more 
 nearly I don't feel like there is somebody over me, it's more of like…a team 
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 (laughs). But I'm not sure should it be that informal, should it be? (Louise, MA 
 Supervisee) 
 

It is as if two worlds collided, the personal and professional, only the result was far from 

catastrophic. In fact the relationship was described as being more supportive because it 

had its origin in the confidential world of friendship. The above quote clearly shows that 

the personal and the professional comfortably co-exist in MA supervision, which raises 

questions about the validity of the personal/professional division that exists in the 

supervision literature. It can be argued that the concept of the personal/professional 

divide in postgraduate supervision has its origins in the sociological theory of an 

ideological division existing between the public and private spheres (Habermas, 1989). 

Just because there is a division between public and private spheres in other areas of 

education, for example in second level (Beijaard et al., 2004), does not necessarily imply 

that this is the case for postgraduate supervision, or indeed Higher Education as a whole. 

 

In the supervision as mentoring literature, postgraduate supervisors use the supervisory 

relationship to facilitate the supervisees' journey through the research process by using 

emphatic dialogue and the modeling of accepted discipline-specific research behaviours. 

By doing this, the supervisor can socialize students into a research culture, enable them to 

realize their career goals and scaffold their emotional and intellectual development 

(Pearson & Brew, 2002). However, positing supervision as mentoring obscures the 

obvious role hierarchy plays in the relationship and overlooks Devos' (2004) claim that 

mentoring is a powerful form of normalization and a site of governmentality. Could this 

also apply to MA supervision? 

 

 Interviewer: What do you want out of say a successful supervision? 
 

 Simon (MA supervisee): Ehm I want to be led.  Maybe not to where I wanna go.  I 
 don't want to be led ehm... 
 

 Interviewer: Down the garden path? 
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 Simon (MA supervisee): I also want to be told that ehm this is a crap idea, don't 
 do it. Ehm and I think I'm getting that, she's saying that's good going and again 
 it's not  that I'm, we're all capable of independent thought.  I know too and I 
 recognise that  I need that my ideas need to be channelled you know. And ehm it's 
 been good so far, yeah.  So being led, I would say being led, being channelled.  
 

 Interviewer: Are you stimulated in some way? 
 

 Simon (MA supervisee): I would say stimulated perhaps yeah but I would say 
 more than anything I am reassured, ehm that I am on the right path more or less, 
 you know slight nudge here, slight nudge there, that my general trajectory is 
 right, you know.  
 

Although some MA students attempt to erect a psychological boundary between their 

personal and academic/professional selves, this is an artificial separation that cannot hold. 

Barbara Kamler and Pat Thomson (2006: 17-18) describe the pedagogies in postgraduate 

supervision as text work/identity work which occur “through dialogue, writing and 

experience”. I would go one step further and claim that the student moulds the self into 

the activity of research through their the act of writing itself and their conceptualization 

of the supervisory relationship. The personal and professional are the mobius strip of 

postgraduate supervision both melding into the same experience. This is illustrated in the 

following quotation: 

 
 There's both [personal and professional development in doing an MA] because I 
 think ehm it just definitely it brings you on as a person.  Any challenge that you 
 can meet and you can you know face and deal with, I do think it's a good thing 
 and ehm you know just it's the rigor, just the whole practice (Simon, MA 
 supervisee) 
 

This is a noteworthy facet of postgraduate learning, it is as if a smudge has occurred 

between two senses of self, the personal and the academic self. The boundaries that exist 

between these two identities are not static entities, but are dynamic spaces where people 

are opened up to a new identity of the ‘would-be- known’.  

 

 I suppose it depends on why you are doing it in the first place. If you are driven 
 by the letters after the name that probably would keep you going but if it is a 
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 personal thing then it's an achievement to keep going and to just further your 
 academic work for yourself. (Louise, MA supervisee) 
 

Boundaries tend to be understood as existing between two or more sites and being 

categorized as static entities (Akkerman & Bakker, 2011). Yet, this sense of stasis is not 

coming across in the data. What is emerging is the experience of supervision for MA 

students implies negotiating a move from one identity to another. This sense of 

movement can be best conceptualized through Winnicott’s (1975) idea of the transitional 

space used to describe the intermediate area of human experience between inner reality 

and the outside world. Ellsworth (2005: 149) applies this to learning experience: 

 

 The experience of the learning self is simultaneously the experience of what I 
 shall have become by what I am in the process of learning and the experience of 
 what I shall have learned by the process of what I am becoming. 
 

However, this is only one way of viewing this phenomenon. I will now turn to another 

way of understanding the boundaries in supervision. There is also a shadow side to 

supervisory practice, which will be brought to light in the following section. 

 

4.2.2.3 Power Boundaries 
 I suppose me to show to Clara (supervisor), obviously she recommends that I 
 should maybe have something done, she knows best. Y'know it is my first time 
 doing it so she is the expert, this is her area and there is a reason why she is 
 suggesting to look here and maybe to have it done like this or maybe try it out like 
 this. (Louise, MA supervisee) 
 

Within MA supervisory contexts, two different knowledge systems come together, the 

expert/professional knowledge system of the supervisor and the personal knowledge of 

the MA student (Mylopoulos & Reehr, 2007). However, value and symbolic capital is 

given to the expert knowledge system, thus creating a particular power dynamic 

(Hargreaves & Hopper, 2006; Burri, 2008). That said it would be unfair to assume that 

because there is a power dynamic at play that the relationship needs to be defined as 

completely exploitative. 
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If we view the phenomenon of postgraduate supervision from a situationalist perspective, 

the traditional Marxist understanding of power (Eldred, 2011) becomes illuminated 

differently. Echoing the idea of a personal/professional mobius strip informing 

knowledge production in postgraduate supervision, Dall'Alba (2009) argues that learning 

to become a professional involves not only an integration of knowing and acting, but also 

a process of being. Similarly, MA supervision is not a grand abstract theoretical 

construct, nor does it exist on a distant conceptual plane, it actually exists in the real 

world. For many academics and MA students, the act of MA supervision is embedded in 

and part of the world of experience. Perhaps because of its “average everydayness” it has 

been taken for granted and overlooked as a valid research topic. However, this overlooks 

the fact that MA supervision is, to paraphrase Heidegger (1962/1927), a mode of 

knowing and is essentially a way of being human. If we start our inquiry from this human 

element, rather than conceiving of the MA process as a grand political narrative imposed 

from above, power boundaries can be conceived as not only containing and limiting 

learner identity, but also as enabling students to understand their identities as learners as 

being imbued with possibility, or possible ways to be. However, it emerged from the data 

that this was dependent upon how supervisees positioned themselves in relation to the 

power dynamics in MA supervision. 

 

 And there is kind of an implied humility I would say in doing any course.  Ehm 
 and so you have to be willing to listen, to take on board, to accept that this person 
 knows more than you. (Simon, MA supervisee) 
 

Here humility is described by Simon as a choice to be made when embarking on any 

course of study. It is not a forced positioning. In fact, it may be theorized as being part of 

the sharing of power in MA supervision. If power is defined as being linked to the 

concept of 'gain', then those with power gain control over a resource, then the MA 

supervisee is utilizing humility as a strategy for gaining knowledge as a resource for use 

in their academic writing. Humility can also be read as a psychological boundary, which 

reinforces learner identity and protects against role ambiguity (Tunc & Kutanis, 2009). 

Yet, the MA student can only afford to employ humility as a power boundary only if 

there is a strong personable relationship in place between supervisor and supervisee. 
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 Simon (MA supervisee): I think a lot of it depends too on, there's a lot of how she 
 and I are whatever, whoever you might be dealing with… 
 

 I: So the relationship is very important, there is kind of a...? 
 

 S: It's a big help, it's a big, big help, and I mean the fact of liking the person.  I 
 mean I personally like her, she's warm and that has to help. 
 

 I:  That helps the process? 
 

 S: It does.  
 

A prerequirement for a mutually beneficial relationship is the presence of mutual respect 

between the two parties. 

  

 Faulkner (MA supervisee):  She sent me emails now about stuff that I'm 
 interested in, like stuff related to [ the research topic], saying oh have a look at 
 this. That side of it is great.  That shows that she actually kind of respects your 
 opinion or that she thinks oh he might be interested in this.  Even the fact that she 
 thought of you is something kind of quite important.   
 

 Interviewer: And the other way around? How do you show respect in 
 supervision? 
 

 Faulkner (MA supervisee):  I suppose that I don't you know try to talk her down 
 or something.  That I am just mannerly and polite I suppose and that I understand 
 that she's actually busy you know and that sort of thing. 
 

Although I might argue that there is a sharing of power in the supervisory relationship, 

this is just what appears on the surface. In MA supervision, there is a political element, 

and I hold that it would be overstating the case to claim that the politics of supervision 

only operates on a macro level, as my analysis shows supervisory politics primarily 

operate on the micro level so often veiled in the banal corners of supervision meetings. 

 

The merging of the professional and the personal in academic supervision can have 

unintended consequences. Because learning is such a subjective process, because of the 
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important role played by the supervisory relationship and because of the mental intensity 

demanded by academic writing, certain potentially negative relational dynamics may 

emerge in supervision. These dynamics, although they can be projected onto Higher 

Education as a whole, are in this research found to operate in the realm of personal 

politics and serve to inform the psychological contract of supervision from the students' 

perspective. These personal politics inform motivation and commitment and can be read 

as a politics of desire that inform the direction and nature of the supervisory relationship. 

4.2.2.3.1 The Politics of Desire and the Supervisory Gaze 

There is a growing literature on how desire is understood and portrayed in educational 

contexts such as pedagogy (Ellsworth, 1997) poststructuralist research (Usher and 

Edwards 1994), post-development thought (Saunders 2002) and comparative education 

(Mehta, 2008). Using desire as an epistemological tool in my analysis allows a revitalized 

interrogation of MA supervision that moves beyond the traditional canons of education, 

thus enabling the development of a fresh perspective on the phenomenon under 

investigation. 

 

Desire has been theorized as being both a negative and an affirmative force (Mehta, 

2008), and since antiquity has been always connected with the attainment of knowledge. 

This is especially true if we take Aristotle's maxim to heart: all men desire to know. 

Desire in this sense can be conceived as being a site of engagement between the 

known/familiar and the unknown/strange. This is a pleasurable experience, especially if 

there is a pre-existing love of learning, a thirst for knowledge and openness to novelty 

and the unknown (Todd, 1997). This conception is at variance to current primarily 

negative interpretations of desire inherited from psychoanalytical tradition (Baudrillard, 

1983). The apprenticeship model of education, which informs a great deal of the MA 

supervision literature has a direct lineage back to the Hegelian master-slave relationship. 

Here desire becomes a life and death struggle because of unequal power relations, where 

a desire to know the Other and be affirmed in them, ultimately denies the specificity of 

the Other and attempts to destroy those who embody 'Otherness' (Stronach & MacLure, 

1997). 
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Lacan (1991) forwards the idea that desire arises out of an ontological lack, and that 

desire is manufactured by 'symbolic castration', meaning an awareness of the lack/loss of 

the object of desire. This inevitably results in the splitting of sexuality and sex roles, 

ideas vigorously critiqued by feminism (Kelly, 1997). Although this is an interesting 

idea, the end result of this theorizing is an unrelenting repetition of desire-fulfillment, 

with no concrete or disernable realization of a goal or objective and although it has been 

applied to educational contexts (Gerofsky, 2010) its practical or pragmatic use is open to 

question. 

 

Foucault (1985) breaks with the dominant idea that desire is grounded in sexuality and 

duality. He explains desire as being a form of power, and related to the self-selection of 

suppression, which neatly dovetails with the boundary argument that has emerged in the 

course of this analysis. The power and self-selection of suppression entails the 

disciplining the self through the use of distinctive technologies of power, which have a 

coherent endpoint or a goal of social cohesion and congruent social functioning. Desire 

for Foucault entails the creation of both new and traditional norms that are influenced by 

institutional forces that change “the way individuals are led to assign meanings and value 

to their conduct, their duties, their pleasures, their feelings and sensations, their dreams” 

(Foucault 1985: 4). Todd (1997) terms this 'learning desire', and highlights how discourse 

influences a persons' view of the world, their ways of being in that world and dictates 

what is worthy of desire in that world. This mechanism is clearly evidenced from the 

supervisees’ responses in the form of a desire for position or career and a desire to 

contribute to the field: 

 

 Simon (MA supervisee): I suppose I'm open to the idea of perhaps one day 
 applying for a management position.  
 

 Interviewer: Ok.   
 

 Simon (MA supervisee): And eh, and lately I know that the culture is that you are 
 meant to have this.  So ehm I'm doing it now, in the sense that I may never use it 
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 but were I able to go for a position I wouldn't like, I wouldn't like not to be 
 selected just because I haven't a course done. 
 

And again. 

 

 Interviewer: [What motivates you in your MA?] 
 

 Faulkner (MA supervisee): I suppose it's my interest in the topic as well and to 
 ...eh to ehm, possibly to contribute to what work has already been written and to 
 form my own opinions. 
 

Desire and the concept of the gaze are intrinsically linked as evidenced in the literature 

from neuroscience  (Dry et al. 2011), media studies (Pitman, 2009) and social theory 

(Strick et al, 2008). MA supervisees are acutely aware of the supervisor's gaze. A gaze 

that is seen to be constantly judging, evaluating, and reacting to the way they 

intellectually and socially perform on the postgraduate stage. This is most commonly 

found in the opinion that supervisors appraise the work that the student produces and the 

value of work is linked to the promptness of feedback. Simon discusses the role played 

by prompt feedback: 

 

 Whether they do or not, it shows that they, it gives the impression again that they 
 rate your work, and ehm if you have concerns as well by email they do deal with 
 them promptly. (Simon, MA supervisee) 
 

The idea of  'gaze' is a term derived from psychoanalytical literature, and is commonly 

used to describe the anxious feeling that a person experiences once they are aware of 

being viewed by another person (Lacan, 1978, 1988). The psychological ramifications of 

the gaze are that the subject, when they realize that they are being observed, loses a part 

of their autonomy. The gaze is inherently linked to Lacan's (1988) theory of the mirror 

stage, where a child sees their reflection in a mirror and becomes conscious of the fact 

that it has an external appearance. Lacan elaborated on this phenomenon and postulated 

that any object can act as a psychological mirror, in that the awareness of the object 

serves to remind the viewer that they themselves are also experienced as objects. The 

gaze does not belong to the subject (the active party's gaze), but rather belongs to the 
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object of the gaze. In plain English, the gaze exists in the mind of the person who feels 

the gaze on them. As Lacan explains: 

 

 I can feel myself under the gaze of someone whose eyes I do not see, not even 
 discern. All that is necessary is for something to signify to me that there may be 
 others there. This window, if it gets a bit dark, and if I have reasons for thinking 
 that there is someone behind it, is straight-away a gaze (Lacan, 1988, p. 215). 
 

The notion of the gaze is complicated if viewed through the prism of MA supervision, 

where there are two parties involved, thus constituting a double gaze. The supervisors’ 

accounting practices and their sense of professionalism towards both the student and the 

HE organization can be interpreted as symptomatic of this. This has not gone amiss from 

the student's point of view: 

 

 I think there is huge pressure on lecturers these days at Third Level to you know 
 learning outcomes and end products in a number of Masters, supervision and 
 everything, there is a kind of ehm.  I mean a friend of mine is a lecturer in Irish in 
 college, there is a kind of enormous pressure on them in some ways, their main 
 job of teaching is almost like an afterthought these days.  And that culture is very 
 strong I think.  It's all about publications, all about research, ehm and teaching 
 now seems like an afterthought. (Simon, MA supervisee) 
 

Another way of framing the gaze in postgraduate supervision can be found in Ettinger's 

Matrixial Gaze (2006: 176-210). Within this conceptualization there is no object or 

subject, but a move beyond it towards a “trans-subjectivity”, where the gaze is partially 

shared, is not in opposition, but is engaged in a “process of co-emergence”. The gaze in is 

not simply “witnessed but 'wit(h)nessed” as a shared becoming. It may be well and good 

to theorise a gaze as having no object or subject, but within MA supervision the gaze is 

firmly focused upon a specific boundary object – the dissertation. Boundary objects can 

be interpreted differently and hold different meanings for different social worlds, while 

simultaneously maintaining a structure that is identifiable by all parties (Star & 

Griesemer, 1999). Analogously, the boundary object of an MA supervision (the MA 

thesis) can be understood as “a means of translation” (Star & Griesemer, 1999: 393), that 

converts information into academic knowledge through a communication and dialogue 

that is informed by institutional power dynamics. Yet, the impact of this upon an MA 
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student’s identity is dependent upon what position they adopt towards this institutional 

power. To better understand this positioning, I decided to ask the MA supervisees how 

they understood their role in MA supervision. 

 

4.2.2.4 Performance Boundaries 
MA supervision for MA supervisees is a performance of an academic identity. The idea 

that MA supervision is a type of performance that lasts the duration of the course of study 

was a common theme throughout my conversations with MA supervisees. For the 

student, the act of completing a postgraduate qualification and the writing of a 

dissertation is a type of performance; the audience consisting of their supervisor and a 

virtual, imagined audience perceived only by themselves. 

 

 I know my purpose and I know my audience, I just need the two of them to match 
 up. You know it's the wording and the phrasing of it all that, will be the proof of 
 the pudding. (Louise, MA supervisee) 
 

The understanding of MA supervision gains an additional dimension if we see it as a 

form of performance management. Armstrong and Baron (1998 cited in Zafron & Logan, 

2009: 74) define it as a “strategic and integrated approach to increasing the effectiveness 

of organizations by improving the performance of the people who work in them and by 

developing the capabilities of teams and individual contributors.” Postgraduate 

supervision occurs within the organizational context of Higher Education and is 

motivated by the prevailing consensus that informs organizational strategy (McWilliam, 

2004). If one takes a broad overview of the Higher Education establishment as a whole, 

the overall strategic goal of the organization is interwoven with the objectives devised by 

various departments and schools. Like the Butterfly Effect (Lorenz, 1963), individuals 

achieving their objectives will influence the goals of departments/schools, and the 

performance of each department will in turn influence the strategic goals of the entire 

academic establishment. In the same way, MA supervision must be explicit it its strategic 

goals as supervisees achieving their objectives influences the goals of supervisors, which 

also may in turn influence the goals of academic departments/schools.  
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Another process accompanying MA supervision for MA supervisees and is intrinsic to 

the idea of performance is performativity. Performativity is a concept derived from Judith 

Butler's (1993) work Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of Sex. In the context 

of Fourth Level Education, we recognize that a student does not become a researcher just 

by virtue of signing up for a postgraduate course; they must first be conditioned into the 

identity of researcher by the adoption of specific social meanings and values privileged 

by their discipline (Manathunga, 2007). Butler (2007: 185) characterises such practices as 

'performative' as they are 'fabrications' of an identity.  

 

Within any given society, institutions (such as the university) typify the fabric of the 

social structure, and within capitalist societies, the social structure also compromises of 

heterogeneous knowledge constructs such as gender, economic exchange, sexuality and 

property rights. Social actors adopt aspects of institutional networks in order to 

understand their innate drives. In so doing, the social actor makes these desires 

meaningful and communicates them in specific ways. This is done repetitively and by 

behaving in an iterative manner, in so doing an individual 'performs' and hence 

continually constitutes, reprises and reshapes their identity (Tyler, 2011). The accent 

upon iterability is key to understanding Butler's concept of performativity, which she 

defines as “the vehicle through which ontological effects are established” (1997b: 236). 

Notably, performative acts must be repeated to produce that which they name:  

 

 [I]f a performative provisionally succeeds (and I will suggest that 'success' is 
 always and only provisional), then it is not because an intention successfully 
 governs the action of speech, but only because that action echoes prior actions, 
 and accumulates the force of authority through the repetition of citation of a 
 prior, authoritative set of practices. (Butler 1993, pp. 226-27) 
 

Butler's focus on iterability, instead of intentionality, essentially means that there is no 

autonomous agent within the relationship, that no 'I' mediates discourse and carries out its 

purpose (Scharff, 2011). Coupled with the onus upon iterability, temporality is essential 

to Butler's typology, as performances are only made possible through the reiteration of 

norms and conventions. Although, this reiteration of norms and conventions was 

witnessed in the data, it was also found that the performance given by supervisees in MA 
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supervision was also moulded by the unique demands exerted by the production of 

research. 

 

The demands of MA research are of such a unique nature, the type of commitment that 

this engenders in students, the limited amount of time they have to complete their course 

of study, their position within the institution so confined, that the performances given by 

MA students are essential for a student's affective and intellectual survival in Higher 

Education. These performances, as I will show in my analysis, are designed to afford the 

MA student protection against perceived threats that lurk in the creation of any 

intellectual body of work or academic identity and are quite often disguised behind a 

'love of learning' or masked behind an 'innate value of education' attitude. 

 

What is of marked interest for this research is the boundedness of this academic 

performance. While MA students do perceive the act of doing research as a performance 

that will be evaluated, simultaneously they also seem to feel the need to manufacture a 

boundary between their identities as researchers and other more personal aspects of their 

lives. The concept of boundedness as being linked to performance is echoed in Goffman's 

book The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959). He defines performance as being 

associated with separateness, especially when he argues that a performance consists of 

“all the activity of an individual which occurs during a period marked by his continuous 

presence before a particular set of observers and which has some influence on the 

observers” (1959: 70).  

 

If we relate this insight to how MA supervision is viewed by the supervisees, Goffman 

(1967) divides performance into a 'showing that' and 'showing to'. The first feature 

connects with the skill of the actor to make use of the performative repertoires available 

and to make use of them as if they were directly connected with some 'sacred' dimension. 

Goffman claimed these were registered in the roles and on the 'faces' of the actors 

throughout their commitment to their social situation. Using Goffman’s (1967) theory to 

redefine the above quote, we can observe Louise connecting the writing of her thesis to a 

sense of purpose, which can be read as transcendental in its scope, a unfolding of a 
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predestinated script, yet on a more banal level it also points to her embodiment of the role 

of researcher and the writing of identity. This mirrors Kamler and Thomson’s (2006) 

argument that the performance of a postgraduate researcher’s identity is embedded in the 

discourses that inform the narrative of supervision. They claim that it is the discursive act 

of supervision that binds the “various discursive events, modes and assemblages” 

together (2006:17). In this way the narrative identity of the supervisee is made known by 

the way in which they are seen and described by the audience of the supervisor. 

 

The application of Goffman’s (1967) second feature of “showing to” is just as illustrative, 

and relates to the possibility of supporting a stable and continuous actor/ audience 

relationship. This operates on a much deeper level than just 'showing that', and can be 

allied with the previous idea of the supervisors' gaze, but it complicates this dynamic as 

the audience is simultaneously real and imagined thus introducing elements of self-

reflexivity and an openness to risk. Writing is a transformative process and is inherently 

risky, especially when being evaluated by an experienced audience, be they real (the 

supervisor) or imagined (the virtual audience). Naturally, risks are a necessary evil for 

academic productivity and creativity - especially for those, like MA supervisees, who are 

writing themselves into academic identities (Fishman et al, 2005).  

 

Much of the anxiety associated with academic writing is associated with the idea that 

postgraduate study (and academia in general) is a performative space, but one that is not 

recognized as such and is underdramatised to the soundtrack of everyday humdrum and 

natural normalcy. MA supervisors perform their role by acting out the accepted discourse 

of authority and professional supervisory relationships; MA students perform their roles 

equally well, donning masks (or 'faces') and acting out the character of learner, 

subversive, subordinate, and in some exceptional cases, authority (Jones, 2010). 

Ironically, these identities are rarely described as performances, but if we were to do this 

what becomes apparent is that these performances aim to solidify/validate supervisory 

relationships and serve to reify, what can only be described as the institutionalised ritual, 

of supervision, an accepted discourse of power that posits supervisor as knowledge 

authority and supervisee as knowledge recipient. In the words of David Bartholomae: 
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 [T]he writer must leam that his authority is not established through his presence 
 but through his absence-through his ability, that is, to speak as a god-like source 
 beyond the limitations of any particular social or historical moment; to speak by 
 means of the wisdom of convention through the oversounds of official or 
 authoritative utterance, as the voice of logic or the voice of the community (1997: 
 609). 
 

However, voicing students in the performance of academic literacy, sensitizing them to 

rhetoric, methodologies, convention and analytic conventions has the paradoxical effect 

of enabling them to subvert the role ascribed to them as 'supervisee' or 'student', as well 

as allowing them to perform subversion through the erection of psychological boundaries 

that serve to limit the amount of investment given to the development of their researcher 

identity. When supervisees choose to adopt the authoritative voice in the arena of 

supervision and academic writing, they come to realize that being an authority in any 

given area involves imagining oneself as an authority, especially in spoken or written 

communications. To view something as a performance allows a certain amount of 

objectivity and criticality to shape a person's vision of the environment they find 

themselves in. With this realization, supervisees' can come to view the supervisor's role 

as a performance that they may or may not choose to emulate: 

 

 I'm actually quite proud of myself that I've never done my PhD and I could have.  
 I could have done the one I was accepted onto in Trinity but I just couldn't see the 
 connection between ... , the pay wouldn't add up as a teacher you know...  
 Certainly the motivation wasn't and the ambition wasn't there. (Simon, MA 
 supervisee) 
 

Nyong'o (2009) advances the argument that performances and performativity have a 

highly politicized orientation that highlights minority resistance and alternative world 

making. Erving Goffman (1973) also concludes that performance is associated with the 

idea of marginality. Analogously, in context of MA supervision, the erection of 

performance boundaries was found to result in a similar manufacturing of alterity. Yet 

this is further complicated if we observe the nature of boundaries that are erected: 
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 Simon (MA supervisee): Ehm I'd a choice there at the weekend, do I do pre-
 corrections or do I do work for this?  My friend gave me an analogy of what it's 
 like. Do you want to stand in dog shit or do you want to stand in dog manure? I 
 liked it.  I thought it was actually a nice analogy.  
 

 Interviewer: And which one did you decide to stand in? 
 

 Simon (MA supervisee): I had to go away and do corrections because I've piles of 
 pressure this year.  But you know that was the choice I had to make. 
 

The dog shit/dog manure analogy reveals a tension that exists for MA students that is 

overlooked in the current writings on postgraduate supervision and Higher Education in 

general. This issue has to do with how the MA student positions the 'time' and 'space' of 

life/work/study. It reveals to us how students' attempt to spatiotemporally organize their 

period of study and how boundaries between life/work/study become increasingly 

blurred. If we choose to simply look at only what occurs within the supervision meetings, 

where live bodies interact with one another and communicate, we overlook the fact that 

the performance demanded by postgraduate study for students involves identities being 

thrown into a concentrated flux, a flux that they attempt to control through attempting to 

define boundaries, but as they progress through their course of study those boundaries 

become less and less secure and more and more open to compromise. Work becomes 

Study and Study becomes Life, which has an interesting parallel to how the supervisors 

themselves describe how they became professional academics. But the description of the 

act of performing research as 'dog manure', a slightly more cultured flavour of dog shit, 

embodies the student's stance as one of boundary-making resistance to becoming a 

professional academic. This is shown in a distinction he makes between what motivates a 

reciprocal relationship of the supervisor (as acting from a sense of professionalism) and 

the supervisee (as acting from vocation): 

 
 That's how I would see it, that vocation should imply less pain.  And I kind of 
 would  have railed against that, that professionalism... and yet at the same time, 
 the longer I go on, there is an element of we're not saying vocation, there is an 
 element of caring that goes beyond your contract and professionalism and 
 obligations, and that I think in education is constant. (Simon, MA supervisee) 
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For this student, professionalism is distinct from vocation, vocation being the motivating 

force behind him doing his job. It has to be remarked that in this distinction between 

professionalism and vocation, for the student the most valued asset is vocation as 

opposed to professionalism. Again we can read a subtle resistance to the values 

promulgated by the academic supervisors. While students are limited by the academic 

rules of conduct laid down by research guidelines, the academic organization and 

meetings with supervisors, (methodologies, deadlines, politeness), these for the students 

are procedural and practical, and do not necessarily function on a cognitive level. In fact, 

MA supervision for students can be seen as a 'cultural pragmatics' (Alexander, 2004) 

were the performance of academic identity requires an element of 'fusion' between those 

acting out the roles, the relevant audiences, the symbolic constructions, the display of 

social power, the collective representations and their mise-en-scene.  

 

In this way, MA supervision can be understood as fulfilling an iterative function that 

informs academic practice and understandings of research. A similar revelation comes 

from Butler's (1993) emphasis upon the temporality of performance. Applying this 

insight to the phenomenon under investigation, we come to see that students' experience 

of supervision is time limited and therefore temporal. This raises questions about the 

conceptualisation of agency. As a performative act has to be repeated in order to be 

efficacious, it also contains within it the seeds of agentic reiteration: 

 

 The force of repetition in language may be the paradoxical condition by which a 
 certain agency - not linked to the fiction of the ego as master of circumstance - is 
 derived from the impossibility of choice” (Butler, 1993: 124).  
 

The power behind performative actions is rooted in and can only be cultivated through 

repetition. Yet, as Scharff (2011) aptly points out, the reliance upon iteration, also means 

that repetition can fail to repeat 'loyally', meaning the repetitive action can be defective or 

discordant thus causing the performative act to become ambiguous. Therefore, it may be 

argued that the performance of academic identity can provide the stage for resistance to 

canonical or organizational ways of being. This is an aspect that will be discussed in 

further detail in Chapter 6. 
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Just as the amount of ambiguity associated the MA supervisors' role has increased, is 

increasing, and is likely to go on increasing so too is the amount of ambiguity associated 

with the role played by the supervisee. But, it must also be acknowledged that the 

pressures differ depending on ethnicity, professional background, age, experience, family 

life, employment, social life, geography and various other personal contexts (Lesko et al, 

2008). That said, consider for a moment an MA student in the most demanding situation - 

strongly committed, but having to cope with a number of difficult life situations- his 

problem may be viewed by his supervisor as a crisis of confidence, an inability to grasp 

the nuances of the topic, or a lack of commitment to the supervisory process. The 

investments and sacrifices he has made to reach this point are all at risk and may be lost. 

He faces the educational endgame. This is not about an abstract love of learning. This is 

about raw endurance. What is at risk is not only his physical and mental well-being, but 

also his continuance in education, his future career prospects, his professional identity, 

his status, his ability to learn, his motivation and his self-confidence. Just because these 

parallel risks tend to be beyond the scope of what is openly spoken about in supervision, 

we would be very naive to believe that they did not motivate how students orientate 

themselves towards their postgraduate experience. 

 

MA students commit to a course of study. Once a person has made a commitment, it 

comes actualised through an aggregation of intellectual, personal and social investments. 

Higher Education is an institutionalised space. Institutions do not change to accommodate 

the individual, the individual must adapt to the institutionalised order of things. Higher 

Education postgraduates are no exception. Students must don a mask and perform a 

certain role in order to complete their studies. When problems arise, be they real or 

imagined, this mask will slip and may even invalidate the research process. However, the 

phenomena under investigation here are not as easy to quantify as that. 

 

If we ascribe to performance as pertaining to the rules of conduct in MA supervision, 

then we come to realize that the norms that are taken for granted by the supervisors 

themselves, are understood by the supervisees as prescriptive 'scripts' that are constituted 
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by and regulated by a virtual audience of imagined academic peers. In the supervisory 

sessions and the actual writing of the thesis supervisees feel the need to show in vivo their 

competence and skills and desire to be appreciated, assessed and validated by the 

supervisor and the wider 'virtual' audience of agentive academics. These rules are not 

made explicit in the 'script' of how to perform the role of supervisee, but are coded and 

embedded in broader organizational and cultural structures which subsume the 

performance of the MA student; yet they still serve to mark out parameters and directions 

for acting. In MA supervision, it may be asserted that the role played by supervisees is 

informed by the materials they have access to, the scripts and intellectual 'props' 

available, however this role is primarily evaluated (by the supervisee) through a specific, 

bounded event, specifically their performance of 'doing' research. This is a perspective 

that contradicts the viewpoint given by the academic supervisors and calls for a re-

interpretation of what relational dynamics are at play in MA supervision. 

 

4.3 Conclusion  
Qualitative research has the tendency to simultaneously raise both important and 

disconcerting questions about the fundamental assumptions, the accepted perceptions and 

postulated purposes of the situation under investigation. It can lead to further questioning 

which can result in a deeper and more concerted focus on the dynamics at play in any 

given social sphere.  

 

An underlying strength of qualitative research is its ability to uncover overlooked 

elements of the phenomena under investigation. In academic organisations, who 

generally present themselves as being bureaucratically motivated by rationality, risk 

management and expertise, the role played by ambiguity tends to be ignored or expunged 

from open discussion. This is especially true when one reads through the current 

literature on postgraduate supervision and then contrasts it with how both MA 

supervisors and supervisees describe and understand the real-life practice of supervision. 

In general, the majority of the research on academic supervision is concerned with 
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artificially rationalising academic work into bureaucratic forms, and overlooking how the 

negoiation of ambiguity constitutes supervisory practice. 

 

This chapter has drawn on the findings from a qualitative study of MA supervision in 

order to initiate a reinterpretation of what motivates both parties in the MA supervisory 

dyad. It does not claim that all previous research on postgraduate supervision and their 

resultant findings are incorrect; only that the majority of it remains provisional and open 

to question. It does not claim that aspects of postgraduate supervision as discussed here in 

relation to MA supervision are emblematic of postgraduate supervision as a whole. But it 

does identify and reappraise particular motives ascribed to postgraduate supervision by 

MA supervisors and supervisees that have a different character, are designed to meet 

different strategic aims and have different consequences then have, until now, commonly 

been taken for granted. These are academic professionalism for MA supervisors and 

boundary making for MA supervisees. 

 

4.3.1 Academic Professionalism 

The concept of academic professionalism, when framed by the motivational factors that 

arose out of the data analysis, it seems, can serve to alleviate the anxieties associated with 

the ambiguities of postgraduate research and increase the opportunities for reflective 

practice. It helps supervisors to track the developmental trajectory of their supervisees. In 

these respects, professionalism provides supervisors with a valuable tool with which they 

can counter the effects of working within a risk-adverse organisation (McWilliam, 2008) 

and the “unbundling” of academic identity (MacFarlane, 2010). It may even act as an 

emotional counterbalance to these cultural elements over which knowledge workers have 

no control.  

 

However, the re-framing of the concept of professionalism as having a strong personal 

component constitutes a major challenge to the role played by professional expertise in 

academia and the emphasis that is placed on this in the existing literature. Still, the 

existence of a personal component within academic professionalism does not undermine 
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the important role professional expertise plays in postgraduate supervision, but in actual 

fact adds to the understanding of the relational dynamics at play throughout the research 

process. This study reveals three ways in which the recognition of the personal 

component in postgraduate supervision enables a re-evaluation of the concept of 

academic professionalism. 

 

1. Academic professionalism entails the transmission of an academic identity that is 

located within a research culture.  

The concept of academic professionalism, it seems, can alleviate ambiguity and increase 

the opportunities for the development of a coherent academic identity. Academic 

professionalism enhances the delivery of stategies for collaborative learning, risk 

management and provides a foundation for the construction of an academic identity 

within a Higher Education institution. In these respects, professionalism helps to 

counterbalance the negative effects associated with the ambiguity of postgraduate 

research. 

 

The supervisors interviewed stipulated that professionalism enabled them to provide a 

quality and continuity of care that begins in the supervisory relationship, but also extends 

beyond that into a broader research network and culture. Professionalism gave them 

space to develop an objectivity that allowed them to communicate openly and honestly 

with supervisees and to productively encourage them in their studies. ‘Vocational care’ 

seems to be the most relevant descriptive term that embodies the mentoring behaviours 

occuring in MA supervision and was found to be a dominant source of motivation for the 

supervisors interviewed. Ironically, while vocational care is commonly associated with 

teaching (Booth, 1998; Palmer, 1998) and the professions (Baumann et al, 2011; 

Alvesson, 2001) this has not been due recognition in the current literature on supervision. 
Data supporting these observations is dealt with more extensively in the next chapter but 

the words of two supervisors capture the dominant sensibilities here: 

 

 I suppose in many ways [supervision] is a mentoring role for that matter. Issues 
 need to come from the mentee and then the mentor has to draw on their 
 experiences (Dylan, MA Supervisor). 
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 I think that that, in turn, in her context and in mine, required a degree of soul 
 searching as well and I think that maybe that soul-searching of “what is it that I 
 want to do and research?” and “why is it meaningful to me?” but I think that it’s 
 meaningful insofar as, while it may be a unique piece of work, that it also applies 
 to a person’s practice so that they’re not only developing research skills and so 
 on but that they’re also sort of realising something that is applicable to them in 
 their workplace and will perhaps lead to other questions and I think that that’s 
 what motivates somebody (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 

A third supervisor summed up a fundamental, yet overlooked aspect of supervision:  

 
 You gain more than just research. There’s more added value to it, if you do it 
 right, I think. It’s my experience of being mentored myself [by my academic 
 supervisors] It was bigger than that. They had an absolute interest and for 
 whatever length of time it lasted for, they had a definite interest in how they were 
 doing. They were interested in you (Clara, MA Supervisor). 
 

These remarks reveal a supervisory commitment to a quality of care, a professional and 

vocational commitment that cannot be dismissed as a “part of the job description”. For 

these supervisors, concerns about the quality of care overtook ones about time, money 

and contractual obligations, even when opportunities to enhance these presented 

themselves.  

 

2. Academic professionalism, especially in the area of postgraduate supervision, 

involves accounting for educational practices.  

Supervisory accounting practices cannot simply be categorised as a reaction to the 

“increased risk-consciousness” in a Higher Education, as it allows supervisors to track 

and plan for the future progress of their supervisees. The immediate nature of the MA 

supervisory relationship, its centrality within the supervisor’s world, and the multiple 

demands it puts on the supervisor for time, energy and intellectual resources, has caused 

supervisors to initiate accounting practices to map supervisees academic development 

and research trajectories. This accountability and its related accounting practices are not 

just confined to the supervisory dyad, but also has the effect of causing supervisors to 

become pre-occupied with the outcomes associated with their actions, reflections and 

research preferences. The supervisors interviewed strove to be practical and research-
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focused not just inside their supervisory dyads, but outside of them as well, exercising 

their energies towards what would best and most saliently benefit their own supervisees: 

co-publishing articles, conference attendance, research dissemination, providing 

references and further education/employment opportunities. 

 

Although accounting practices tended to be initiated in order to improve present 

supervisory relationships, these relationships tended to be time-limited and rather 

transient because of the duration of the degree. Resulting from this, the lessons learnt 

from the accounting practices were applied to possible future supervisees, but because of 

the ambigious nature of this goal the actual effect was that accountability became 

absorbed into the prevailing culture of individualism that has become historically and 

institutionally embedded in the work ethics of academics who describe themselves as 

professional. 

 

3. Academic professional development cannot be circumscribed to just formal skills 

training as a core element in this process involves subjective reflection on and a 

personal evaluation of educational practice.  

A curious internalization/externalization dynamic can be recognized in what MA 

supervisors describe as professionalism. This aspect can be best understood if we adopt a 

CHAT perspective. One of the key definitions of internalization/externalization is by 

Leont’ev (1981: 183) and it is seen to be related to the understanding of contextual 

structures and processes in “organis[ing of] external stimuli and us[ing] them to 

accomplish the objective”. In other words, the extent of learning to be a professional 

postgraduate supervisor involves the understanding of context and processes of self and 

supervisee in order to coordinate them with external artifacts that may be used to carry 

out the activity of producing research.  

 

It seems that supervisors’ professional attitudes towards supervision are very much 

rooted in the way the supervisors themselves experienced their own postgraduate 

supervision. It may be further postulated that these experiences in turn lead to the 

development of various processes, conceptualisations and structures related to how 
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supervision should be done and the learning outcomes attached to the act of producing 

research-based knowledge. The relationship between the internalization/externalization 

dynamic and the production of a learning identity has been theorized by Roth et al. 

(2004) in their study of the attitudes of teachers and students in schools. They observed 

that through the mutual internalization and externalization of respect, individuals entered 

into a mediated educational relationship. What I claim is that MA supervisors enter into a 

mediated educational relationship with themselves, whereby they construct a professional 

supervisory identity for themselves by creating an ongoing dialogue between the external 

and internal manifestations of their academic selves. If we were to present this in a 

diagrammatic format, this dynamic would look something like this: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5: A Diagrammatic representation of the creation of Postgraduate Supervisor Identity. 

 

The presence of  subjective reflection on the supervision process enables academic 

professional development in MA supervision, while its absence by no means dismisses 

any possibility of academic professional development. More than this, the type  of 

reflective processes that are afforded by personal evaluations of supervisory practice may 

not always be those that enhance supervisor development and relational dynamics with 

supervisees. As we shall see this has a salient linkage to the emerging fourth generation 

Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) and its efforts to correct the neglect of 

subjective experience in social scientific research  (Sannino & Sutter, 2011). In Chapter 

5, I will investigate these reflective processes further by looking at how the MA 

supervisory relationship creates a shared psychoactive space, which does much to colour 

both parties experience of MA supervision. 
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4.3.2 Boundary Making 

The MA supervisees’ narratives in this chapter reveal conflicts between students' beliefs 

about the supervision process and the corresponding supervisory norms. For example, 

while MA supervisees desired to become part of a wider research community, all the 

students interviewed saw the production of research as a competitive enterprise. Students 

created their identities as researchers in relation to their supervisors, but set up boundaries 

to prevent this identity from becoming too real by defining the practice of MA research 

as temporal or performative. This 'bracketing' or 'bounding' of the MA experience 

afforded students a distance from an institutional interrogation of their newly formed 

researcher identities, and it reiterated conventional, known, and valued modes of self 

outside of an academic learning environment. This can be read as an economizing of any 

potential psychological reward or loss from the course of MA study. In this way, 

potential threats to a students' conceptualizations of their educational, social or political 

selves could be reduced by viewing the MA as a bounded educational event. 

 

For the supervisee, the contract of supervision is framed and limited by the manufacture 

of psychological boundaries that are designed to separate academic and non-academic 

lifeworlds. This is done by allocating distinct identities to each one. Supervisees' non-

academic identities tended to be related to the spheres of work, family and friends, was 

seen to have a more long term relevance than the academic identity and was defined as 

being more congruent to their real sense of self. Supervisees' academic identity tended to 

be characterised as an artificial construction, as being time limited and a performative act 

whose success or failure was judged by a virtual, unseen academic audience.  

 

This research suggests that there are at least three different psychological boundaries that 

supervisees erect in the course of MA supervision: (1) relationship boundaries; (2) power 

boundaries; (3) performance boundaries. I propose that these factors should be taken into 

account when theorising postgraduate supervision so as to map the relational dynamics of 

MA supervision. These boundaries were used by MA supervisees to structure their 



 

 

156 

identities as academic researchers and to define this identity as distinct from other non-

academic identities. The first of these boundaries relates to the supervisor-supervisee 

relationship. For supervisees, supervision was framed as a professional relationship that 

distanced itself from other relationships by formal procedures, conformity to institutional 

norms and respect for the supervisor's status within the HE organisation.  

 

Power boundaries within postgraduate supervision as understood by MA supervisees 

were shown to counter-indicate the traditional Marxist theorisation of power as coming 

from above. Supervisees maintained that there was a sharing of power related to the 

construction of knowledge within supervision. This was enabled through the adoption of 

certain power positions by the supervisee, such as humility, respect and desire. However, 

a shadow side to MA supervision was also recognised by supervisees as being 

specifically related to the supervisor's evaluative positioning in the relationship. This was 

theorised through the introduction of the notion of the supervisory 'gaze'. 

 

The final type of boundary is termed performance boundaries. Here the MA experience 

for the supervisee is understood as being a performance of an academic identity, where 

research and writing skills are enacted and come to flourish in the production of an 

academic dissertation. The performatory aspect of the MA is a source of much anxiety 

for supervisees, but it also enables supervisees to objectively evaluate and sometimes 

subvert academic identities. MA students, by viewing postgraduate study as a 

performative act, attempt to further distance their nascent academic identities from 'real-

life' contexts by placing temporal and spatial limitations on the act of 'doing' research. 

 

What is of interest to this study is how these boundaries are used to negotiate knowledge 

and identity within the MA supervisory dyad. As we have seen, the construction of 

boundaries informs the identity of MA supervisees and serves to protect their nascent 

scholar identities from outside criticism. If we were to present this in a diagrammatic 

format the dynamic would be viewed as follows (see figure 4.6). 
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 Figure 4.6: Motivating Process for MA Supervisees 

 

The ambiguity associated with MA supervision causes supervisees to erect psychological 

boundaries between their personal identity and their emerging academic identity. This 

separation of identity arises out of the power dynamics that are at play within the MA 

supervisory relationship. These boundaries are negotiated, re-negotiated and clarified 

through the process of supervision. It must be borne in mind that the findings from the 

data show that MA supervisees have a different orientation to research than their 

supervisors and therefore see the MA relationship as a time limited and evaluatuive 

event, which for the supervisee is ultimately a performance of academic identity. 

 

In sum, then in recognising the role played by boundaries in informing MA student’s 

identity, we come to see MA supervision as a type of boundary work, where supervisees 

choose to perform the identity of researcher by allowing themselves to be driven by a 

desire for knowledge, but at the same time remaining detached from said identity in order 

to somewhat deflect the intensity of the supervisory gaze. It may be suggested that this 

framework allows for a greater sense of how the discursive practice of MA supervision 

both shapes and is shaped by the MA supervisees themselves. By listening to the 

supervisees’ voice we can hear the experience of the learning self, the process of 

becoming and the academic performance that is at the core of scholarly identity 

formation, whether it is heard in their writing, the feedback from their supervisors, or in 

the relationship they have created with their supervisors. 
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In this chapter, we have heard how both parties in the MA dyad are individually 

motivated to deal with the ambiguity of the supervisory experience. How each party is 

understands the role of the self and the Other in the MA supervisory relationship has been 

investigated. These constitute the individual relational dynamics of supervisee and 

supervisor in MA supervision. The recognition of these two viewpoints is integral to the 

development of an effective argument for a re-evaluation of MA supervision as a shared 

relational space (the subject of the next chapter) and recognising that a hidden outcome of 

the MA supervisory relationship is the disciplined improvisation of academic identity (to 

be discussed in chapter 6). 
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CHAPTER 5 

CLAIMS AND FINDINGS 

 “Just Between Us…”: The Paradox of Supervisory Space 

 Between stimulus and response there is a space. In that space is our power to 
 choose our response. In our response lies our growth and our freedom.  
 - Viktor E. Frankl, Man’s Search for Meaning 
 

 Boundaries are actually the main factor in space, just as the present, another 
 boundary, is the main factor in time.  

- Eduardo Chillida  
 
Chapter Outline  

MA Supervision as a Psychoactive Space  MA Supervision is located in a physical setting, but 

its objective is the enabling of the psychoactive 

space of knowledge and identity creation 

Findings from the data  

The Supervisory Encounter as Relational Space  The space of supervision is created out of what both 

parties contribute to the relationship. 

The Climate of MA Supervision The experience of emotion informs the negotiation 

of identity in the MA supervisory relationship. 

Supervisory Reciprocity Reciprocity on MA supervision holds an important 

emotional resonance for both supervisors and 

supervisees as it entails the investment of meaning 

in the relationship. 

Personal/Professional Identities Personal and professional identities are in conflict in 

MA supervision 

The Temporal Ordering of Supervisory Space Time in MA supervision is divided in to Contract 

and Quality time 

Micropolitics in MA Supervision How the interactions between supervisor and 

supervisee effect the purpose and distribution of 

power in MA supervision 
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Figure 5.1: The Relational Aspects of MA Supervisory Space 
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5.0 Introduction 
This chapter looks at how the space of MA supervision is informed by certain 

paradoxical relational dynamics (see figure 5.1).  

 

Using CHAT as an orientating framework, the MA supervisory relationship will be re-

conceptualised as a psychoactive space. This makes an contribution to fourth generation 

CHAT with its emphasis upon how emotion and identity inform social interactions. 

Although the act of MA supervision tends to be located in a physical space (usually the 

supervisors office), it was found in the course of this research that its main objective is 

the enabling of a psychoactive space of knowledge and identity creation, where physical 

objects, lived events, and imaginative symbols become imbued with meaning. 

 

The main argument of this chapter is that the experience of emotion informs the 

negotiation of identity and knowledge creation in the MA supervisory relationship. This 

draws on the theories forwarded by the CHAT perspective (Edwards, 2005; Stetsenko & 

Arievitch, 2004), postgraduate supervision (Manathunga, 2005), and philosophy 

(Bhabha, 1994; Watsuji, 1961). This chapter elaborates upon the findings outlined in 

Chapter 4. Specifically how the iterative negotiation of ambiguity into clarity by MA 

supervisors and the boundary-work of MA supervisees informs the space of supervision. 

Although, both MA supervisors and supervisees construct individual strategies to deal 

with the ambiguity of supervisory practice, this chapter focuses on the shared space that 

arises out of the supervisory relationship itself and how the emotional resonances that 

occur in this space impact upon identity and knowledge formation. 

 

Three relational aspects of the shared space of MA supervision will be outlined in this 

chapter: supervisory reciprocity; the temporal ordering of supervisory space; and 

micropolitics. These three elements were found to structure the shared experience of MA 

supervision. It also emerged in the course of the data analysis that these three elements 

contain emotional resonances that colour both parties perceptions of the supervisory 

relationship, the purpose behind doing research and the HE organisation as a whole. As 

we saw in the previous chapter, for MA supervisors, the negotiation of ambiguity to 
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clarity, and for supervisees, the construction of boundaries, constitute ways to conserve 

and separate the academic/professional from the personal. The findings in this chapter 

extend on this, by revealing that there is a third element at play in MA supervision – the 

relational- which serves to emotionally define the collective space shared by both 

participants in the dyad. I will go on to argue that although both parties attempt to 

individualise the experience of MA supervision, the shared space afforded by the 

supervisory encounter creates a fundamental paradox that throws percieved learner 

identities and knowledge creation into flux. This paradox can be best illustrated through 

the concept of psychoactive space.  

 

5.0.1 The Psychoactive Space of Academic Supervision 

In studying the MA supervisory relationship, I argue that academic supervision primarily 

exists as a psychoactive space. Psychoactive space is defined here as relating to what 

people perceive and the context of that perception. Psychoactivity has been theorized as 

occurring when a person’s thoughts, emotions and bodily sensations take on symbolic 

significance in response to what they perceive to be happening in any given context. 

(Lawley & Penny, 2000). MA supervision can exist in physical space, when the 

supervisor and the supervisee meet face-to-face and converse as well as a virtual space 

where dialogue occurs through technological media, but simultaneously it exists in an 

imagined space that is created between the two parties. The physical space of MA 

supervision can be perceived directly through the participants’ senses. The psychoactive 

space of supervision can extend as far as a participant’s imagination. It is the 

psychoactive, imagined space that arises out of this supervisory encounter that will be 

investigated in this chapter.  

 

While some might argue that the space of MA supervision should be termed pedagogical 

space, this term was found to be too narrow in its scope and application. The term 

pedagogical space has been used to describe spaces where teaching and learning occur. 

For example in collaboration incubators, resources supply and store, project space and 

wet areas, group learning, outdoor learning, student home bases, display spaces, breakout 



 

 

163 

spaces, individual pods, teacher meeting spaces and presentation spaces (Fisher, 2005). 

However, this conceptualization of space does not include imaginative or symbolic 

elements that arise out of how people interpret space. Therefore, it was felt for the 

purposes of this research that the term ‘psychoactive space’ would be a much more 

conducive concept through which to describe and attempt to understand the perceptions 

related to the space created by the MA supervisory relationship.  

 

The paradoxical nature of academic supervisory space arises out of it being a space that 

asserts a right to both presence and absence, a space perhaps nourished by the nostalgia 

of those who have experienced it before or possibly a space that is perceived as 

frightening due to the very newness of the experience. I argue that postgraduate 

supervision exists in a paradoxical space. The paradox arises from the fact that although 

supervision may be located in a physical setting, its purpose is the enabling of a 

psychoactive space of knowledge and identity creation. It is currently believed that space 

becomes psychoactive, once a person’s mind-body begins to react symbolically to their 

physical surroundings and/or their imaginative mind-space (Lawley, 2006). Although, it 

has been shown that emotion plays a major role in psychoactive space (Grove, 1989), 

emotion does not constitute the whole of psychoactive space. For the purposes of this 

research, the emotional aspect of this space will be a primary focus as it emerged as a 

central part of the supervisory experience. 

 

The term ‘psychoactive space’ was coined by David Grove (1989) to illustrate how 

perception is related to action. He argues that a space becomes psychoactive when the 

spatial relations of physical objects (such as the pen and paper used to take notes for a 

supervision session) and imaginative symbols (such as diagrams illustrating phenomena 

under investigation) become imbued with extra significance over and above their 

attached mundane, everyday meaning. As we shall see, this can be very saliently 

observed in the supervisory dyad. Yet, it must be borne in mind that psychoactive space 

is primarily relational in that it arises out of a relationship between either the perceiver 

and the perceived or the perceiver and the context (Sullivan & Rees, 2008). This is in 

contrast to the traditional argument that there are strict boundary divides between the 
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professional and personal cultures that inform academic supervision (Cooke, 2001; 

Mokyr, 2002; Turner & D'Art, 2008; Grimes & Collins, 2003) and that it is the student 

supervisee who becomes knowledgeable through the educational guidance of the 

supervisor (Parry et al., 1994; Delamont et al, 1997b; Delmont et al., 2000). This position 

becomes increasingly untenable if we investigate the 'in-between' space created by the 

supervisory relationship itself. Within postgraduate supervision, new knowledge creation 

emerges out of the blurring of personal and professional boundaries (Manathunga, 2009) 

and the manufacture of new learning cultures where the boundaries between formal and 

non-formal learning practices no longer appear to be rigidly specified (Kolbe et al. 2009). 

This notion of ‘in-between’ space can also enable MA participants to improvise new 

academic identities, an improvisation that in the context of MA supervision needs to be 

both disciplined and related to a discipline. This will be explicated further in the next 

chapter. 

 

Recent research on postgraduate supervision has explicated how supervisiors think about 

the supervisory process, and has repeatedly annotated various supervisory strategies to 

increase supervisee effectivity (Manathunga, 2005), how to instigate various courses of 

action dependant upon the developmental stage of the research process (Lee, Anzai & 

Langlotz, 2006), and how to recognise the warning signs of student attrition 

(Englebretson et al, 2008). 

 

Yet, this is safe territory for researchers as it examines the phenomenon from a cognitive 

level, and avoids examining how supervisors and supervisees actually feel about the the 

supervision process; about the emotional underpinning that can motivate and guide the 

work of supervision. Unfortunately, the research that has sought to address the emotional 

labour of supervision have tended to use preconcieved theoretical agendas and concepts 

as their starting point. This research does not. It grounds its claims and arguments in the 

lived experiences of both postgraduate supervisors and supervisees.  

 

Researchers have tended to intellectualise the emotional aspect of supervision by hiding 

behind reifications such as academic challenge (Granello et al., 2008), facilitation and 
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challenge (Lamm, 2004), supervisor accountability (Spear, 2000; James & Baldwin, 

1999) and boundary definition (Grant & Graham, 1994; Ryan, 1994; Yeatman, 1995; 

Kehrhahn et al., 1999; Whittle, 1999) or have asked questions or interpreted data based 

on these concepts (Achinstein, 2006a; Anderson, 1988; Jones, 2001b; Kam, 1997). There 

has been very little research that focuses upon how postgraduate supervisors themselves 

describe the emotional dimensions of supervision. Again, this research attempts to 

redress this oversight. 

 

If one listens to supervisors describe their experiences of supervision, scans accounts of 

their supervisory sessions, or even engages them in casual conversation on the topic, it is 

quite obvious that supervisors do have an emotional response to their work, but the way 

they talk about it is in stark contrast to the terms used by theorists in the field. Whereas 

theorists speak of concepts such as master-novice (Brennan, 1998; Malfroy, 2005; 

Boucher & Smyth, 2004), systematic instruction (Mylopoulos & Regehr, 2009; Yuan et 

al., 2010; Fadde, 2009; Verschaffe et al., 2009) and communities of practice (Lave and 

Wenger, 1998), supervisors themselves tend to speak in relational terms such as  “give 

and take”, “meeting half way” and “helping each other out”. This section will focus on 

how these relational aspects are percieved of and interpreted in MA supervision. As 

shown in table 5.1 below, the relational dynamics and the relational terms used have 

explicit emotional resonances that serve to frame the space of MA supervision for both 

supervisors and supervisees. 
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Table 5.1: Relational dynamics, relational terms and their associated emotional resonances. 
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Interestingly, despite Lev Vygotsky’s (1979) famous law (that all intrasubjective 

processes first originate as intersubjective ones) pertains to emotional experience, it is 

only recently, in the fourth generation of CHAT, that the role of emotion in activity and 

motive is being recognised (Roth, 2007).  However, if one marries the idea of MA 

supervision as psychoactive space and the insights afforded by CHAT, we come to see 

that emotions as intra-psychological processes can be understood as emerging through 

the interactional inter-psychological processes that arise out of the collective practical 

involvements that constitute MA supervision (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 2004). This point 

will be elaborated upon below 

 

5.0.2 CHAT and Psychoactive Space 

This chapter attempts to integrate the idea of psychoactive space and the negotiation of 

supervisory space into a CHAT framework. It is my argument that the concept of 

psychoactive space in MA supervision can contribute to fourth generation CHAT’s 

attempts to integrate identity and emotion into a relational framework. CHAT has 

recently been employed to conceptualise the agentive dimension of  identity within a 

social and relational perspective on human life and development (Stetsenko & Arievitch, 

2004). Yet despite recent trends to address both the individual and social dimensions of 

identity in non-dichotomising ways through CHAT (Stetsenko, 2005), the idea of a 

psychoactive relational space, especially in MA supervisory contexts, has been 

comparably neglected.  

 

Edwards (2005) is one CHAT theorist who highlights the relational elements in activity.  

Drawing on her work, which distances itself from viewing knowledge acquisition as 

corresponding with cognitive processes and participation with behavioural processes, I 

argue that a relational space emerges out of MA supervision. Alternatively she uses 

Rommetveit’s distinction between two approaches to learning; specifically the difference 

between ‘knowledge about’ and a ‘search for meaning’ (Rommetveit, 2003). Both 

Edwards (2005) and Rommetveit’s (2003) work recognise that a search for meaning has 

an emotional and relational component that informs participation in and action on the 
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educational contexts and are emblematic of a move against the over-emphasis upon 

‘knowledge about’ in the CHAT literature (Leont'ev, 1979, 1981b; Engeström, 1999, 

2005). Analogously, it may be proposed that a similar dynamic is at play in MA 

supervision. The recognition of the relational and affective elements has relevance to 

developing a framework for understanding MA supervision that reconciles the scripted 

supervisory strategies that characterize the iterative negotiation of ambiguity/clarity of 

supervisors and the boundary work of supervisees with the lived improvisational 

experience of the supervisory encounter itself. This is will be further elaborated upon 

through the introduction of the disciplined improvisation of academic identity, a concept 

that will be outlined in the next chapter. 

 

Bearing in mind the history and practice associated with postgraduate supervision, as 

outlined in Chapter 2, it would be remiss to associate the practice of academic 

supervision as an attempt to transgress 'educational boundaries' (Schroer 2009). Instead 

this chapter argues that the supervisory relationship has the capability to move beyond 

the existing educational boundaries found in Higher Education through the creation of a 

context specific learning space that is co-constructed between the supervisor and 

supervisee. In this new learning space, the supervisors and supervisees involved 

consistently reposition themselves relative to one other. It has been recently highlighted 

that discourses of power and inequality also inform the practice of creating learning 

spaces, especially in the way that they tend to individualise learning (Ryan, 2011). This 

research attempts to move beyond the assumption that new educational spaces inevitably 

enable the propagation of pedagogically legitimated hierarchical structures (Ryan, 2011), 

towards a recognition of the various relational dynamics that inform the psychoactive 

space of the dyad as voiced by both participants in the process. Three relational aspects 

related to MA supervisory space are outlined in this chapter: supervisory reciprocity, 

time, and micropolitics. 
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5.1 Findings from the Data 

5.2 The Supervisory Encounter as a Relational Space 

Following Bhabha (1994), I see the space disclosed by MA supervision as a space of the 

in-between. As previously mentioned above, the space of MA supervision can be 

understood in two ways, as a psychoactive theoretical space, or as an actual, geographic 

space.  Looking at the former, the way in which spatiality is associated with the imagined 

and the metaphoric, leads me to make a connection with the emotional geographies of 

teaching where space is conceived as patterns of closeness and distance in human 

interactions that in turn effects how we emotionally experience other people, ourselves, 

educational spaces, and our wider learning environments (Hargreaves, 2001). In essence, 

the supervisory space of postgraduate supervision is not owned by either party, but is 

created out of what both parties contribute to the relationship. If this were represented 

graphically it would echo the dynamics at play in the traditional yin-yang symbol (see 

figure 5.2). 

 

The space of MA supervision is made manifest through the production of a physical piece 

of academic writing. It may be assumed that it is just the supervisee who is emotionally 

invested in the creation of this physical artifact (Lesko et al., 2008). Yet, I argue that this 

assumption may prove to be incorrect, because if one looks closely at how this artifact is 

manufactured what transpires is that it is a shared space created out of the relationship 

between the supervisee and supervisor that is disclosed. This is clearly illustrated when 

the issue of responsibility for the production of work is raised. 

 

 [B]ecause you see they have a responsibility as well so there's two of us in it. 
 We've both got, like I've a responsibility to give the guidance and they've the 
 responsibility then to choose what to do with that (Dylan, MA supervisor). 
 

Watsuji (1961) links artistic and intellectual creation with the climate of the space within 

which one is located in. Extrapolating Watsuji’s (1961) insights onto the realm of 

postgraduate supervision, it can be advanced that the climate of the relationship informs 

how much is invested in the research project. This points to a need to become more aware 



 

 

170 

of the intimate connection between the production of intellectual knowledge and the 

climate of the MA supervisory relationship. 

 

 [Y]ou [the MA supervisor] are a leader and a manager is what I'd say you are.  
 You are a combination. You're a transformational and you're also someone who's 
 dealing with transactions so there's two elements.  So I think that's what you are.  
 You are combining.  You are kind of leading them in a particular pathway.  This 
 sounds like a weird comment, you are with them on the pathway but you've an 
 idea of where you are heading to (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

In the above quote, Caroline describes the supervisor’s role as transformational and 

managing, in that the supervisor both leads and accompanies the supervisee on the 

research journey. This line of thought can be allied with the concept of transformative 

learning, as theorised by Kalantzis and Cope (2008). It is defined as a socio-cognitive 

process that denotes interrelated ways of knowing, which can be developed through 

various educational processes. They propose that learning occurs through the 

experiencing of new ideas, contexts or behaviours and how these experiences are made 

meaningful by comparing them with that which we already know or have experienced. 

Locating these experiences into existing schemas enables learners to analyse these new 

concepts by revealing their fundamental features and their positioning within relevant 

social, cultural and historical contexts. Applying this to MA supervision, this process can 

be seen to permit the supervisee to apply this new knowledge in culturally discernable or 

innovative new ways in alternative contexts, such as the supervisory relationship or the 

area being researched. In addition to this, it may be advanced that the supervisor also has 

a key role in developing, connecting and making meaningful learning and new 

knowledge that is relevant and can be applied across space and time, not alone for 

themselves, but for their supervisees as well.  

 

The sentiments in the above quote also echo the transformative elements attached to 

identity found in Vygotsky’s psychology, a psychology that forms the basis for the 

CHAT perspective. 
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 Vygotsky is concerned to study how people, through the use of their own social 
 activities, by changing their own conditions of existence, can change themselves 
 (Shotter, 1993:111) 
 
The transformative elements in the MA supervisory experience can be understood as 

being intrinsically linked to how each participant realises their ability to change their 

conditions of existence, or worldview. This has clear educational implications for our 

conceptualisation of the supervisory relationship. Supervisees’ activity in MA 

supervision consists of utilising both material and conceptual tools to construct an 

academic identity for themselves; therefore the challenge for MA supervisors is to 

improve the conceptual capabilities of MA supervisees (Edwards, 2005). I argue that it is 

the psychoactive space that is created by the relational aspects of MA supervision that 

enables both participants to move from the limitations of heavily situated understandings 

of what knowledge is towards apprehending knowledge as having a transformative 

potential that is life-enhancing and situation free.  

 

5.2.1 MA Supervision as a Negotiation of Academicity 
Yet, the space created by the supervisory encounter problematizes the dichotomies 

between subject and object and between institutional and personal cultures. It does this by 

disclosing a relational space where such dichotomies become open to question. For 

example within MA supervisory relationship, the boundary between personal and 

professional academic identities that exists in the undergraduate experience, is reframed 

due to the relationality at the heart of the postgraduate experience where both supervisor 

and supervisee improvise new roles befitting the supervisory context. This has been 

theorised as “negotiating academicity” by Eva Bendix Petersen (2007). She argues that 

the act of postgraduate supervision is a process of category boundary work, which entails 

a relationship where boundaries that define culturally intelligible performance of 

academic identity are “negotiated, maintained, challenged and reconstructed (2007: 475). 

This conceptualisation is also mirrored by Green’s (2004) assertion that while discourses 

surrounding postgraduate supervision tend to focus upon the production of text as an 

effective outcome, simultaneously there is an intense negotiation of identity which is “as 

much about identity formation as it is about knowledge production” (2005: 153). Kamler 
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and Thomson (2006) further this argument by stressing that supervision pedagogies can 

be best conceived as text work/identity work, where text and identity work occur through 

dialogue, writing and experience which is enabled through the postgraduate supervisory 

relationship. Again this echoes the central argument contained in this chapter, that a core 

objective behind MA supervision is the enabling of a psychoactive space of knowledge 

and identity construction. 

 

Petersen’s idea of postgraduate supervision corresponds with Manathunga’s (2011) claim 

that research is an intercultural contact zone. In this section, I would like to unpack how 

academic identity is negotiated and affected by the space created by the MA supervisory 

relationship. 

 

 Yeah I think you get highs and lows really [as a MA supervisor], disappointments 
 and then levels of joy.  It is a bit of rollercoaster (Clara, MA supervisor) 
 

It is interesting to note that the articulation of emotion in the above quote is both 

mediated and signified spatially. This indicates a more profound finding from the data, 

namely that emotions in MA supervision tend to be spatially signified, as is illustrated in 

table 5.2 below. 

 
Table 5.2: How emotions in MA supervision are spatially signified. 

Spatial Signifier Emotion 

“She’s there for me” (Supervisee describing 

relationship with her supervisor) 

Assured 

“Should I step in dog shit or dog manure?” 

(Supervisee talking about deciding to do work 

related to his job or work on his MA) 

Dissatisfied 

“She’s up there” (Supervisor describing her own 

supervisor) 

Awe 

“You have to tell them to step up to the mark” 

(Supervisor speaking about dealing with difficult 

supervisees) 

Pressured 
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Entering into a conversation with Hargreaves’ (2000; 2001) emotional geographies of 

education and human interaction reveals that the experience of emotion in space informs 

the negotiation of identity within MA supervisory relationships: 

 

 . . . the spatial and experiential patterns of closeness and/or distance in human 
 interactions and relationships that help create, configure and colour the feelings 
 and emotions we experience about ourselves, our world and each other
 (Hargreaves, 2000: 815). 
 

Recognising the emotional resonance at the heart of the MA supervisory relationship 

emphases the subjective aspects of identity formation that occur within supervisory 

space.  Essentially, it identifies MA supervision as a relational space that is transversed 

by the forms of closeness or distance in supervisor-supervisee interactions. Another MA 

supervisor further elaborates upon this idea: 

 

 [T]he being empathic or being [in supervision involves] trying to show a level of  
 understanding of where they [the supervisees] are at and how life is and if an  
 opportunity arises that you are not going to stop that from happening for them? 
 (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

Here the supervisory identity seems to be negotiated through empathizing with where the 

supervisee’s identity is currently positioned. Again, we can recognize an affective note 

that colours the perception of the supervisory relationship. Butler (1997) argues that 

social actors are subjects of power and that they become agentic through assuming 

power. This insight can be used to inform how the MA supervisee comes to negotiate 

their identity as an academic subject appropriated by, and by appropriating, relevant 

performances and desires that are classified as being ‘academic’. To negotiate an 

academic identity for themselves, the MA supervisee needs to enact his or her 

academicity, within the “historical matrices of intelligibility” (Butler, 1990) that exist 

within the supervisory encounter. Put simply the supervisee must show ‘ownership’ of 

the topic being researched: 

 

 She owned that Masters, you know whilst I directed, I became less and less and 
 less involved in the content say of the Masters, but probably more involved in let's 
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 look at this a different way, if you know what I'm trying to say (Clara, MA 
 supervisor). 
 

Yet, this negotiation of identity is somewhat complicated if we acknowledge the fact that 

in order to enable an academic identity for oneself one cannot enact a contextually 

unintelligible or inappropriate academic identity that is not recognised by the relevant 

discourse community. Should a subject’s practices be representative of the practices and 

values of other non-academic discourse communities then this may result in the subject 

being located outside the academic community (Ryan, 2011).  

 

However, it may be argued that this position overgeneralises the lived elements that 

embodies the experience of MA supervision. Perhaps the in-between space that arises out 

of MA supervision enables both parties to improvise a discursive position that is 

conducive to the production and the interrogation of knowledge, and also becomes a 

mechanism that enables a natural displacement of staged teacher-student identities. A 

point that will be discussed further in the following chapter. 

 

 That you are being, the word, I keep using that word reasonable, that the 
 demands you make in this process are of a reasonable level, taking into account 
 the person that's in front of you, and that you keep very focused in your mind that 
 the purpose of the interaction is to try and support them through the research.  
 That's  what you are about.  And you are supporting them as a researcher but 
 also at  times depending on what's going on, it might just be a small bit of 
 personal stuff  that you are reasonable around, those kind of things (Dylan, MA 
 supervisor) 
 

The temporary displacement of academic identities can be observed in the above quote. 

Although it is framed as a professional relationship, a personal reasonable-ness enables 

the supervisor to support the supervisee in their research. Yet, as we shall come to see in 

the following section, this personal element colours how MA supervision is both 

perceived and understood. 

5.2.2 The Uncanny Element in ‘Inbetween Spaces’ 
An element that is common to both supervisors and supervisees is the experience of being 

in a space, which is familiar but at the same time is uncanny, or “not like home”. 
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Although some writers choose to represent this element in Freudian terms  (Wilson, 

2011), I choose to locate it in the pragmatic routine that constitutes MA supervision. The 

uncanny element involves recognising the ambiguity and affective resonances that 

characterise the ‘in-between space’ of the MA supervisory relationship. Here MA 

supervisor Clara speaks of the contrast that was made manifest in the space afforded by 

MA supervision by two supervisee’s different engagement styles with the research 

process: 

 

 Yeah well I suppose, relationship is two way, alright and I suppose on one level  
 looking at the relationship that was coming from me, probably the  same 
 relationship was on offer as it were.  I was giving the same product to both of the  
 students at the beginning.  Obviously that changed over time.  So in other words, 
 my relationship with the student who was exceptionally diligent almost solidified 
 and built upon itself, you know, I found after our meetings I felt quite energised 
 after meeting with this student and I'm sure she probably felt the same and you 
 know that ehm that was quite positive.  The relationship with the student who left  
 everything to last minute, I suppose it was kind of a strained relationship.  It 
 would  have had to have been really looking back on it, giving the lack of contact.  
 I mean it wasn't a lack of contact on my end but my relationship and what I would 
 offer in terms of the relationship I'm offering, what probably was important there 
 was that all of my emails whilst they were matter of fact they also reached out a 
 hand you know of help and you know were always quite friendly and you know, I 
 think that especially by email it's very important to format things in the right way 
 (Clara, MA supervisor). 
 

It can be observed in the above quote that the uncanny element that emerges in the course 

of MA supervision has to do with the sense that familiar elements such as meeting times, 

resources, and feedback can be in place, but these familiar elements are made unfamiliar 

through the vagaries of relationship dynamics. While one can say that the supervisor is 

familiar with the space of supervision, one cannot say that the supervisee is familiar with 

the same space, although as we have previously seen they try and make it familiar 

through comparison with other relationships they have had. It is this disjuncture in the 

experience of the familiar that may come to define the learning experience at the heart of 

postgraduate supervision as it tends to evoke what is uncanny about this type of 

educational relationship, something that reveals an essential paradox related to doing 

research that of simultaneously being attracted to and repulsed by the object of the study. 
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For the supervisee the experience of the uncanny in supervision can sometimes cloud the 

sense of belonging to the academic world that is closely allied with the ability to use the 

insights and skills that are developed during the course of the study as equipment for 

living (Ortega, 2004; Ortega, 2001: 1-29). Witness Simon speaking about how motivation 

and humility inform the role he plays as a MA supervisee: 

 

  Simon (MA supervisee): I don't know, ehm.  I suppose an element of, you'd have 
 to be motivated, you're there for a reason I'd say ehm, certainly a bit of humility. 
 

  Interviewer: Is humility important? 
 

  Simon: I think if you are there to learn you are just putting your hand up saying I 
 don't know enough. 
 

This movement from familiarity to unfamiliarity and vise versa can be linked back to the 

iterative process of ambiguity/clarity that was found in the previous chapter. It can 

therefore be postulated that the psychoactive space afforded by MA supervision entails a 

cyclical movement from ambiguity to clarity and back again in relation to knowledge 

creation and identity formation, which can be illustrated as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 5.3: The Relational Space of MA Supervision 
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What is emerging here is that postgraduate supervision should not be represented as an 

exclusionary space but as an enabling climate (after Watsuji, 1961) that permits a 

performance whose ultimate aim is the partial displacement of the existing learner 

identities of supervisor and supervisee. As Rogoff (1989: 72) explains, “Geographies and 

their signification thus emerge not as the site of secure and coherent identities but rather 

as those of disruptive interventions in the historical narratives of culture”. However, as 

we shall see the cultural construction of object motive in MA supervision has a major 

impact upon the relational composition of MA supervisory space. While the term ‘object 

motive’ may seem vague, it is grounded in the CHAT literature and as we shall see is 

very useful for explicating the meanings that participants attach to the supervisory 

relationship. One such object motive that emerged from the data was supervisory 

reciprocity, which is discussed in greater detail below. 

 

5.3 Supervisory Reciprocity and the Object of an Activity 

 The main thing, which distinguishes one activity from an another, however, is the 
 difference in their objects. It is exactly the object of an activity that gives it its 
 determined direction. According to the terminology I have proposed, the object of 
 an activity is its true motive Leont’ev, 1978: 62). 
 

Social actors motivate themselves differently towards the object of an activity. This is 

known in the CHAT literature as the ‘object motive’ (Edwards, 2005). An example of 

object motive used by Leont’ev was that of traders in gemstones who work with 

gemstones understand gemstones very differently from how geologists do.  

  

He went on to argue that each group would see different meanings held in the stones and 

as a result the social practices of each activity system would vary according to the 

meaning attributed to the object (the gem stone). As seen in the last chapter, the meanings 

attached to the object of MA supervision by the supervisor and the supervisee differ in 

their underlying motives. Yet, the CHAT idea of object motive is a useful theoretical tool 

for developing our understanding of the relational dynamics in MA supervision as it 
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recognises that “our actions are elicited by our interpretations of the object and by the 

ways of engaging with the object that are possible in different sets of socially and 

historically situated practices” (Edwards, 2005: 4). Leont’ev’s emphasis upon object 

motive takes us to the idea that collective activity influences the object and effects 

potential responses to it.  

 

One aspect that emerged from the data analysis was how MA supervisors object motive 

was negotiated in the supervisory encounter. Traditionally, postgraduate supervision has 

been theorised as a one-way transfer of information from supervisor to supervisee 

(Yeatman, 1995; McWilliam, 2004). This is based primarily upon the master-apprentice 

model of learning. However, within the last number of years a major shift has occurred in 

the postgraduate student demographic, with candidates being predominately older and 

coming from diverse cultural and experiential backgrounds (Neuman, 2002; Pearson, 

2005; Forsyth & Stoff, 2009). This shift has caused some academic supervisors to reflect 

upon their process of supervision and how it needs to undergo change in order to be 

educationally effective for not only employment in academia, but also in employment 

fields outside of Higher Education (Breen, 2008; Forsythe, 2008; Neumann, 2003). 

 

This qualitative research study revealed that the object motive for MA supervisors was 

effected by a type of reciprocity found within the MA supervisory dyad. Historically, the 

role played by reciprocity in postgraduate relationships has been comparatively neglected 

by educational research in both the North American and European contexts, especially 

within the English speaking world (Eneau, 2008; Pettifer & Clouder, 2008). This is quite 

interesting as the reciprocal nature of learning was described by Aristotle, especially in 

his concepts of philia and agapé (Pagan, 2008), and the importance of positive 

relationships between students and teachers from the early years to adulthood has been a 

core tenet of educational literature for decades (Bergin & Bergin, 2009; Flyny & Brizo, 

2009; Fraser & Walberg, 2005; Kilwein, 1999 ). Although there is a rich heritage of 

theories related to adult learning relationships, these have not as of yet been successfully 

applied to MA supervision. One such conceptualisation that proves useful for 
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understanding the MA supervisory relationship is Labelle’s (1990, 1996, 2000) theory of 

educational reciprocity. 

 

Reciprocity plays an important role in the MA supervisory dyad. It holds an important 

emotional resonance for supervisors and supervisees as it is a major factor in the 

development of trust in the relationship. As one MA supervisor (Caroline) in the study 

expressed it:  

 

 I see [supervision] as a joint enterprise because I believe that I do learn [from the 
 supervisees]. It’s reciprocal, I do learn a fair bit from them as well as they learn 
 from me as well, I think (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
 

The fact that supervisors view MA supervision as a site of learning and meaning creation 

differentiates the type of reciprocity at play in MA supervision from the majority of those 

outlined in the literature review. In fact, the type of reciprocity found in MA supervision 

was found to have parallels with Labelle’s (1996) theory of educational reciprocity. This 

theory highlights how learning, especially independent or self-directed learning, can be 

concieved as stemming from the relationships that the learner has with others. Labelle 

(1996) stresses that this is a necessary prerequisite for the education of adults. A major 

insight provided by this perspective is the idea that, although the aim behind education is 

the learners’s development of autonomy, this autonomy is reliant upon a balance between 

individual freedom and external inhibitions, as well as being dependant upon the situation 

and the context (Eneau, 2008). In this sense, the student’s learning within any given 

educational setting can only ever be seen as being only relatively autonomous and is 

inherently linked to how reciprocity is manifested in specific educational relationships. 

Labelle argues that the educational process was the most fundamental element that 

existed in the relationship that was established between the self and other amid the act of 

learning. In this sense, reciprocity is central to the educational process, yet he goes on to 

explain that reciprocity is not solely educational but educating in the most profound sense 

(1996: 1910). In essence, Labelle argues that there is a deep social aspect to reciprocity in 

educational contexts, an aspect that is found, but not explicitly stated, in the CHAT 

perspective (Stetsenko, 2005). 
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The way in which supervisory reciprocity is linked to the development of trust is also 

shown in the vignettes illustrating the emotional resonance of support (see Table 5.1). In 

the supervisor vignette entitled ‘If you sctratch my back, I’ll scratch yours’, we see a 

“give and take” of knowledge and information that is very similar to Reidy and Green’s 

(2005) supervision as coaching model outlined in the literature review. However, if we 

compare this to the corresponding supervisee vignette ‘Shows that you care’, then we 

come to see a more affective interpretation of the exchange that characterises the 

relational dynamic of supervisory reciprocity. What emerges here is that meaning is not 

only being attached to exchanges of information, but also how the Other in the 

supervisory relationship responds to the exchange. I argue that these responses cannot be 

rigidly scripted, although they can be filtered through professional and discipline specific 

channels, but instead arises out of a disciplined improvisation unique to each supervisory 

relationship, a key concept that will be given due attention in chapter 6. 

 

It was found that MA supervisors themselves placed an important emphasis upon how 

they themselves saw reciprocity being enacted when they were being supervised and how 

this allowed them to trust in the research process. It emerged from the data that it was the 

experience of these educational relationships that provided a basic adaptive template for 

supervision style. This is illustrated in the following example.  

 

Caroline is a highly motivated supervisor who recognises the fact that she has learnt a lot 

from her own experience of being supervised. She does not term this type of supervision 

‘academic supervision’, but prefers to call it “mentoring”, which to my mind at least 

humanises the relationship. I asked her what she had learned about supervision from her 

supervisor:   

 

 Everything, nearly everything, everything, I’d say, just in terms of her disposition 
 that she is somebody who is... she knows... she gets to know another person well 
 enough that she knows when she should push you, when she should back off. She 
 uses the sandwich approach in terms of talking you through how you are doing 
 (Caroline, MA Supervisor). 
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There are two important elements here that point to a central shared relational dynamic at 

play in supervisory reciprocity. The first is the personal element, where a relationship is 

based upon both parties trusting one another and finding the correct balance between 

personalities of the supervisor and the supervisee in order to move things forward. Again 

and again this was repeated in the interviews with other supervisors. The second element 

can be termed the professional element, which as we shall come to see is related to 

relational agency, where the knowledge derived from getting to know the supervisee is 

tactically used to further their academic progress.  

 

5.3.1 The Confluence of the Personal and Professional 

 

Figure 5.4: The Two Elements at play in Supervisory Reciprocity 

Within the culture of supervision afforded by an academic environment, the traditional 

reciprocal exchange, where people respond to each other in similar ways, cannot take 

place. This results from the fact that a status imbalance exists between postgraduate 

supervisees and their supervisors, especially in the areas of social and cultural capital, 

which tends to result in an ambigious social exchange (Gapova, 2009; Tzeng, 2010; 

O’Shea, 1998; Rogg, 2001; Chang & Kanno, 2010). It was found that reciprocity, within 

the context of MA supervision, had to become indirect. This is most obvious when one 

speaks to supervisors about how their past experiences as supervisees has impacted upon 

their current supervisory style. The giving back is not to the original benefactor, but is 
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passed on to a third party. The MA supervisors interviewed received help, advice and 

skills from their postgraduate supervisors, and in turn sought to give help, advice and 

skills of a similar kind to their own supervisees. This was found to be one of the 

underlying motives for MA supervisors. Let us now interrogate this finding a little bit 

further. 

 

With any job, there needs to be a degree of motivation, be that intrinsic or extrinsic 

(Seligman, 2004; Thomas, 2004). The nature of postgraduate supervision is not 

compensated for by an extrinsic reward, although payment is received for a fixed number 

of hours (usually four per MA student in Irish Higher Education), the actual number of 

hours spent actually supervising students (be that on-line or physical contact or the actual 

correction and commenting on written work) is well in advance of that allocated by 

academic institutions. Therefore, postgraduate supervisors attempt to motivate 

themselves through intrinsic reward. Intrinsic motivation occurs when individuals are 

internally motivated to do something because they find it pleasurable, they think it is 

important, or they attach significance to what they are learning (Harter, 1981). 

 

It would be too simplistic to state that self-interest is the motivation behind what a 

supervisor does in supervision. In Dylan’s case at least, there is a confluence between the 

institutional and the personal. In our current historical milieu it is often safer to couch 

altruistic concern in economic motives. Although popular wisdom dictates that the 

private and professional should be separated, we only live one life and the various 

components that make up this tapestry often flow into one another and cannot be easily 

compartmentalized. This can be seen in a revealing aside that Dylan gave in tangent to 

our discussion on what motivates some supervisors to invest so much in supervision: 

 

 Interviewer: Just from the way that you are talking there, you place a major value 
 on education and the investment in education. 
 

 Dylan: I think so, I think so. My son is coming up to University age now and God 
 knows how he’ll get on because he’s an idle apprentice, but I do think that if you 
 can manage to get through to the end of [a college degree] they should. 
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The personal element is in constant tension within the professional persona that 

postgraduate supervisors strive to present (see figure 5.4). This tension is most salient 

when one looks at how the dynamics are described with in the supervisory dyad. 

Although the supervisory relationship is described as having many of the characteristics 

associated with friendship, such as “support”, “trust”, “honesty”, “listening skills”, 

“encouragement”, “shared decision-making”, and “dialogue”, there seems to be an 

repeated resistance to framing the supervisory relationship as a form of friendship:  

 

 I think you get to see more of the person than just research, more than just the 
 practitioner of the field that they’re in and that you get some sort of concept of, 
 you know, what the person’s background is, their personality and vice versa as 
 well. I think that that’s very important as well, that they get to know me as well, 
 you know? Friendship is too strong a word! In other words, I’m not saying: “Oh 
 gosh, my students must not become my best friends” rather than there’s more to 
 us human beings than our work (Clara, MA supervisor). 
 

Although, successful supervision does take into account the personal elements of a 

student, their background and personality, a critical division still exists between the 

professional relationship of academic supervision and the personal relationship associated 

with friendship. A possible reason as to why this is framed in such a way is that there 

exists a fear of losing objectivity on the supervisor’s part that may inhibit the correction, 

marking and evaluation of the written work: 

 

 Interviewer: So, it’s not friendship? 
 

 Caroline:   I don’t see it as friendship at all because your friend may not give you 
 critical feedback. Do you understand me? So, if you don’t want critical feedback 
 you should not be in that relationship [...] it’s all to help them. 
 

According to the same supervisor, the dynamic found in MA supervision would be more 

akin to ‘parenting’ as opposed to friendship. The parenting metaphor in his case points to 

a central notion that affects the tenor of the supervisory relationship – specifically the 

asymmetric power relations: 
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 I do equate it with a parenting thing. There are times when you've got to say: 'no, 
 I'm not available now, you need to do it yourself' or whatever you make those 
 decisions as you move through. Supervising is just like that. It's hierarchical; it's 
 just a different mode. I do think that people need to have the mentoring qualities 
 brought out in them to do the best job possible and the most efficient job because 
 it is more efficient and better for everybody all around, the quality of work is 
 better (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

This concurs with Labelle’s (1996) theory of educational reciprocity, specifically when 

he argues that the autonomy of both parties within an educational relationship is created 

within and through the interpersonal relationship, which is dependent upon a dialectic of 

interdependence, or a very relative independence. There a paradoxical complementarity 

at play here as he asserts that one must  form an “attachment to the other in order to 

become oneself, by distinguishing oneself from the other” (Labelle, 1996: 152). This 

paradox can also be witnessed in the vignettes illustrating the emotional resonance of 

compassion (see table 5.1). The vignette ‘Accommodating the Student’, where the 

supervisor schedules an alternative venue for a supervisee who is experiencing 

difficulties was one example of many. In the course of the data collection, I was told of 

various instances where supervisors held supervision sessions over coffee, breakfast and 

dinner, visited them in hospital, even brought them into their own homes. This goes to 

show that although supervisors are encouraged to present a ‘hard’ professional veneer, 

this does not waylay the strong interpersonal relationship that is core to the experience of 

MA supervision. This is given further credence when we look to the corresponding 

vignette from the supervisee’s perspective (‘The Confidant’). Here we find that the 

supervisee views the space of MA supervision as a ‘safe place’ where they can confide to 

the supervisor about both personal and academic issues. What is emerging from these two 

perspectives is that the role played by trust in supervisory reciprocity, and possibly the 

supervisory relationship as a whole cannot be underestimated. 

 

However, other MA supervisors interpret this dynamic differently. What motivates 

Dylan’s supervision boils down to two things - the subject matter and the individual 

student. The subject matter need not be something that she is familiar with, but she 

becomes interested in through the student’s sharing and communicating their passion for 
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the topic. But, an interest in the topic only takes Dylan half the distance: it is the 

relationship between the two parties that dictates the level of investment. The word she 

uses to describe the relationship is “rapport”, but as we will see this may not always be a 

good thing: 

 

 I’d think that most of us would say that we’d become genuinely interested in the 
 work itself and the project, because it’s our bread and butter, you know, looking 
 at literature and literary criticism, but I also think by the time that we are 
 supervising a student for their thesis we know them quite well as individuals. Most 
 often they would have done, most of, all of their undergraduate study with us, not 
 always but a lot of times and anyway we would have known them through the MA 
 classes, so there’s already a rapport... I think... although it can be a negative 
 one... (Dylan, MA supervisor). 
 

An important point to note here is the fact that supervisory relationship is influenced by 

the student’s undergraduate experience of the supervisor as a lecturer, and the supervisor 

in this case first attains an insight into a student’s personality through MA classroom 

interaction. It can therefore be surmised that the student may be bringing preconceived 

notions of who the supervisor is before the initiation of supervision. The fact that a 

supervisor may already be known to a student through the persona of lecturer is often 

overlooked and may be of benefit or hindrance in the initial stages of the relationship. 

The word that Dylan uses ‘rapport’, implies a reciprocal exchange between the two 

parties. It is also interesting to note that the ‘gifts’ exchanged in such settings are not 

material objects but informative or knowledge-based subjectivities, which can lead to a 

certain degree of ambiguity depending upon how they are perceived. Although rapport 

can be judged to be either positive or negative, if we acknowledge the personal and 

professional elements at play in the supervisory space, we begin to see that the 

professional element in supervisory reciprocity is intrinsically related to the how 

relational agency is valued in the relationship. 
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5.3.2 Using the CHAT Concept of Relational Agency to Reframe Supervisory 
Reciprocity 
The CHAT concept of relational agency has been applied to the areas of teacher 
education and social inclusion (Edwards, 2005; Edwards & D’Arcy, 2004; Edwards & 
Mackenzie, 2005). It is defined by Edwards (2005: 9) as:  
 

 [A] capacity to work with others to expand the object that you are working on by 
 bringing to bear the sense-making of others and to draw on the resources they 
 offer when responding to that sense-making. It involves joint interpretation of the 
 object, including some contestation and aligning one’s responses with those of 
 others in responding to that interpretation. It therefore involves both drawing on 
 the resources of others and being a resource for others. 
 
I argue that relational agency is a key constituent in the professional element that informs 

supervisory reciprocity (see figure 5.4). This concept corresponds with the idea of 

academic mentoring that was outlined in the literature review and can also be linked to 

the reciprocal dynamic that seems to be unique to postgraduate supervision. An example 

of this is found in Clara’s recollection below. 

 

Clara started her career in postgraduate supervision differently to other supervisors as 

another supervisor actively mentored her. Again, like Caroline, she uses the term 

“mentoring” to describe her experience: 

 

 [T]o begin, my background in supervision would certainly be more of the 
 mentoring than the actual supervision and I suppose, it was for my own 
 professional development as well that a supervisor brought me in (Clara, MA 
 supervisor). 
 

For Clara, being mentored in postgraduate supervision was very much part and parcel of 

her professional development as an academic. She was lucky enough to be able to sit in 

on a more experienced supervisor with four different postgraduates for three years. She 

found that by observing the more experienced supervisor at work she became “as near 

expert as the actual supervisor”. She drew attention to the fact that there was a reciprocal 

mentoring at play in the co-supervision, but not the direct reciprocity that involved a give 

and take between two parties: 
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 Interviewer: So, was it kind of sponsorship or did you feel that this supervisor put 
 you on the path almost? 
 

 Clara: Absolutely [...] In other words, that supervisor was actually my mentor 
 and to a certain degree I was a mentor to the other students 
 

The concept of reciprocity as it is seen to operate within MA supervision questions the 

popular explanation of reciprocity as being structured around related economic exchange. 

Supervisory reciprocity does not lend itself to such neat pigeonholing. I argue that the 

type of reciprocity found in MA supervision is intrinsically linked to the development of 

trust and relational agency involving “both drawing on the resources of others and being 

a resource for others” (Edwards, 2005: 9). If supervisory reciprocity were presented in a 

diagrammatic model, it would appear as a lopsided sequence of gift exchange, with no 

balance or equitable exchange between the related parties (see figure 5.5). In fact, at first 

glance this pictorial representation does not show any evidence of reciprocity. Yet, if one 

takes into account the meaning of those “gifts” as returns for the one before, then the 

configuration can be understood as being imbued with relational agency. This can be 

observed in Clara’s statement above were she does not give back directly to the 

supervisor, but back to the other students. 
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Figure 5.5: A Diagrammatic Representation of Supervisory Reciprocity in MA Supervision 

Clara’s becoming a supervisor is different from the others as she was actively mentored 

by a more experienced supervisor for a three year period before supervising on her own. 

She maintains that this was part of her own “professional development”, meaning that she 

was allowed to sit in on supervision sessions, to contribute to them, yet at the same time 

having the support of another person who was more familiar with the topic under study 

and the dynamics of the sessions themselves. 

 

Clara has been working in academia for 16 years both part-time and full-time, and has no 

less than nine qualifications after her name. This amounts to a personal testimony of a life 

that has been throughly invested in education. Her academic history is remarkably 

continuous. Yet, two experiences stand out for her as role defining. The first occurred 

when she maintained a dual role where she was a staff member of the university, while 

simultaneously undertaking another Masters degree. This gave her an insight into the two 

worlds at the same time – the experience of the student and the function of the staff. The 

second background experience that informed her supervisory style was her experiences 

with two different supervisors from two different disciplines and exemplifies how trust 

and relational agency are inherent in supervisory reciprocity: 
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 I think very much the style of the supervisors, two separate supervisors under the 
 two different types of programmes certainly had an influence on me in so far as, 
 in both cases the supervisors were very keen to, I suppose, lead to a certain 
 extent, to equip you to look towards research but then to roll back so you actually 
 develop yourself and I suppose that would be my own approach as well (Clara, 
 MA supervisor). 
 

A lesson learnt from both supervisors was the importance of the supervision meetings. A 

point that was repeatedly asserted was that these meetings needed to be relatively 

informal.  

 

 As a young student in my 20s, you know, I always felt comfortable knocking at 
 someone’s [her supervisor’s] door, there was no degree of intimidation (Clara, 
 MA supervisor). 
 

 It is upon this base that the foundations for a healthy supervisory can be made. Yet, 

Clara noted that there was a difference between her MA and PhD supervisors’ style – 

specifically the setting of dates for the completion of work. The MA supervisor tended to 

provide deadlines for the submission of work, whereas her PhD supervisor did not. 

Asking her about what she thought the difference between the two was, she answered that 

the PhD supervisor knew that sitting in front of him “was a person who had already 

completed a postgraduate degree”, and therefore had an understanding of what research 

entailed and could work independently. Although the MA supervisory process is 

primarily an educational process, with an endpoint of learner autonomy, there can be no 

autonomus endpoint without trust and relational agency . This echoes Mounier’s 

(1949/1969: 42) idea of the “positive interpersonal relationship” where a “reciprocal 

provocation” takes place “making them mutually fertile”. 

 

Many of the examples of supervisory reciprocity that supervisors described as occuring in 

their work resonate with the theories outlined in the current literature and offer 

considerable support for them. The role of “mentoring”, the relationship between 

supervisor and supervisee, and the the emphasis on the personalities of both parties are all 

testimony to the importance of trust and relational agency to supervisory reciprocity as 
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documented in this thesis. Empathetic involvement described as “support”, “trust”, 

“honesty”, “listening skills”, “encouragement”, “shared decision-making”, and 

“dialogue”, are also highly consonant with the reciprocial process. Many aspects of 

academic supervision appear to have similarities with the educational type of reciprocity 

(Labelle, 1996), especially when it comes to the formation of supervisor identity with 

many supervisors mirroring the helping behaviours of their own supervisors. 

 

However, there are some qualifications to be made of to these findings. First, there exists 

a marked degree of ambiguity in the descriptions of reciprocity and supervisory space as 

described by the participants. In fact, in the CHAT literature, it has been noted that the 

socio-cultural practice of relational agency within interacting activity systems is 

theoretically difficult to comprehend because “[t]he concrete location of individual 

subjects in social practice remains strangely implicit or ambiguous’ (Dreier, 1999: 6). I 

have previously argued that the role of ambiguity and the role it plays in the supervision 

process is not given due recognition within the literature on supervision, and may prove 

to be a pivotal factor in both parties attempts to rationalise or put a defining narrative on 

their experiences in the MA supervisory relationship. 

 

Second, the evidence of this study is that of reported and recollective data rather than 

longitudinally collected data. Given that such evidence comes from recollective accounts 

of individuals, it is also difficult to disentangle the marked cultural changes that have 

occurred in the supervision process from biographical  changes in the life and career 

cycles of supervisors over time, when maturity and experience may bring more 

responsibilities, or procedural knowledge and hindsight. 

 

Third, reciprocity in supervision may not impact on all supervisors in the same way. It 

may be felt particularly strongly by those supervisors who have been actively mentored 

themselves while they were being supervised and who may be more focused on the 

process of supervision than their colleagues, and it may be felt less so by others who may 

see it as part of their terms of employment. 
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These three qualifications do not disconfirm the supervisory reciprocity thesis, but they 

do raise doubts about its scope and singularity as an expanation of  knowledge transfer 

within academic supervision, suggesting that further inquiry is needed in which other 

theories and perspectives beyond those on reciprocity may need to be acknowledged as 

adding to our understanding of the phenomenon of MA supervision 

 

However, it must be stressed that supervisory reciprocity is qualitatively different from 
other types of reciprocity as outlined in the literature review, through its emphasis upon 
trust and relational agency. There are some parallels between supervisory reciprocity and 
the writings on reciprocity, specifically with the literature on the mutual strengthening of 
expertise to enhance the collective competence of a community (see Hakkarainen, 
Palonen, Paavola & Lehtinen, 2004). However an essential difference can be witnessed in 
its direct focus on the shared nature of the relationships that embody a network of 
academic expertise. Supervisory reciprocity also enables us to acknowledge the 
confluence of professional and personal factors that inform supervisory space and 
recognise how pre-existing personal understandings derived from other situations serve to 
mediate and order interpretations of new educational contexts (Edwards, 2005). This 
ordering of supervisory space will be the subject of the next section. 
 

5.4 Regulating Supervisory Space 

MA supervision implies a move away from the lecturer-centred instruction style of Third 

Level Education towards one in which the student supervisee has, or appears to have, 

more relational agency in negotiating educational decision-making, especially regarding 

his or her research activities, choice of topic and time investment (Lipowsky 2002). 

However, a possible repercussion associated with the creation of this new learning space 

is the inauguration of a new social order (Ryan, 2011), that may impact upon or influence 

existing social spaces outside of the supervisory relationship. Theodore Schatzki (1996, 

2002) defines social order as occurring in a spatial situation where a factual arrangement 

of diverse entities (people, artifacts, organisms and things) come together to form a 

regulated nexus in practice, essentially “a set of doings and sayings” (Schatzki 1996:89; 

2002: 73). Schatzki characterises a regulated nexus as being 'relatedness, meaning and 

mutual positioning' (Schatzki 2002: 38). Informed by Foucault's theory of power 

(Foucault 1976, 1987; Popkewitz and Brennan 2005; Ricken 2004) A regulated nexus 

can be interpreted as being a site of power generation. In contradistinction to the idea that 
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power is primarily exploitative, Schatzki argues that the power generated through a 

regulated nexus can be seen as both necessary and constructive. 

 

Schatzki (2002) goes on to categorise four types of social relationship that characterize a 

regulated nexus: causal, spatial, intentional and prefigurative. Causal relationships entail 

'making something happen' (Schatzki 2002: 41). Spatial relationships have two possible 

definitions. Firstly they may be 'objective' relationships of objects in physical space, 

whose positioning are usually communicated through the following terms: further from, 

closer to, next to, inside, outside, between. Secondly, they may evoke relationships, 

which are located in a 'activity-place-space' (Schatzki 2002: 43) through a kind of 

'spacing in doing'. The second definition has parallels with the developmental model of 

academic supervision as outlined in Chapter 2 (see Brown et al., 2008). Intentional 

relationships result from a person's preconceived ideas, intentions and feelings held upon 

confronting an 'other' entity. Prefigurative relationships lay the foundations for future 

activity by limiting and/or capacitating other actions beyond the relationship. 

Prefigurative relationships come about when, not just activities, but the artifacts arising 

out of those activities have a transformative effect on the actors involved (Schatzki 2002: 

45). An example of this is the production of the artifact of the MA thesis and the 

prefigurative effect that both the knowledge produced and the skills developed from 

engaging in the research experience may have on future projects undertaken by either the 

MA supervisor or the supervisee. 

 

Spaces can have a pre-figurative effect on the activities that occur in the materiality of 

said space and this effect becomes more pronounced when the activities become suffused 

with meaning (Rieger-Ladich and Ricken, 2009). Spaces anticipate forms of presence-

availability (Giddens, 1995). The 'spacing' of practices that are constructed by a 

community (such as that found in an academic research community), emulates and 

changes the symbolic encoding of the space inhabited and used by the members of that 

community. This assertion is supported by Lefebvre's (1991) theories on the construction 

of representational spaces, which are always composed according to certain standards and 

commissioned opportunities for identification. While issues pertaining to space are rarely 
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highlighted in the CHAT literature, the work of Goldstein (1999) proves to be a notable 

exception. She highlights that an inter-relational element is at play in negotiating 

educational zones of proximal development. Bearing these considerations in mind, we 

can illustrate how the space of MA supervision is a type of social order that generates and 

regenerates itself through the spacing and timing of certain practices. 

 

We can distinguish this phenomenon by concentrating on how MA supervisors and 

supervisees relate to one another in their supervisory spaces and through the construction 

of academic artifacts. Recognising supervisory practices as Lernkulturen (learning 

cultures) (Kolbe et al. 2008) reveals an overlooked dialogical element within the 

relationship where subjects learn about themselves and things outside of themselves. If 

understood in this way, how supervisory space is ordered can be understood as 

pedagogical in nature. I aim to show in this section that the way in which supervisory 

space is temporally ordered is an important aspect that impacts upon the psychoactivity 

of the academic relationship. 

 

5.4.1 The Temporal Ordering of Supervisory Space 
Masters supervision is time-limited and the space of supervision is defined by the time 

spent together by the supervisor and supervisee. Time and space interact to inform the 

relational dynamics within MA supervision (see figure 5.6). Most Masters courses last 

one to two academic years. It is this fact that distinguishes it from other academic or 

professional relationships. Time shapes what a supervisor can do in supervision. It 

constrains what a supervisee hopes to realise in the course of their studies. Time dictates 

the pace of academic development, while simultaneously resisting the impetus of change. 

It is core to the supervisory relationship. 
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Figure 5.6: Time and Space in MA Supervision 

 

Supervisors value their time. They experience it as a major limitation upon the 

development of their own and their supervisees' academic development. Here are some 

statements from MA supervisors on supervisory time: 

 

 Well when they come close to submission date, all of one's ways of doing this 
 goes out the window of course, you know regularly up to the small hours of the 
 morning reading chapters if they are sent in.  This last year was particularly bad 
 for that (Dylan, MA supervisor). 
 
 Time is a huge thing because they need different [amounts], every person walking 
 through the door needs a different configuration of that… some need more at the 
 beginning.  It just depends.  It's mad (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

Supervisees place a different value on supervisory time. They tend to see it as in an 

economic sense in that it is an investment property in that time is invested in them by 

their supervisor, and they themselves invest time in an effort to attain the qualification. 

 

 I don't want to give massive time.  Ehm I'm busy enough in school, it's a very 
 busy time of year now but ehm when you know you have a life outside school  
 and ehm there are times when you come home from your job as you know and 
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 you don't want to, nah good luck.  Ehm so it's not, it's certainly the choice I'm 
 making (Simon, MA supervisee). 
 
 [I]t's not the case of rushing to get something done for the sake of having it done 
 and to be on time. It's more about the reasons behind why certain things have to 
 be done ahead of other chapters and things like that (Louise, MA supervisee). 
 
 First of all she [MA supervisor] is very prompt on the email and all of that, but 
 basically what she does is following on from every meeting, she sends on the 
 minutes of our discussion, saying what we talked about and saying when the next 
 meeting will be and what do I have to have done for there, and then just saying 
 again keeping in mind the general timeline for completion  (Faulkner, MA 
 supervisee). 
 

The relationship of time to the MA supervision gains a more profound resonance if we 

understand it as being defined by the interaction that occurs within the supervisory dyad 

itself. Time is a basic structural element through which supervision is constructed and 

interpreted by the supervisor, the supervisee, their colleagues, their friends and families 

and by the academic organisation itself as it is seen to be tangible and measureable. Time 

for the two parties within the supervisory dyad is not just an impartial, exacting limitation 

but also a introspectively realised space full of promise and restraint. Both MA 

supervisors and supervisees can take time and make time, just as much as they are likely 

to see time as a type of reciprocal commitment, a boundary between life inside of and 

outside of work, or part of being a professional. Through the clock face of time, we can 

begin to see how both parties map and signpost the experience of supervision. Time is a 

major element in the social ordering of MA supervisory space (Ryan, 2011). Time 

structures the space of MA supervision and is in turn is structured by it. Time is therefore 

more than a minor managerial predicament, inhibiting or facilitating a supervisee's 

academic trajectory. Its characterisation and its dictates form a foundational part of what 

occurs within the MA supervisory dyad and the related activities that occur outside of the 

relationship.  

 

The study focused not just on perceptions and uses of supervision time in particular, but 

also on the broader aspects of how this structuration of time impacted upon how the 

space created by the supervisory relationship was perceived by both parties within the 
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dyad. This section attempts to cultivate understandings of how time is used as a way of 

structuring experiences within the MA relationship. References derived from the data are 

illustrative in character and were selected to highlight particular elements that arose out 

of the interviews and activity theory logs.There are two interrelated dimensions of time 

that I want to pick out for discussion, particularly as they are used to map the experience 

of MA supervision. They are Contractual Time and Quality Time (see figure 

5.7).

 
Figure 5.7: The Two Elements of Supervisory Time 

5.4.2 Contractual Time 
Within contractual dimension of time, time is a finite resource, which can be allocated, 

allotted and arranged, or spent, squandered and taken for granted. This dimension of time 

is dominant within most educational contexts that try to operate according to 

contemporary principles of rationalistic industry (Hargreaves, 2003). As a writers such as 

Menand (2009), Salbrekke and Karseth (2006), McWilliam (2004) claim and as I have 

argued in Chapter 4, current academic professionalism has been co-opted into the 

prevailing audit culture. Supervisory time does not escape this dictate. It has been argued 

that the aims and objectives of this time belong to bureaucratic institutional domains that 

seek to objectively measure the time allocated to supervision through learning outcomes 

(Brown, 2012) and, as we shall see in the following piece of transcript, this ignores 

completely the subjective relationship building aspect of supervision and the 'hidden 

work' of rewriting and correction. 
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 The only question with the learning outcomes, it can only ascertain the 
 behavioural ones right, so what happens with the hidden ones, what happens 
 with the extended learning that happens?  How do you measure that?  Where do 
 you capture that? That's my big question.  There's a lot more learning going on 
 than you can pinpoint  with just your learning outcomes (Caroline, MA 
 supervisor). 
 

Another element that arose in relation to contractual time is the dichotomy between 

implicit and explicit time. Implicit time is defined as being organic, where the supervisee 

submits work regularly with the supervisor duly responding at regular intervals 

throughout the year. This implicit time is an ideal construct, which rarely if ever happens. 

The reality is captured in the explicit time that supervisors dedicate to bulk marking and 

correcting and giving feedback that is influenced by cultural factors coming from the 

student and the pressures from their life outside of academia. This time is not recognized 

on an institutional level (Meyerhoff, Johnson, & Braun, 2011). 

 

  I'd like to see it as organic, unfortunately ehm, because you know the ideal 
 student to work with is somebody who would submit work on a regular basis and 
 you do have that kind of organic thing where you respond to the work and it 
 works in incremental ways, so you know they will be the students who will look 
 at the criticisms you might have made for their first chapter and those kind of 
 problems won't appear in the second and they'll span out the argument properly, 
 and in that case the supervision is staggered, the workload is staggered and you 
 actually are the most use you can be to the student as well.  But oftentimes 
 unfortunately I know the students are under economic pressure to work and all 
 the rest, ehm it happens that you'll end up with a great deal of work from a 
 number of students all coming in at the same time, ehm, work that might not have 
 even been put through a basic spelling grammar check on the computer, you know 
 it would only take them a second to press that button but it might save the 
 supervisor a couple of hours inserting a comment every time there is a problem 
 (Dylan, MA supervisor). 
 

The purpose of the space created by the supervisory dyad is to identify and dialogue 

about the potential uses for and allocations of this finite resource of time in order to 

facilitate the actualisation of desired educational goals. Yet, from an institutional 

perspective, contractual time is a rational bureaucratic construct that does not place a 

value on the qualitative aspects of how that time is spent. 
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 Interviewer: Now supervisor's time, is it valued at an organisational level? 
 
 Caroline (MA supervisor): No. 
 
 Interviewer: And why do you think this is? 
 
 Caroline: It's hidden work.  I see it very much as hidden work.  It's just scholarly 
 work and you are trying to train new scholars.  
 

The ideas of visible and hidden work is an interesting conceptual lens through which to 

view the work of supervision. Given that, within the current Irish Higher Educational 

context, it is the amount of time spent in 'face-to-face' supervision meetings is currently 

negotiated outside of employment contracts. According to the supervisors interviewed, 

time allocated towards MA supervision time by employment contracts is at variance with 

the actual amount of time spent physically meeting supervisees, sending online or virtual 

communications and correcting their work. Even the time spent supervising one-to-one 

can be extremely variable. 

 

 There's the iceberg principle of hidden work with it.  There's a lot of wasted time 
 coming in to see a student who won't turn up, and sometimes won't let you know 
 or left you a phone message or something like that.  And sometimes supervision 
 can last for hours.  You could be with somebody easily for two hours, usually at 
 the beginning of their thesis when they are discussing what they might do (Dylan, 
 MA supervisor).  
 

The idea of contractual time is also present in how MA supervisees perceive of how 

supervision should be. 

 

 Interviewer: Ok in your opinion what constitutes successful supervision? 
 

 Faulkner (MA supervisee): Ehm I suppose that...  they [MA supervisors] sort of 
 commit to the contract, so that if they have commitments, you know I'm going to 
 commit to get this done for this date and I'm going to commit to correcting it by 
 this date. 
 

Here it is interesting to note that this supervisee's sense of supervisors' contractual 

commitments is somewhat limited to their context, specifically their commitment to the 
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student to help them get their dissertation in on time. There does not seem to be any 

conceptualisation of the 'hidden work' of supervision. Yet at the same time, there is 

recognition of the reciprocal nature of the relationship, especially in relation to 

commitment. It may be theorized that this points to a realization on the supervisee's part 

that supervision is a shared task that is dually undertaken by both parties. 

 

The element of contractual time in the shared space of supervision is primarily limited 

due to it being a finite and an overtly rational- technical resource that needs to be spent 

wisely in order to achieve the desired goal of research production. What emerged most 

saliently, especially from the supervisors' point of view, was that there is, or ought to be, 

more to the time dedicated to supervision than contractual accountability. How 

supervision time is used and interpreted is also important. As we shall see, the 

implications of how time is qualitatively spent has much more of an impact upon 

supervisory space than contractual time. What became apparent from the data is that 

'quality time' is perceived to have the greatest effect upon the formulation and 

reformulation of the space defined by the supervisory relationship. 

 

5.4.3 Quality Time 
The quality dimension of time is a determining factor in the formation of supervisory 

space not only in the salient areas of competent time management or productive uses of 

time for research purposes (Roberts, 2001; Hunt, 2011), but also in contributing to the 

recognised academic processes that affect the direction and tenor of the working 

partnership between the supervisor and supervisee. For Watsuji (1961: 9-10), the space 

that is made manifest through human relationships is inescapably bound to time:  

 

 Here the space- and time-structure of human existence is revealed as climate and 
 history: the inseparability of time and space is the basis of the inseparability of 
 history and climate. No social formation could exist if it lacked all foundation in 
 the space-structure of man, nor does time become history unless it is founded in 
 such social being, for history is the structure of existence in society.... it is from 
 the union of climate with history that the latter gets its flesh and bones. 
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Relating this insight back to MA supervision, Spear (2000), Heath (2002) and 

Manathunga (2005) have argued that the regular scheduling of supervisory meetings is 

particularly important for supervisee completion rates. In a similar vein, Seagram et al. 

(1998) have concluded that punctual feedback from the supervisor to the supervisee is a 

marker of effective supervision. Evidence from the data seems to suggest that quality 

time within a MA supervisory context not only engages on a social level, but also 

engages on an intersubjective level that contributes to the climate within the supervisory 

space. 

 

 Well ehm I would think that quality time probably would measure less in terms 
 of time on the clock and more in terms of the actual issues and that ehm you 
 would take that kind of bottom up approach, that you know  starting where the 
 student is at, you know constructivism really that you are starting where they are 
 at and ehm ... addressing whatever the issues may be but may not necessarily 
 coming to any answers and that's ok too because I think that is all part of the 
 whole process (Clara, MA supervisor) 
 

Quality time here is characterised, not as a linear entity, but as a psychoactive space 

where problems or issues related to the production of knowledge are openly addressed. 

However, while it must be recognised that supervisory space can be used for this purpose, 

this space not entirely sufficient in this regard. This is evidenced in the quote below by a 

MA supervisee: 

 

 That was our, or I suppose it was my main agenda at our last meeting. I feel like 
 I'm getting into it now so I want to know: 'Am I in the right stage?', 'Am I keeping 
 track of time?' So we sort of had our two years broken down and I really feel that 
 it is going was going to work out for me if I worked back from the end point, to 
 have those milestones and to be aiming for them, is really helping me (Louise, 
 MA supervisee). 
 

Here the research process for the supervisee is delineated according to contract time, but 

the rigidity of contract time is tempered by what she terms ‘milestones’, developmental 

markers of progress related to knowledge production and identity, which can be allied 

with the concept of quality time. It should be noted that a key difference between quality 

time and contract time that emerged from the data was that quality time involves a sense-
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making of both the supervisory relationship and the process of doing research. In this 

sense quality time can be viewed as a contributing factor in the development of relational 

agency for the supervisee. 

 

However, quality time may also have a negative impact upon the psychoactive space that 

constitutes MA supervision. This can be very clearly seen in the vignettes used to 

illustrate the emotional resonance of guilt. In the supervisor vignette entitled ‘Could I 

have done more?’, the supervisor expresses her guilt over not having enough quality time 

with her supervisee and worrying that this may impact upon the final academic product. 

Couple this with the corresponding supervisee vignette, ‘Have I done enough?’, and we 

see a similar emotion at play, where the supervisee feels guilty about falling behind on 

their schedule of work and possibly not living up to their supervisor’s expectations. This 

goes to show that there is a strong emotional investment by both parties in the dyad in 

what constitutes quality time in MA supervision. 

 

As we have seen previously, there is a confluence between personal and professional 

factors at play in MA supervision, this should not distract from the fact that the primary 

objective behind MA supervision is the production of a dissertation that meets certain 

identifiable academic standards. That is not to say that only contractual time or quality 

time matter in postgraduate supervision, rather that they constitute an underlying 

relational dynamic in the supervisory encounter. 

 

5.5 Micropolitics in Supervisory Space. 

Although contractual time and quality time can be witnessed within the supervisory 

encounter, it should also be noted that there is another dynamic that has a major impact 

upon the psychoactivity associated with supervisory space. I choose to call this a 

micropolitical purpose. 

 

In MA supervision, it has been shown that space and time are interrelated. However, 

there is also a micro-political resonance to be recognized here as well in that both 
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supervisors and supervisees occupy spaces that have specific climates that inform their 

specific histories. This micro-political resonance arises out of the temporal, historical 

aspect of supervisory space that is most clearly seen in the developmental framework that 

informs supervisory space (Swanwick, McKimm, & Clarke, 2010). In the words of a MA 

supervisor: 

 

 The first time, it's a formal meeting to start with and then you know find out a 
 little bit about them, get them to submit something and see what the level of work 
 is like and then say right let's move from there. I mean I have worked with ehm 
 and I spoke to you about before about that, I've worked with people where they 
 are at difficult points in their lives, I've met them off campus, whatever is 
 necessary to try and work with them at their level and I gauge that quite quickly 
 at the first meeting that I might need to do this (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

However, an interesting phenomenon arose out of the temporality that informs the 

structuring of supervisory space. Although the actual experience of supervision has been 

theorised as a present practice, meaning it is presented as a series of ‘nows’ where 

supervisor and supervisee interact and engage towards the fulfillment of a particular goal 

(Bærenholdt, Gregson, Everts, Granås, & Healey, 2010). If one understands MA 

supervision as being a relational space that is created between two social actors then the 

following insight from Heidegger gains a clearer relevance: “[It is] a unity of a future 

which makes present in the process of having been (1962: 374).” Grounding this in the 

context supplied by MA supervision, it may be argued that within the space provided by 

the supervisory encounter, the present, past, and future of both parties in the dyad 

compliment one another. This leads us to recognise that we cannot think of the ‘present’ 

that is experienced in MA supervision without taking into consideration how past history 

and future aspirations inform this space. This is most saliently observed in the 

micropolitical dynamics that inform supervisory space. 

 

The meaning of the term ‘micropolitical’ cannot be circumscribed to conflicts and how 

social actors, for reasons of self-interest or protection, exert authority or influence. It 

should also be recognised that the term also encompasses cooperation and collaboration, 

and the support people give one another in order to meet certain future orientated 
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objectives. It has been theorised by several authors that micropolitical relationships are 

primarily premised upon the use of formal power (authority, expertise) and at other times 

they are based on mutual trust (collegiality, friendship)  (Unsworth, Turner, Williams, & 

Piccin-Houle, 2010). It is interesting to note that in the MA relationship, future orientated 

goals seem to contain both formal and informal power elements. This is evidenced by 

both parties recognition that the power and the “management” of the relationship are 

informed by “support”, “ownership” and “the recognition of potential”. 

 

Blase and Blase (2002: 9) provide a clear-cut definition of micropolitics as located in the 

present by referring “to the immediate, ongoing, dynamic interaction between and among 

individuals”, which they claim can be found in all strata of education. Analogously, 

engagement with MA research connotes an involvement with the micropolitics that 

inform academic life. The decisions that both parties make at all the developmental stages 

that make up MA research can be said to contain both moral and political implications. 

Power is always implicit in MA supervision, but it is rarely acknowledged in 

conversations about MA research. But it is the collaborative aspect of power, which 

informs supervisory space, that appears to have a paradoxical interactional dynamic; 

where a supervisee’s power to creatively interpret and create an academic text is in 

dialogue with and somewhat limited by the authoritarian power exercised by the 

supervisor and the HE organisation. This can be witnessed below: 

 

 Dylan (MA supervisor): I think there is a caring element and there's also a 
 pragmatic element to it... I think that there is a human element but there is also 
 a kind of a professional element of nurturing the better people if we want them to 
 carry on with us.  
 
  Interviewer: So it's kind of professional nurturing? 
 
 Dylan: I think we have to look ahead as well and say will this person maybe finish 
 this so that they might come back into the system 
 

The position taken by Blase and Blase (1997) is discordant with a conceptualization of 

educational micropolitics that prioritises conflict and treats consensus as an exception to 

the rule. In their research, which investigates the micropolitical strategies school leaders 
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use to achieve school goals; they advance the claim that "micro-politics deals with the 

realm of cooperative (i.e., collaborative, collegial, consensual, democratic) as well as 

conflictive forms of interaction in organizational settings" (1997: 138). This position is 

echoed by Achinstein (2002) in her pioneering case studies of American middle schools, 

where she argues that conflicts give educationalists the opportunity to look at learning 

environments as they are and decide what they can become. These insights can also serve 

our purposes as they give credence to the argument that conflict and consensus within 

MA supervision provides a framework for analysis, organizational learning, and the 

development of insight.  

 

Analogously, in the course of the data analysis, conflict emerged as an emotional 

resonance that was interpreted differently be MA supervisors and supervisees. A sample 

of these different interpretations can be found in Table 5.2 in the vignettes illustrating the 

emotional resonance behind conflict in MA supervision. The vignette entitled ‘The one-

way conversation’, the supervisor gives voice to her frustration at supervisees who turn 

up to supervision sessions without having done any related work beforehand and 

expecting the supervisor “to do all the work”. This was interpreted by the MA supervisor 

as wasting “my time”, which could be spent on more productive projects. Again a more 

personal interpretation arises out of the related supervisee vignette ‘Favouritism’. Where 

conflict similar to rivalry emerged, not between supervisor and supervisee, but between 

supervisees themselves due to an email addressed to some but not all supervisees. As a 

result, it was claimed that sometimes supervisors play favourites, giving more attention to 

some supervisees over others. 

 

This emphases Achinstein’s (2002) argument where she proposed that where supervisors 

and supervisees come together to create a dialogical space where differences can be aired, 

mutual understanding achieved, and innovation enabled by divergent thinking, where 

conflict becomes constructive for the both the relationship and the general disciplinary 

community of practice (see Achinstein, 2002: 2-3). This assertion is mirrored in the 

following piece of transcript: 
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 Well I suppose I always come back to developing a relationship.  I will always 
 come back to that because I feel if you don't have that, there are so many things 
 that you might miss out on.  We've talked about empathy, but you know also there 
 is the whole notion that a person can be many many many things and if we just 
 have that sort of transactional relationship with a student, that we miss out on 
 certain areas that we might be able to help develop for the person (Clara, MA 
 supervisor).   
 

Even if we define the concept and phenomenon of micropolitics within the space 

afforded by the supervisory encounter as relational and interactional, there is still the 

tendency within the literature to ally the exertion of power with either the supervisor or 

the supervisee  (Beddoe, 2012; Green & Dekkers, 2010). This research found that the 

micropolitics that inform MA supervision tend to be fluid in the sense that at any given 

moment the power position can rest with either party. A key element that informs the 

micropolitical currents within the MA supervisory dyad seems to congregate around the 

issue of what constitutes “quality work” in MA supervision. This applies to both the MA 

supervisor and the supervisee. We see from the supervisor perspective that quality is 

interwoven with how they do their job in a professional capacity: 

 

 [I]t's all about them and that's what I say to them.  It's all about you getting this, a 
 high quality piece of work that's worthwhile for you, that should be relevant to 
 your own work day and should be relevant to what you do on a day to day basis 
 and that's my only interest is to get you through that.  And some of them will get 
 there and some of them won't, but there you go (Dylan, MA supervisor).   
 

Gale and Kitto (2003) have written a great deal on this phenomenon and they argue that 

the economy of quality assurance and the audit culture that is found in Higher Education, 

necessitates that knowledge workers pursue a lifelong learning process that entails a 

continuous up-skilling and re-skilling. Morley (2005) furthers this position by claiming 

that it is doubtful that recognisable subject positions are applicable to academics when, in 

the current climate, identity is invariably in flux and value is related to productivity rather 

than creativity. This is what she terms “the psychic economy of quality assurance” 

(Morley, 2003). It can be seen in the data collected that this psychic economy of quality 

assurance also pervades the psychoactive space of MA supervision especially when it 
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comes to performance indicators such as academic writing, referencing skills and 

application of methodology. 

 

From the previous quote, we can see that MA supervision operates as a lightening rod for 

the effects of the performance culture that has come to characterise academic life. 

McWilliam (2004: 159) gives voice to this dynamic:  

 

 One of the most difficult issues for academics to address is that it is not possible 
 for anyone to sit outside the performance culture and still be a valued player in a  
 particular area of university activity.  
 

This is readily witnessed in the way in which supervisors “regulate and define themselves 

in relation to dominant performance indicators” (Morley, 2005: 84), but it should also be 

noted that this performance is also regulated and defined by the supervisees as well. 

 
 Well I suppose when people go in [to MA supervision] they have an idea of what 
 they want to know, but they don't literally just say you know tell me this.  I would 
 sort of say I was thinking of doing this you know or do you think that would be a 
 good idea or that sort of thing and she would tell me if it is or not. (Faulkner, MA 
 supervisee) 
 

This echoes the finding in Chapter 4, where it was found that power boundaries inform 

MA supervisees’ academic identity. It may be advanced that the construction of power 

boundaries are a way of negotiating the micropolitics that emerge out of the supervisory 

relationship. A further elaboration comes from Hart (1997: 305) who claims “everyone 

needs a voice of contradiction somewhere, which may also be a voice of conscience, to 

keep them up to the mark”. One gets the sense that the “mark” or the “grade” is the 

elephant in the room when one speaks of postgraduate supervision. The ‘mark’ in 

supervision has a dual connotation, and represents the ‘mark’ that the supervisee receives 

for his/her academic work as well as the ‘mark’ given to the supervisor for the quality of 

their contribution to the relationship. In the words of an MA supervisee: 

 

 Interviewer: How do you know that you have had a successful MA?  What  matters 
 to you at the end of the day? 
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 Faulkner: At the end of the day it's the grade. 
 

  Interviewer: It's the grade?  Ok.   
 

 Faulkner: Yeah I'd say most people would, well I'd, in terms of the MA in general 
 like if you enhanced your interest in the subject and maybe that you made  new 
 friends who were interested in the same things as you.  Eh and eh you kind of 
 knew what you wanted to do afterwards. And the grade. 
 

And the MA supervisor: 

 

 I've had gorgeous testimonials from them and things like that in terms of how 
 they felt the process has gone and how surprised they were at how well they've 
 done or whatever... it's lovely when somebody acknowledges.  They don't, like 
 even I mean as a teacher when somebody just steps out from the fray and says 
 that's very nice.  That doesn't happen very often (Caroline, MA supervisor).    
 

 I think that for me it is important to walk away from a student when they are 
 finished and say there's no more I could have done. (Clara, MA supervisor). 
 

It is interesting to note that the hegemonic implications of how the ‘mark’ is composed 

within the MA supervisory space are generally left untheorised despite the emphasis upon 

“effective supervision” in the literature. Although both parties inhabit the same space, 

this research found that it is a characteristic of supervisory space that it is never clear how 

one is actually evaluated by either party. MA supervisees tended to evaluate according to 

the mark received, whereas the MA supervisors tended to evaluate according to set 

academic norms that may be based upon professional judgment or subjective 

rationalising. 

 

A related issue that emerged from the data was who in the relationship is qualified to 

decide what quality work is and how this quality is valued and audited.  

 

 [Supervisees] need to be [future orientated] because this may be a pathway, 
 where they go beyond the MEd or whatever they are doing right, so it's a bigger 
 picture thing, that if some of your students may go further, they need to have the 
 highest quality experience with you (Caroline, MA supervisor).   
 



 

 

208 

Note here that an emphasis is placed upon quality of experience not parity of esteem. 

Writers on the area of Higher Education have noted that academic work (including 

postgraduate supervision) is beginning to resemble the type of work found in the service 

industries. A cultural turn that is being met with a conspicuous pusillanimity by those 

effected by the change (Morley, 2005). Although quality academic work and parity of 

esteem can sometimes exist simultaneously in MA supervision, usually the conflation of 

the two elements occurs when the PhD is undertaken. But this convergence of concepts 

within MA supervision points to the micropolitical actions embedded in these concepts, 

specifically regulation and surveillance of identity in the managed university. A point that 

will be discussed in the next section.  

 

5.5.1 Control in MA Supervision 
The MA supervisory relationship could best be described as a benign dictatorship. 

Although supervisors tend to speak of ‘dialogue’, and ‘partnership’, the reality is that 

there is an asymmetry at the heart of academic supervision. Although, supervisors and 

supervisees talk about the relationship in egalitarian terms, there is still an imbalance, 

which is firmly weighted by the issue of control. This goes some way towards explaining 

why there seems to be an aversion to describing the supervisory dyad as a ‘friendship’. 

Friendship naturally entails a two-way transfer of asset (Buber, 1994). However, in MA 

supervision this cannot take place. Although the knowledge needed for the creation of the 

product (the final thesis) is created through dialogue, it is the supervisor who appraises 

the actual value of the product produced by the student. In this sense, the relationship is 

hierarchical and cannot be taken as an exemplar of friendship. This does not negate the 

dialogical nature of the relationship, nor does it take from the collaborative creation of 

knowledge. Instead, it points to a core contradiction that informs the relationship found in 

the MA supervisory dyad. As Dylan, an MA supervisor, discloses: 

 

 I think there being dialogue. The student has ideas and you might help them refine 
 them, complicate them, simplify them whatever is needed. And they take on board 
 what they think is useful, not necessarily in a passive way, just doing everything 
 that you say, but in a reciprocity, I think that constitutes successful supervision. 
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Here the reciprocity of supervision is emphasized. Dialogue is key to the approach, with 

the student providing the ideas and the supervisor refining them, but ultimately the 

student can take or leave the advice. Yet, underneath this reciprocal dialogue the 

supervisor has to remain in control of the process: 

 

 Dylan: Yeah, I think you have to break down the us and them thing a lot of our 
 students would still have, even at MA level, but at the same time, I suppose you 
 have to be the one in control of the whole process. Sometimes that means having 
 to yank the chain, you know, you have to email people and say that listen you’ve 
 missed three meetings now... 
 

 Interviewer: ... you need to step up... 
 

 Dylan: Yeah... 
 

 Interviewer: So is it like the teacher scolding the bold child at some stages? 
 

 Dylan: I suppose there can be a little bit of that. Although at this level, we would 
 feel that the burden of responsibility is on the student, you know, we cannot make 
 people submit their chapters, turn up for meetings. You know it’s rare that 
 someone would give us that level of persistent trouble. 
 

There seems to be a difficulty in leaving the personae developed in the arena of the 

lecture hall, were all variables are controllable and it is a solo performance of one main 

actor. A shift occurs when performance is transferred to the arena of supervision, where 

this sense of control is no longer there and the performance involves two social actors 

where, a bit like riding a tandem bike, both parties must perform in order to make the 

journey a pleasurable one. For Dylan, although on a surface level the responsibility lies 

with the supervisee, ultimately the onus of accountability is felt to lie with the supervisor.  

 

An inherent paradox emerges when we take into account the supervisee vignette entitled 

‘Baiting the hook’ illustrating the emotional resonance of control (see table 5.1). Building 

upon the findings from the chapter 4 related to the power and performance boundaries of 

MA supervisees, it may be argued that supervisees also exert power over supervisors, 

albeit in an unrecognized way. As witnessed in the aforementioned vignette, supervisees 
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may choose to exercise control in supervision by proposing a topic that is a certain 

supervisor’s area of expertise, so as to increase their chances of being allocated that 

supervisor. This is not based solely upon an interest in the topic, but also to do with the 

compatibility of the supervisor’s personality with their own. This goes to show that 

power in MA supervision does not solely rest with the supervisor, but can also be actively 

manipulated by the MA supervisee. 

 

During the initial stages of supervision, it was found that the two parties attempt to ‘get to 

know one another’, create a ‘rapport’, and to create a connection upon which the 

academic elements needed to write a thesis can be built upon. This can be termed the 

pastoral role of supervision, where the supervisors attempt to look after their supervisees 

and to allay any anxieties that they may have. This is very much the human face of 

supervision, and tends to be de-emphasized in the literature as perhaps it contrasts a little 

bit too sharply with the conservative orthodoxy associated with the homo academicus of 

Bourdieu’s writings (1988). Yet, this pastoral role is contra-balanced by the omnipresent 

task role that exhibits itself especially in the Masters qualification: 

 

 I see my role [as a supervisor] as just batting around ideas, giving them things to 
 read. It’s huge in that you have your pastoral role... minding them, looking after 
 them... then you’d have your task role, where you’d be trying to improve their 
 writing style, their research skills, data collection... (Caroline, MA supervisor). 
 

There is a dissonance at the heart of what role the supervisor plays in postgraduate 

supervision, specifically, between their pastoral role and their task role. One is not 

entirely distinct from the other, as the type of reciprocity found in this relationship is 

geared towards a specific goal or objective. In addition to this there is a definite endpoint 

at which the relationship will terminate, which also affects the tenor of the alliance. The 

task role for the supervisor is not the intrinsic reward that motivates a supervisor to do 

their job to the best of their ability, but what is repeatedly emphasized is the role played 

by the supervisory process. The process of supervision has been described by the 

supervisors I have interviewed as a “nurturing process”, “seeing the student grow”, and 

impacting upon “a person’s practice”. This is in marked contrast to the mechanics of the 
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process that is repeatedly emphasized in the supervision literature, in fact the emphasis 

upon the meaning of the experience seems to have more in common with the literature on 

mentoring than academic supervision. 

 

Although the importance of dialogue and communication were continually emphased in 

the findings, one should also be aware that these positions can also characterise the 

dominant discourses that inform the distribution of social power and hierarchical 

structures in society and in organisations (McWilliam, 2004). In applying this insight to 

MA supervisory space, we could bear witness to a coercive accountability that may limit 

democratic engagement in research (Eilertsen et al., 2008). However, the findings from 

the data counter indicate these claims. In point of fact, MA supervision was defined by 

both supervisors and supervisees as being an “enabling” space, which was home to the 

manufacture of new possibilities. Indeed, there seems to be a marked parallel between 

how this behaviour was described and how Brown et al. (2008) defines mentoring 

behaviour. 

 
 There is a kind of a fine line if you know what I mean, that you are more kind of 
 an enabler rather than the buddy if you know what I am trying to say. (Clara, MA 
 supervisor) 
 

This enabling behaviour can be viewed as a micro-political act as it entails evaluating the 

quality of MA supervisee’s capabilities and their suitability for academic research. The 

MA supervisees in their appraisal of the supervisory experience mirror this evaluating 

behaviour. This alternating flow of judgment between supervisor and supervisee can be 

theorised as being similar to Foucault’s (1980) notion of capillary power where 

professions are seduced into self-monitoring behaviour. Drawing upon this insight, it 

could be argued that the power that informs the MA supervisory space is reliant upon 

social capital  (Raza, Hashmi, Zeeshan, Shaikh, & Naqvi, 2011). Therefore, it is open to 

inclusions and exclusions that can both strengthen or weaken academic power relations. 

In this sense, it may be argued that the identities that inform MA supervisory space come 

about through the inclusion or exclusion of particular research ideas, practices, and 

methods and are mediated through an alternating flow of micro-political power dynamics. 
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However, the power relations associated with MA supervision remain largely 

untheorised, especially in the nascent CHAT literature. Englebretson et al. (2008) suggest 

that the majority of the literature published on postgraduate supervision focuses upon 

how it should be implemented. Yet, as we saw in the previous chapter, the induction of 

novice researchers can also represent a form of threat and danger as their externality 

makes them ‘Other ’ to the existing academic community of practice. Because MA 

supervisees are ‘other’ to accepted research practices, they may contribute to, rather than 

reduce risk, and as Mary Douglas (1990) notes the modern concept of risk has become 

synonymous with invasion. Analogously, the academic supervisor, in perceiving 

academic work and identity as something to be protected from risk/invasion, places a key 

emphasis upon quality as a way of protecting the supervisory space from ambiguity and 

the encroachment of those who are ‘other’ to the relevant discipline (McWilliam, 2004), 

but at the same time needs the space to be nurtured by new ways of thinking provided 

that they are applicable to the relevant context and acceptable to an academic audience. 

So we could claim that the psychoactive space of knowledge and identity creation 

associated with MA supervision occupies a uniquely hybrid positioning that is a 

characteristic of the ‘In-between’ (Donald & Mackie, 2009). A position that is 

simultaneously both inside and outside of the academic community 

5.6 Conclusion 
This chapter draws attention to the dynamics at play within the psychoactive space 

created by postgraduate supervision. At this time of writing very little attention has been 

given to the idea of supervisory space, with most research on postgraduate supervision 

overlooking this area in favour of macro concerns such as stakeholder interests, funding 

and the global education market. Although these are relevant issues, I argue that in order 

to understand and evolve postgraduate supervisory practice we need to become aware of 

the microelements that operate in the space created by the relationship between 

supervisor and supervisee. 
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In summary, postgraduate supervision cannot be separated from the space that it creates 

for itself. It is imperative that both supervisors and supervisees come to acknowledge 

how this negotiated space is both structured and limited, and that in so doing they may 

find alternative mays of facilitating the supervisory process and enabling academic 

identity. 

 

It is more than a little ironic that as more and more students embark on postgraduate 

study, there is still no coherent conceptual framework to frame the experience of being 

supervised and supervising a postgraduate qualification. This raises quite a number of 

issues for both supervision and the Higher Education system. Therefore, I claim that it is 

critical that this area be thoroughly investigated, despite the fact that as academics turning 

the analytical lens back on themselves may initially prove to be unsettling. In the 

following chapter, I will attempt to rectify this oversight by outlining CHAT as a 

framework for understanding MA supervision and proposing that a hidden outcome of 

the MA supervisory dyad is the disciplined improvisation of academic identity. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 Riffing On Research: MA Supervision, CHAT and the 

Disciplined Improvisation of Academic Identity. 

 

 There's nothing that makes you so aware of the improvisation of human existence 
 as a song unfinished. Or an old address book.  

- Carson McCullers 
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6.0 Introduction: Relational Dynamics in Postgraduate Supervision 
This study sought to map the relational dynamics that inform the MA supervisory 

relationship in the Humanities, but it also uncovered a hidden outcome of this 

relationship: the disciplined improvisation of academic identity. This chapter will 

elucidate this concept further by using CHAT as a theoretical framework. 

 

For the past number of decades postgraduate supervision has come under increased focus 

and investigation by Higher Education scholars (Unsworth, Turner, Williams, & Piccin-

Houle, 2010; de Beer & Mason, 2009; McCallin & Nayar, 2012). The reasons behind this 

increased consideration given to postgraduate supervision are diverse and manifold. 

Specifically in the Irish Higher Educational context, some of the changes in supervisory 

practice have been brought about by shifts in student demographics  (Higher Education 

Authority, 2006), structural changes in how postgraduate courses are delivered (Bowman, 

2005) and organizational changes that value particular types of knowledge, skills and 

competencies (Zeegers & Barron, 2012) These cultural shifts in the academic landscape 

go some way towards explaining the burgeoning interest in supervisory practices. 

 

However, despite the popularity of postgraduate supervision in academic discourses, the 

emphasis tends to be laid upon effective supervision strategies rather than the relational 

dynamics that inform the practice. In this chapter, I argue that a neglected outcome 

associated with MA supervision is the disciplined improvisation of academic identity and 

that there needs to be a theoretical grounding of the relational dynamics that inform 

academic supervision in order to ensure the effectiveness of supervisory strategies. 

 

For this research, I choose to focus upon Masters (MA) supervision in particular for the 

following reasons: 

• MA supervision has not received due recognition in the literature on postgraduate 
supervision. 

• A focus on MA supervision enabled the research to trace the developmental 
trajectory of postgraduate relationships over the course of one academic year. 
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Postgraduate supervision is commonly defined in the literature as pertaining to the 

commodification of knowledge (McWilliams & Taylor, 2001), academic apprenticeship 

(Malfroy, 2005), supervisory pedagogy (Englebretson, 2008; Manathunga, 2005) and 

expertise  (Heath, 2002). Writing on postgraduate supervision over the past number of 

decades has tended to focus upon PhD students rather than MA students  (Brigley & 

Robbé, 2005; Morrison, Rudd, Picciano, & Nerad, 2011). A possible explanation of this 

could be that the PhD is seen to hold more academic prestige as it is related to the 

creation of professionals, whereas the MA is seen to have a vocational employment 

aspect and is seen to serve the professions (Unsworth, Turner, Williams, & Piccin-Houle, 

2010). However, it is far too simplistic to limit supervisory behaviour to either one of the 

above definitions without making reference to the supervisory relationship itself. 

 

It may be argued that the insights found in the literature on supervision may be further 

developed by a more focused investigation of how identities are formed in the 

supervisory relationship. In 2009, Geller and Foley formulated a new mentoring model 

that takes into account the developmental stages that a supervisory relationship goes 

through and the mentoring behaviours that are inherent in such a relationship. In doing 

this they drew attention to the role played by identity formation within such contexts. A 

major insight that emerged from this research was that the professional relationship does 

not only operate on a commodity/apprenticeship/pedagogical/expertise level, but also 

operates on a relational and reflective one. By marrying the insights developed in the 

literature on postgraduate supervision and the writings on mentoring relationships, I hope 

to evolve a deeper understanding of the relational dynamics in MA supervision. 

 

It should be noted that all academic supervisory relationships in the Humanities are 

unique and therefore it may be impossible to find two relationships that are completely 

similar even within the same disciplinary area. However, this does not preclude the fact 

that there may be recognizable relational dynamics that inform how both parties relate to 

one another in the MA supervisory dyad. I argue that applying cultural- historical activity 

theory (CHAT) as an orienting conceptual framework for MA supervisory practice may 

enable HE researchers, postgraduate supervisors and possibly supervisees to better 
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understand the way in which this particular educational partnership shapes academic 

identity, engages different learning styles and promotes the development of specific 

context-dependent insights. 

 

6.1 The Hidden Outcome of MA Supervision: The Disciplined 
Improvisation of Academic Identity 
It is so obvious, that it is overlooked. The hidden outcome of MA supervision is the 

formation of a shared space, where academic identities can be creatively improvised 

through the interaction of both parties within the disciplinary perimeters of the MA dyad. 

Berliner (1994: 241) characterizes improvisation as follows: 

 

 Improvisation involves reworking precomposed material and designs in relation 
 to unanticipated ideas conceived, shaped and transformed under the special 
 conditions of performance, thereby adding unique features to every creation.  
 

Although improvisation has been generally theorized through the medium of jazz 

(Haidet, 2007), the concept is an apt metaphor for describing the relational processes that 

contribute to identity in Masters supervision in the Humanities. Understanding the 

creation of academic identity for both supervisor and supervisee as a type of 

improvisation arising out of the supervisory encounter enables us to theorise how the 

execution and composition of each parties’ supervisory performance is specifically 

located in a socio-cultural time and space.  

 

However, it must be highlighted that MA supervision is not entirely improvisational, as it 

has been shown in the research findings that both supervisors and supervisees make use 

of various strategies to structure their experience of MA supervision. Bearing this in 

mind, it should be made clear that the type of improvisation of academic identity found in 

the MA supervisory dyad is not free form, but is characterized by a disciplined structure 

of academic professionalism and practice. Therefore, it can be best described as a 

disciplined improvisation of academic identity. This term grew organically out of the 

research data. While the term, disciplined improvisation, has been used by Sawyer (2004) 
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to portray collaborative discussion in teaching, the term remains somewhat 

underdeveloped. 

 

Defining the supervisory encounter as a disciplined improvisation of academic identity 

highlights the temporality of the experience, accentuates the creation of academic 

identity, and forefronts the amount of simultaneity that occurs between the composition 

of strategy, its eventual implementation and its psychoactive consequences. What 

emerges here is that reflection on what transpires within the encounter is applied to the 

conceptualization and practice of academic activity, which in turn informs the academic 

identities of both parties within MA supervisory space. For example: 

 

 The supervisor I had for my work is still my friend, my co-researcher, my
 everything. It can be a bigger thing. They have a very significant influence on a 
 career point for people. They can either just consolidate where they are… or they 
 can really push someone on or reinforce things about them, or give maybe 
 permission to do something a little bit different. So they’ve a significant influence 
 really (Caroline, MA supervisor) 
 

We can observe in the above quote that Caroline’s supervisor had a significant impact 

upon both her academic identity, career and how she orientates towards the process of 

doing research. Yet, there is no guarantee that the postgraduate supervisory experience 

will have always have a positive transformative effect, which points to the inherent risk 

that shapes the disciplined improvisation of academic identity and has been previously 

recognized as being a central motivating factor in supervisees’ boundary work (see 

chapter 4). 

 

Unpacking the term disciplined improvisation reveals a number of important 

connotations that serve to clarify the relational dynamics at the heart of MA supervision. 

Firstly the term ‘discipline’ can simultaneously refer to a domain of knowledge, the 

practice through which one attains knowledge and creates an identity, as well as the 

power dynamics present in MA supervision. Secondly, the concept of improvisation 

encompasses the creative give and take interactions that occur in supervision, the 



 

 

219 

serendipitous innovation at the heart of research, and how each participants’ identity is 

formed organically in relation to the Other in MA supervision. 

 

The disciplined improvisation of academic identity proves to be an apt metaphor for 

describing the relational dynamics in MA supervision, as it serves to locate the 

improvisation of academic identity within a specific institutional context driven by 

discipline-specific knowledge constructs and frameworks (Sawyer, 2004). Studies have 

shown that educationalists, who are expert in their field, use routines and activity 

structures more than those who are novices to the area. A defining feature of expert 

practice is that they are able to importune and to implement these routines in an 

innovative and improvisational fashion (Mapes, 2011). I argue that it is these routines, 

structures and strategies married with the improvisational interactions of the supervisory 

encounter results in the identity-defining activity of postgraduate supervision (see figure 

6.1). 

 

 
 Figure 6.1: Elements contributing to the disciplined improvisation of academic identity in MA supervision. 
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It may be argued that the key findings from chapters 4 and 5, specifically MA 

supervisors’ iterative negotiation of ambiguity/clarity, MA supervisees’ boundary work 

and the psychoactive space of supervision contribute to the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity in MA supervision. Both the supervisors’ iterative negotiation of 

ambiguity/clarity and the supervisees’ boundary work can be seen as an attempt to 

individually structure the experience of MA supervision. Yet, it emerged from the data 

that these attempts to cognitively discipline the supervisory experience were thrown into 

flux when supervision was lived out in reality. The supervisory encounter between 

supervisor and supervisee resulted in the creation of a shared psychoactive space, 

characterized by emotional resonances that conflicted with participants’ attempts to 

cognitively discipline their responses to supervision. This in turn caused both participants 

in the MA dyad to question and their existing academic identities and to improvise new 

identities in response to the other party in the relationship (see figure 6.2). 

 

Another way of conceptualizing the disciplined improvisation of academic identity is 

through Sawyer’s (2003) term collaborative emergence. The term was originally used to 

describe the discourses that arise out of improvised theatre dialogues. Both MA 

supervision and theatre improvisations can be described as emergent as the outcome 

cannot be expressed in advance, and they are collaborative because no individual 

participant can solely define what emerges out of the partnership; the outcome is 

determined by the interactions that occur between the participants as a whole. To 

demonstrate some important characteristics of collaborative emergence, I include the 

following example: 

 

 With the whole role as a supervisor you get to see the person’s kind of trajectory 
 over time and I think that’s very rewarding as well and you knowing as well the 
 person [and] also knowing that you made an input along the way. […] But I also 
 think it’s beneficial for you as almost teacher and mentor that you’re actually 
 being challenged and you know perhaps there are things that you are thinking, 
 how can I articulate this best to the person, how can I actually help this person to 
 develop, is what I’m seeing as something negative actually negative or not? You 
 know and sort of teasing that out as well. I think that’s part of our own 
 professional development (Clara, MA supervisor). 
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The direction the research may take or the resulting performance of identity cannot be 

reduced to a single actor’s intent in the supervisory relationship. This is because in many 

cases the supervisor or supervisee cannot know the meaning of their actions until the 

other person has responded. As with any type of improvisational activity, meaning is 

always in retrospect. This is especially the case in MA supervision, where statements, 

suggestions, thoughts and dialogues only make sense after they occur, are processed and 

are made meaningful through action. In postgraduate supervision, as in life, clarity is 

always in hindsight. MA supervisors stress that it is only after the supervision session that 

they have a chance to reflect upon what they “could have done better or differently”. 

Similarly with MA supervisees who claimed that undertaking research for an MA 

involved a “testing of the academic waters” and a “seeing if it suited me”, but these 

thoughts tended to emerge after supervision sessions or following the completion of a 

given piece of work. 

 

Indeed it may be argued that the dialogue that arises out of the disciplined 

improvisational performances of academic identity found within the supervisory 

encounter allows the creation of possibility that leads to creativity, innovation and the 

transformation of subjects’ activity systems. If we hold that improvisation is at the heart 

of academic supervision, then the learning that occurs within it is primarily a social 

activity to be shared not alone with those who participate within the dyad, but with a 

broader community of practice. Through enabling a space that is conducive to 

improvisation, the supervisor creates a dialogue with their supervisees, thus giving them 

the freedom to be inspired to construct their own knowledge, while simultaneously 

facilitating the relational and structural elements that effectively frame the co-

constructive process of academic learning. 

 

The interaction that occurs in the supervisory encounter can be understood as being 

multivocal in that it contains manifold frames of reference rather than the exclusive 

“right” perspective of the supervisor. The data revealed that the supervisor and 

supervisee’s objectives are not entirely compatible and tend to be motivated differently. 

Despite this fact, the interaction between both parties was found to reciprocally influence 
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individual arguments and modes of thought, and the enablement of conceptual progress 

through elaborating upon their assumptions (See Cobb, 1995: 48–49). This may be 

understood as being symptomatic of Mikhail Bakhtin’s (1981) concept of heteroglossia, 

the co-existence of different varieties within a given linguistic or cultural code (See also 

Adorno & Horkheimer, 2002). It may be theorized that the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identities within MA supervision are heteroglossic, in the way that the voices of 

the actors interfuse together through a reciprocal give and take, thus informing an 

intersubjectivity that emerges collaboratively (Sawyer, 2003).   

 

Brown and Edelson define disciplined improvisation as “a dynamic process involving a 

combination of planning and improvisation” (2001: 4). I argue that this process is an 

overlooked outcome of MA supervision. Conceiving of postgraduate supervision as an 

improvisational activity highlights the reciprocal and communicative creativity that 

derives out of the unique relational dynamics that inform the supervisory encounter. In 

fact it emerged from the data that the majority of the discussion that occurs within the 

supervisory dyad is improvisational, because of the unpredictable nature of the responses 

and actions that come from both participants can easily divert the flow of any given 

session. In this sense, the MA supervisory encounter can be understood as a collaborative 

improvisation of what it means to write a disciplined piece of academic work. For 

example, a basic structure placed upon supervisees by their supervisor is the schedule for 

the submission of work, but this usually entails a collaborative judgment involving both 

parties. Another structure related to this phenomenon would be the imposition of a 

particular academic and discipline specific writing style, which facilitates the production 

of valued academic knowledge, yet at the same time can be creatively interpreted in 

response to the research findings. 

 

In MA supervision, both supervisors and supervisees have to attain a balance between the 

necessary discipline and improvisation needed for the successful performance of 

academic identity. There are enormous time pressures involved in this type of learning 

relationship and as a result the supervisor cannot afford to take too many uncalculated 

risks, as it is the supervisee’s academic learning that is being gambled. In fact, 
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supervisors may always need to have more structures for the actual practice of MA 

supervision than improvisational performances that may possibly be cultivated during the 

course of the relationship. 

 

Educational theorists have used a variety of terminologies to describe the structures used 

in disciplined improvisation: activity formats, scaffolding, interactional routines and 

pedagogical frameworks (Sawyer, 2003; Seham, 2001). It has been shown that effectivity 

in supervision is linked to how well supervisors can use and manipulate structure in 

response to the material and the needs of the supervisees (Manathunga, 2005). This 

research acts as an interesting counterpoint to the emphasis on structure found within the 

supervision literature by highlighting the role played by improvisational responses and 

reactions that occur within the supervisory relationship and how these can enable the 

development and evolution of academic identity. This counterargument can be best 

illustrated through the use of a CHAT framework. 

6.2 CHAT as a Framework for Understanding MA Supervision 
A move away from the primary focus upon effective supervision is needed in order to 

fully acknowledge how both supervisor and supervisee’s conceptualization of the 

supervisory encounter informs the relational dynamics in MA supervision. Cultural 

Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) enables a new, more creative revisioning of 

postgraduate supervision, by not confining analysis of action to the individual as unit of 

analysis, but instead defining action as purposeful, object-oriented and related to both 

social and individual spheres. CHAT sees collective and individual activity as an 

interdependent entity that is characterized by a compatibility that is simultaneously 

transformative and supportive (Lupu, 2009). 

 

If we use CHAT as a lens through which MA supervision can be viewed, MA supervision 

can be seen as an object-oriented activity, where both mediational tools (artifacts) and 

acting subjects are engaged in a transformative process of development. This in turn 

structures the interaction by utilizing three core elements: object, subject and artifact. It is 

the affinities between these core elements and how they engage with cultural and 
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historical contexts that enable us to gain a further understanding of MA supervisory 

relationship. 

 

Using CHAT to illustrate MA supervision, allows us to observe that the learning identity 

of each member of the dyad both echoes and conditions the learning identity of the Other 

and the development of the supervisory relationship as a whole. It does this through 

examining how mediational tools interact with specific learning contexts. The 

interdependence that characterizes the CHAT approach to MA supervision focuses 

attention away from the academic object being produced (the thesis) and draws attention 

to how the relationship process allows the application of mediational tools that enable the 

production of that academic product. 

 

This perspective corresponds with the concept of supervisory reciprocity, which enables 

the learning and identity formation to occur in the dyad through the development of trust 

and relational reciprocity. This advances the notion that learning and identity formation 

within the MA supervisory dyad is inherently social in nature and in order for it to be 

purposeful needs to be rooted in and communicated through relationships with others. As 

I have argued in chapter 5, supervisory reciprocity has certain characteristics that are 

qualitatively different to other types of reciprocity. As a result, it may be asserted that the 

role played by supervisory reciprocity within the learning space of academic supervision 

needs to be appreciated as a key shared relational dynamic that informs the experience of 

postgraduate education, where both supervisor and supervisee are “interprofessional co-

learners” (Rutherford, Walsh, & Rook, 2011).  

 

Two more elements also emerged from the data as epitomizing key relational dynamics 

within the MA supervisory dyad: academic professionalism and boundary work. These 

two elements share the common feature of highlighting the amount of ambiguity that is 

present within MA supervision and more intriguingly still, they revealed that the 

ambiguity associated with both the relationship and the practice was openly recognized 

and negotiated on individual and collective levels by both supervisors and supervisees. 

Professionalism in Higher Education has only just begun to be theorized coherently in the 
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last decade or so (Menand, 2011). A specific theoretic focus on professionalism within an 

MA supervisory context has not as yet been cogently developed at this time of writing, 

but the current literature on professionalism in organizational contexts elaborates key 

themes that run parallel to my findings. These themes include professional responsibility 

(Salbrekke & Karseth, 2006), educational utilitarianism (Brint, 2002), and a growing 

sense of risk consciousness within HE settings (McWilliam, 2004).  

 

MA supervision as boundary work tended to be more pronounced in the supervisee’s 

perspective. Yet, it was found that although psychological boundaries were erected to 

maintain a separate academic identity distinct from non-academic contexts. These 

boundaries were open to being broken down, transversed and re-negotiated as the 

relationship progressed, while simultaneously being used to give a sense of clarity to 

supervisees’ positioning as academic researchers. While the HE literature has for some 

time linked the idea of a knowledge economy to educational contracts premised on the 

consumption of knowledge as a product to be packaged and delivered according to the 

demands of the marketplace (Maher & Tetrecuilt, 2011; Rhoads & Torres, 2006; 

Gokulsing, 2007), it is still unusual to find research dealing with how the psychological 

boundaries associated with these educational contracts are formed or negotiated. 

 

Research has documented the various ways in which postgraduate supervision can be 

organized, planned, assessed and marketed across a wide span of disciplines including: 

medicine (Brigley & Robbé, 2005), education (Morrison et al., 2011), science (Hasrati & 

Hashemi, 2011), nursing (Råholm et al, 2010), psychology (Sayette et al, 2011), and the 

economic, social and administrative sciences (Farley et al, 2010). The act of postgraduate 

supervision has been refined to specific supervisory strategies that promote the 

development of a generic skill base that are deemed to be currently marketable to key 

employment areas (AQF, 2009; Pole, 2000; Deem & Lucas, 2006). Such skills include: 

cognitive and technical skills, analytic and interpretive skills, critical reflective skills, a 

capability for abstract thought, discipline specific creativity, and communication skills 

(AQF, 2009; Kelly, O’Connell & Smyth, 2010). 
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However, the rapidly evolving nature of Higher Education and its related employment 

contexts calls for a renewed focus upon the most essential and fundamental aspect of 

supervisory practice – the supervisory relationship itself – and how this can enable the 

development of these skills. Probably the most important finding to come from the data 

analysis was the supervisory relationship being perceived by both parties as a “shared 

learning space”, which facilitates learning through relational agency. Relational agency 

can be defined as an ability to coordinate one's thoughts and actions with another persons 

so as to illustrate problems related to practice, with an aim towards providing solutions 

and to cooperate with other practitioners so as to collect resources that may be utilized 

across various systems so as to attain a specific goal or objective (Edwards, 2005).  

 

CHAT as a framework for understanding MA supervision allows for and actively 

encourages the ambiguities and contradictions associated with real life practices. It also 

maintains a collaborative perspective on learning relationships that enables a shift away 

from the master-apprentice model of traditional knowledge transmission and validation 

towards a recognition of how learning relationships create an educational space where 

there is a mutual facilitation, negotiation and evaluation of learning  (Lupu, 2009). The 

shared space of MA supervision was found to be paradoxical in nature. The paradox 

arises out of the fact that although supervision exists in a physical setting, its purpose is 

the facilitation of a psychoactive space of academic knowledge and identity formation. 

 

Drawing upon the findings that emerged from the data, MA supervision becomes a 

complex educational relationship that occasions a mutual sharing of knowledge, ideas 

and experience between the two parties that constitute the supervisory dyad. This is in 

turn mediated through a culturally and historically determined object-orientated activity 

that allows the disciplined improvisation of academic identity for both supervisors and 

supervisees within the shared relational space of MA supervision. 

 

In the next section of this chapter a theoretical framework based upon CHAT is 

developed in order to describe this phenomenon. The contents of this section have been 

structured in such a way so as to elaborate on the previous theoretical analysis and 
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frameworks discussed in the Literature Review (Chapter 2) and the findings from the 

study. 

 

6.2.1 Chatting with CHAT: Re-framing MA Supervision 

The analysis of the data focused upon the intersubjective, relational dynamics of both 

supervisors and supervisees that resulted from their experience of MA supervision. In the 

light of my previous arguments, I propose a theoretical framework for MA supervision 

which emphases the relational aspects of the phenomenon and takes into account theories 

related to: intrasubjective identity development, intersubjective relationships and learning 

processes, and socio-cultural explanations of postgraduate learning context(s). This 

delineation and emphasis upon relational dynamics may only serve theoretical and 

discursive purposes. Yet it should be highlighted that in real world contexts a more 

adaptable approach may need to be used in order to fully understand the processes at play 

in MA supervision. For the purposes of theory building and further analysis, I shall adopt 

a CHAT perspective on MA supervision, thereby attempting to elucidate the 

transformative theoretical effects that this approach has on the phenomenon under 

investigation.  

 

Generations of socio-cultural researchers are indebted to the legacy of Lev Vygotsky’s 

work for recognizing that social interactions with other human beings and mediated 

artifacts act as catalysts for cognition and cultural-historical change. Of relevance to this 

study is third generation (the presence of multiple activity systems) and fourth generation 

Cultural-Historical Activity Theory (the inclusion of emotions and identity) which 

advances a complex model of social life that forefronts an inter-systemic representation 

of learning through the adoption of two interacting Activity Systems as the basic mode of 

analysis (Lee, 2011; Lupu, 2009). 

 

Recognizing emotion and identity formation as part of the dyadic interaction within MA 

supervision in the Humanities is foregrounded by the use of a CHAT perspective. This 

perspective facilitates the development of an argumentative positioning that emphases 
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both the social determination of postgraduate learning activity and the future emotional 

and identity consequences that result from the interaction, as well as encapsulating the 

iterative negotiation of ambiguity/clarity dynamic that informs both parties experience. 

Utilising CHAT, a new model can be developed in order to illustrate the phenomenon of 

MA supervision. This model is depicted in figure 6.2. 

 

 
Figure 6.2: A New AT Model to illustrate MA Supervision in the Humanities 

 

This diagram emphases rather than delimits the ambiguities that exist at the heart of MA 

supervision and focuses attention on to how the disciplined improvisation of academic 

identity is a key outcome that arises out of the experience of MA research. As you can 

see in the above diagram, the various elements of AT (subject, object, tools, community, 

division of labour and rules) are redefined within each participants activity system. The 

redefinition of these various elements was made possible through the integration of the 

research findings discussed in the previous chapters. Let us now look at how each activity 

system has been redefined. 
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6.2.1.1 The MA Supervisee’s Activity System 
 
Table 6.1: Elements within the MA Supervisee’s Activity System 

Elements within the MA Supervisee’s Activity 

System 

 

Subject MA Supervisee 

Object Performance of Academic Identity 

Mediating Tools Performance Boundaries 

Rules Time and Space 

Community Relationship Boundaries 

Division of Labour Power Boundaries 

 

The various elements that compose the MA supervisee’s activity system are illustrated in 

Table 6.1. The Subject of the MA supervisee’s activity system is the MA supervisee 

themselves. As previously shown, the identity of an MA supervisee entails an acting out 

of the role of academic researcher in the supervisory dyad. This in turn effects the Object 

of the activity system in that it is the performance of an academic identity within the 

supervisory dyad, which feeds into the shared outcome of the disciplined improvisation 

of academic identity. Tools for the supervisee refer to performance boundaries, namely 

the performance of academic literacy, rhetoric, methodologies and conventions validated 

and bounded within the course of the MA supervisory experience.  

 

Both the AT elements of Community and Division of Labour also entail an interpretation 

of boundaries. Community can be understood as stemming from relationship boundaries 

imposed upon the supervisory relationship itself; the amount of supervisory meetings, the 

availability of networking opportunities and the relationship of academic work to the 

supervisee’s other AT systems of work, home and social group. Division of Labour refers 

to power boundaries, which are related to the power enactments that are inherent in the 

experience of supervision. An example of this can be found in the concept of the 

supervisory gaze (see Chapter 4). The final element is Rules, which is defined here as 

time and space. For the MA supervisee, a relatively strict timeline for completion is 

associated with the completion of the academic work for the MA, and as we have seen a 
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related aspect of this is that on a psychological level the supervisee tries to limit the 

amount of emotional investment in the production of academic work and identity in order 

to afford some protection against said work or identity being rejected. 

 

6.2.1.2 The MA Supervisor’s Activity System 
 
Table 6.2: Elements within the MA Supervisor’s Activity System 

Elements within the MA Supervisor’s Activity 

System 

 

Subject MA Supervisor 

Object Relational Space  

Mediating Tools Situational Ambiguity 

Rules Time and Space 

Community The Higher Education Institution 

Division of Labour Quality Ambiguity 

 

The composition of the various elements that make up the MA supervisor’s activity 

system is shown in table 6.2.  

 

The Subject of the MA supervisor’s activity system is the MA supervisor themselves. A 

major part of what defines the identity of an MA Supervisor was found to be academic 

professionalism. In chapter 4, we learned that academic professionalism is informed by 

both personal and professional factors and is very much distinct from other definitions of 

professional practice. For MA supervisors, academic professionalism is a way of 

negotiating the subjective ambiguity associated with supervisory practice. The Object 

element is characterised by the the production of a relational space. MA supervisors tend 

not to be actively involved in the writing of MA research, and therefore see their role in 

the supervisory relationship as facilitating students in the production of a body of work 

that meets rigorous academic standards, while simultaneously being cognisant of the fact 

that contained within the supervisory relationship itself are the seeds for transformation 

of identity via the cultivation of academic capability.  
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Tools for the MA supervisor encompass the various strategies used to negotiate the 

situational ambiguity of supervision, which is related to integrating the supervisee into 

the research culture. Examples of these strategies include providing supervisees with the 

relevant resources, materials and networks that enables the completion of their academic 

work and the embodiment of the identity of scholar. The Community element involves a 

recognition of a two-fold process where supervisors personify the HE institution as well 

as being pivotal in the creation of a community of novice scholars within the broader 

academic context. Division of Labour here, is linked to how supervisors negotiate the 

quality ambiguity of MA supervision. This is an ambiguity related to what constitutes 

best supervisory practice. It emerged that supervisors try to negotiate this type of 

ambiguity through the use of accounting practices. These accounting practices have been 

previously shown to contain both educational merit and serve a self-protective motive 

that attempts to shield against any risks that may come from involvement in postgraduate 

supervision. 

 

Similar the supervisee’s activity system, the element of Rules for the MA supervisor are 

related to time and space, but they are understood differently. Time and space for the MA 

supervisor has a relevance beyond the time and space dedicated to the actual practice of 

supervision, instead the supervisory relationship is seen to be part of a greater whole, that 

in itself is more significant than the production of an academic thesis, in that the 

experience of supervision may encourage supervisees to re-interpret how they think, 

behave or act in either practical or theoretical contexts and possibly go on the forge a new 

identity (academic or otherwise) for themselves. 

 

6.2.1.3 The Shared Outcome: The Disciplined Improvisation of Academic Identity 
This diagram posits the disciplined improvisation of academic identity as the shared 

object behind behind the activity of MA supervision in the Humanities. In positioning 

this as such, it firmly grounds the objective of MA research as a purpose orientated 

activity, albeit a purpose that is simultaneously characterised by clarity and ambiguity. It 

is a cyclical dynamic that is constantly changing and evolving in response to the 
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interactions between both participants. The centre element can be read as a variation on 

the traditional Yin Yang symbol. It is premised upon the idea that the academic identities 

of both supervisor and supervisee are borne out of the synergic energy inherent in the 

supervisory relationship. There is no supervisor without a supervisee, and there can be no 

supervisee without a supervisor, meaning that it is the shared space enabled by the 

supervisory relationship between the two that allows the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identities.  

 

The role played by the shared outcome of MA supervision is the key differential in my 

theory of MA supervision. It is my argument that the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity is an unrecognized outcome of MA supervision, but that how this 

identity is formed and internalized is dependent upon the nature and context of the 

relationship. It should be noted that internalization has been recognized as a “key 

psychological mechanism” in the interaction of Activity Systems  (Engeström, 2001) and 

was originally defined by Vygotsky (1987) as the internal reconstruction of an external 

operation. However, I argue that three collective relational dynamics need to be present 

in MA supervision in order for the disciplined improvisation of academic identity to be 

actualized. These three relational dynamics are: supervisory reciprocity, the temporal 

ordering of supervisory space; and micropolitics.  

 

Although the end goal for the two parties may be similar (the production of an academic 

piece of writing), the ramifications of trying to attain said goal may affect each party 

differently, especially when it comes to academic identity. The ramifications of this are 

necessarily ambiguous as they stem from human interactions, but it is how this ambiguity 

is negotiated that enables each party to clarify their academic identity. The ambiguity 

associated with the outcome of the supervisory encounter leads us to question the 

classical distinction between the process and the product in academic work. Although the 

literature on postgraduate supervision tends to differentiate between the two, my research 

argues that the process and product of academic work are flip sides of the same coin and 

should not be rendered distinct from one another. This is evidenced in the collective 

relational dynamic of supervisory reciprocity where, it emerged from the data, that it is 
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important for the supervisor that their contributions to the supervisory relationship be 

reciprocated back to them in a suitable way by the supervisees. On a deeper level, it may 

also be recognised that through this relational dynamic, supervisors may be attempting to 

cultivate trust in the supervisory process and instil a relational agency in their supervisees 

in a conscious or unconscious effort to repay the benefits bestowed upon them by their 

own experience of doing research.  

 

The space created by the MA supervisory relationship was found to be temporally 

ordered. Two qualitatively different types of supervisory time were found to be present in 

in the data analysis: contractual time and quality time. Contractual time saw the time 

allocated towards MA supervision as a finite resource. This type of time was subject to 

strict accounting practices at both an individual and an institutional level, but was also 

found to overlook the hidden work (correcting, re-writing, giving feedback) that also 

characterized the supervisory relationship. Quality time, on the other hand, was found to 

be more salient from a relational point of view. Quality time emerged as a collective 

relational dynamic that impacted upon both the direction and emotional tenor of the MA 

partnership. It was characterized as enabling a psychoactive space where problems or 

issues related to knowledge and academic identity could be openly addressed. 

 

The ambiguities that emerged during this research revealed that micropolitics is a 

collective relational dynamic within the MA supervisory dyad. This was found to be 

present not only between the MA supervisor and supervisee, but between different non-

academic activity systems outside of academia related to MA supervision. From the 

research, micropolitics transpired as being used by both parties in the dyad to either 

strengthen or subvert existing academic identities. The shared outcome of academic 

identity formation emerged as being fraught with internal and structural ambiguities. For 

example, MA supervisees place a major emphasis upon the final mark they hope to 

achieve for their research (a static representational product of academic work), while 

simultaneously recognizing that the process through which they obtained the grade has a 

continual use and exchange value in future employment and further educational contexts. 
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Paraphrasing Engeström  (2005), contradictions are the engines of change, possible 

begetters of learning and development, instead of an incidental aspect of activity. 

 

Learning is an important part of what is fostered in MA supervision. To become expert in 

the collaborative research activity means to move from actions to activity. In so doing, 

the actions themselves are objectively and subjectively transformed in that they become 

part of an emerging academic identity. This does not just apply to the MA supervisees, 

but also to the supervisor. If the learning that transpires in the MA dyad is understood in 

this way then learning is not only regulated by past collective experiences with tools and 

actions (the supervisor’s own experience of being supervised or being mentored through 

the supervisory process), but by the motives that inform the present activity as well. 

 

Yet, before pronouncing definitively a manifest paradox at the heart of postgraduate 

supervision, any declaration has to be tempered by the acknowledgement that these 

findings may arise out of problems that are specific to the particular socio-historical 

context we find ourselves at in Irish Higher Education. In a HE system where how 

postgraduate study is delivered and consumed is undergoing radical change (Kelly, 

O’Connell, & Smyth, 2010: McCallin & Nayar, 2012), it is all the more necessary to 

hone in on the core binary at the heart of MA supervision – the relational dynamics that 

inform the supervisory relationship. In so doing, genuine ambiguities can be brought to 

the surface in an effort to more fully understand the phenomenon. The CHAT concept of 

contradictions allows the researcher to better disclose these ambiguities within the MA 

dyad, and offers the possibility of using them to our advantage in an alternative politics of 

hope (McLaren 1989). By using these theoretical concepts—that research on 

postgraduate supervision has generally overlooked—we can better diagnose and 

anticipate the extent to which both supervisors and supervisees see themselves as 

empowered agents that can transform existing educational activity systems and by so 

doing improve their personal, professional and learning selves.  
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6.3 Implications For Theory And Practice 

6.3.1 Academic Identity as Disciplined Improvisation 

As previously argued an overlooked outcome of MA supervision in the Humanities is the 

disciplined improvisation of academic. By integrating the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity into a Cultural-Historical Activity Theory framework for MA 

supervision, both actors can be understood as creating, performing and facilitating 

academic identity through their interactions. Understanding MA supervision as a 

disciplined improvisation captures the dynamism and transformative potential of the 

relationship where academic activities and ways of being evolve in response to the 

Other’s needs and aspirations, recognizes the improvisational nature of academic identity 

within postgraduate supervision and forefronts the need for academic structure where this 

exploration of identity can be played out. Realising that the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity is a key outcome of MA supervision underlines the fact that academic 

identity formation requires a creative exploration of what it means to be a professional, 

an opportunity to perform this identity and a structured environment that enables and 

facilitates the performance of said identity. 

 

The disciplined improvisation of academic identity metaphor has at least four 

implications for the understanding of MA supervision. First, the disciplined 

improvisational metaphor does not attempt to rationalize the ambiguities that characterize 

the supervisory encounter instead it sees ambiguity as necessary for the development of 

academic identity. Each party’s interpretation of the ambiguity inherent in the 

supervisory relationship provides the basis for the social construction of learning to be an 

academic. The metaphor also emphases the performative aspect of academic identity, 

where identity is a performance of learning that is scripted through professional 

engagement, discipline specific writing styles, the use of research based methodologies 

and its location within a particular institutional space. However without detailed 

empirical studies on how learning emerges out of the improvised discourse of academic 

supervision, this theory remains open to discussion. Currently there is a growth in the 

literature exploring how collaborative discourse informs interaction in Higher 
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Educational contexts and beyond (Olinger, 2011; Pfister & Oehl, 2009; Mullen, 2010). 

Recent studies on creativity in Higher Education (Livingston, 2010; Chen & Chen, 

2012a; Chen & Chen, 2012b) and postgraduate supervision practices (Bengtsen, 2011) 

could contribute to this strand of educational research. 

 

Second, within MA supervision, the disciplined improvisation of academic identity is 

collaborative. I would argue that the MA supervisory relationship is the primary conduit 

of both parties learning for the entire length of time dedicated to the research project. In 

order for the best experience of MA research supervision to occur, both supervisors and 

supervisees need to see themselves as learners, thus framing the process of MA 

supervision as a project of identity development that is linked to the enhancement of 

personal and professional capacities. It should be stated that this type of agency does not 

simply happen through a transitional entitlement (Lupu, 2009), but requires the presence 

of a collaborative learning environment in order to develop, especially in reference to 

MA supervision. Becoming more agentic in the supervisory relationship implies 

recognition of the other parties needs. This can be described as a process of academic 

identity internalization, an internal construction of identity that involves developing an 

understanding of how academic knowledge and skills are developed through dialogue 

and the amount of time investment needed to make the relationship productive and 

rewarding. However, this cannot occur without a certain degree of investment from both 

parties. This leads on to the next implication for MA supervision. 

 

Third, the disciplined improvisation of academic identity within MA supervision involves 

both internal and external processes of identity formation. Not only do both participants 

need to fully engage with the experience of supervision itself, they also need to 

acknowledge that the experience has the power to change how they internally perceive 

their academic selves. It should also be noted that from a CHAT perspective, external 

manifestations in the academic environment also shape academic identity. This is 

explicitly found in the manifestation of academic achievement found in graduation 

ceremonies, forms of networking that are developed by both supervisors and supervisees 

subsequent to the termination of the supervisory relationship and how particular 
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qualifications are valued within given cultural- historical contexts. This said, it is 

important to realise that despite being subject to perpetual change and evolutions, the 

core essence of postgraduate supervision still remains the learning relationship. 

 

Fourthly, the disciplined improvisation of academic identity requires contingent 

conditions of emergence. Engeström (1993: 68) elaborates on the collaborative approach 

to learning, by relating it to the concept of expertise characterized by a “collective and 

discursive construction of tasks, solutions, visions, breakdowns and innovations”. 

Tellingly, he argues that expertise develops within and across systems, rather than 

emerging out of an “individual mastery of specific areas of relatively stable activity”  

(Engeström, 1966: 168).  Dysthe, Samara, & Westrheim (2006) have analysed alternative 

supervisory models within the framework of the Master of Education programme at the 

University of Bergen and found that the supervision of MA students is enhanced by 

multivoiced feedback. Through his investigations of Developmental Work Research 

(DWR) as illustrative of activity theory, Engeström (1993) highlighted the historicity and 

multi-voicedness of activity systems. He claims that activity systems are not homogenous 

entities that automatically adopt best practices without question, but instead they evolve 

best practice criteria from responding to and appropriating a countless multiplicity of 

voices, influences and viewpoints. He explains this multiplicity in terms of historical 

layers. An activity system always contains sediments of earlier historical layers, as well 

as buds or shoots that may blossom forth into future developments.  

 

These sediments and buds, often defined as historically meaningful differences (Ellis, 

2011), are rooted in the different elements that compose the activity system, especially in 

subjects’ mental models of activity. They are also located in the actions and object units 

of the activity (Engeström, 1993). I argue that these sediments and buds in the context of 

MA supervision only become actualized through the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity that may occur through the supervisory relationship. The major 

strength that belies the CHAT perspective on MA supervision is its ability to recognize 

and analyse the points of contact between the psychology of the individual subject and 

the historically mediated channels that inform the socio-cultural practice of supervision. 
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Although the CHAT perspective prioritises an analytic focus upon how practices within 

an activity system evolve and develop in response to cultural and historical changes, its 

understanding has not yet encompassed how the disciplined improvisation of identities 

links disparate practices together, as in postgraduate supervisory practice. 

 

6.3.2 The Use of AT-influenced methodology 

The uses and effectiveness of Activity Theory (AT) influenced methodologies for social 

and educational research has recently been garnering much attention (Nussbaumer, 

2012). Traditionally, researchers have used AT to study distance education (Kang & 

Gyorke, 2008), online communities (Baran & Cagiltay, 2010), psychology (Schaffer, 

Reyes, Kim, & Collins, 2010), classroom district interactions (Anthony, 2012) and 

doctoral education (Beauchamp, Jazvac-Martek, & McAlpine, 2009). Such a wide 

application shows that there is a growing cognizance and acceptance of AT 

methodologies as a means of correlating educational data. 

 

For my research, I adapted the six interdependent elements of AT (object, subject, 

community, tools, division of labour, rules) for use in supervision logs and interview 

protocols for both MA supervisors and supervisees. Since each of the participants 

(supervisor and supervisee), in all three dyads, had their own cultures and histories 

towards learning that were exhibited in attitudes, values and educational concerns that at 

best seemed only moderately interlinked, a methodology was needed that captured the 

innate complexity of the relationship. Such a methodology was found in AT.  

 

The rationale behind this was to capture the processes of macro and micro cultural 

identity formation as they developed both in the here and now and the historical 

development of learning that occurred in the supervisory dyad. The here and now of the 

relationship was captured by administrating AT logs to both parties four times during the 

course of the academic year 2010-2011 (see appendices 8 and 9). The historical 

development of the relationship was traced through in-depth semi-structured interviews 

over the course of the same time period. 
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There were both advantages and disadvantages in the use of AT-influenced methodology. 

One of the major advantages associated with using such a methodology was that it 

provided a flexible framework for the participants to answer and interpret questions. In so 

doing it enabled the researcher to focus upon conflicts and ambiguities as sources of 

information. Drawing upon these, it encouraged this researcher to ask ‘provocative 

questions’ (Mertens, 2012) which in turn lead to innovative interpretations of the 

phenomenon under investigation. But perhaps the greatest advantage of using the AT-

influenced methodology was that the research was conducted with the participants rather 

than on them, thus allowing them to freely express their opinions and thoughts on related 

issues. 

 

Consideration must also be given to the associated disadvantages of using such a 

methodology as it did have implications for the actual practice of collecting data. These 

include: a difficulty in translating the AT terminology into a language that was easily 

understood by both supervisors and supervisees; the lack of a coherent visual 

representation that clearly illustrates educational interactions; participants may not like 

the types of questions asked, as a result all questions and quotes had to be contextualised; 

and finally the dissemination of the research may prove difficult as AT is still a niche 

research methodology that is not as yet universally accepted by academic journals. 

 

To date, AT-influenced methodologies have been rarely used to develop an 

understanding of postgraduate supervision, but with an increasing focus upon 

constructive and transformative qualitative paradigms, a growing popularity in the 

academic literature and the burgeoning field of research into Higher Education, it may be 

predicted that their use will dramatically increase in the next number of years. If AT-

influenced methodologies are to be affirmed as valid data collection tools, further 

education on this type of methodology is needed. Such an education should include the 

terminology of AT, types of analysis, choosing types of data collection, and attention 

given to ensure that the research is ethically sound. This methodology offers a new way 

for researchers to investigate and come to understand educational relationships in HE. 
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6.3.3 The Contribution to Fourth Generation CHAT 

This research makes an important contribution to the evolution of fourth generation 

Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT). It does so by providing a theoretical 

framework that incorporates subjective identity and relational elements into the 

traditional model of Activity Theory interaction as developed by Engeström (1987). In so 

doing, this study highlights the effect relational dynamics have on the MA relationship 

itself, as well as marking out the iterative negotiation of ambiguity/clarity, supervisory 

reciprocity, academic professionalism, boundary work, psychoactive space, the temporal 

ordering of supervisory space, micropolitics and the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity as key factors that that inform such dynamics.  

 

This builds upon Roth’s (2007) work, which argued that identity should be accounted for 

in AT. This research advances his argument by outlining some of the dynamics at play in 

academic identity formation and showing how they arise out of the interactions between 

activity systems in MA supervisory practice. It also addresses Annalisa Sannino’s (2011) 

claim that subjectivity is overlooked in the CHAT perspective. She correctly states that 

the traditional triangular representation of activity omits key issues that were of 

importance to the founders of AT.  

 

My research builds upon these studies by integrating subjectivity, emotion, boundaries, 

identity, ethical and moral concerns into a new diagrammatic and theoretical format, 

which may go some way in addressing these missing elements from previous generations 

of CHAT. Although I am not suggesting that these are the only, or even dominant, motifs 

within MA supervisory relationships or educational activity systems in general, this 

research adds value to this debate by elucidating the relational dynamics present in this 

type of educational relationship. 
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6.4 Reflections: My Journey as a Doctoral Researcher 
The doctoral experience was very much a holistic learning process. While I had 

previously done research for my Masters degree, my knowledge of how to construct a 

working research project was very much limited. On being accepted onto the first UCC 

Cohort PhD in Education, this changed. It was both through the taught components of the 

course coupled with support from my fellow students that I learned not alone how to 

research, but how to become a researcher. 

 

Much of what emerged in the data echoes my own experience of doctoral research, 

especially the importance of relational dynamics in postgraduate supervision. Perhaps it 

is more than a little bit ironic that I had two different doctoral supervisors when the topic 

I was researching was postgraduate supervision. After three years, my original supervisor 

had to leave the country due to personal reasons. This did come as quite a shock to me as 

since the beginning of the PhD we had developed quite an amiable working partnership. 

It was almost like an unravelling of all the themes I had developed from my study.  

 

Yet, there was a silver lining. The change of original supervisor caused me to re-examine 

my findings. Findings that at first I thought were black and white, on closer examination 

started to yield shades of grey. I found that I needed to re-evaluate my original analysis 

and how these could help me to theorise the processes of supervision. Again, the 

supervisory relationship proved to be of the utmost importance. It was only through the 

guidance and support of my new supervisor that this re-theorisation of the data became an 

actuality.  

 

The new doctoral supervisory relationship came into being during the final year of the 

PhD. Out of this new supervisory relationship new green shoots of analysis and insight 

began to emerge. This was in no way a straightforward, linear process, as a lot of writing 

and re-writing, revisions and re-revisions, structuring and re-structuring was involved. 

Oftentimes, it was felt that one step forward led to two steps backward. However, this 

process lead to the eventual honing of the academic writing that makes up this thesis, and 

if you are reading this now, its eventual submission. 
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I cannot deny that my journey as a doctoral research has irrevocably changed my own 

identity as researcher. I have lived the disciplined improvisation of academic identity that 

emerged in the data analysis. This journey has shown me that I can be an academic 

researcher, that there is a sense of accomplishment on the completion of a research 

project, and that I would like to become involved in future research projects. This journey 

has also altered the way that I supervise. It has made me more aware of the internal 

motivations of supervision, while simultaneously sensitising me to the motivations of 

supervisees, and how these inform the supervisory encounter. Not only that, but it has 

reinforced for me the importance of the shared relational dynamics (supervisory 

reciprocity, the temporal ordering of supervisory space and micropolitics) that also 

impact upon the supervision process. In some ways I feel that this research has changed 

the way that I supervise, while in other ways it has caused me to become acutely sensitive 

to the subtle relational dynamics that shape the supervisory encounter.  

 

I do not see the completion of this PhD thesis to be an end in itself, rather the beginning 

of my new identity as an academic researcher. I fully intend to make use of the skills 

learnt through the doctoral experience. I hope to get articles on the relational dynamics of 

MA supervision published in academic journals, make my findings known through 

presenting at relevant conferences, and to engage in more research in HE and other 

contexts using CHAT as a conceptual framework. 

 

The PhD journey was no walk in the park, in fact it was academically intense from the 

start and expectations were high. These expectations were not part of the hidden 

curriculum of the Cohort course, but the majority of them came from myself or arose out 

of how others viewed the process of doctoral work. What emerged most saliently over the 

four years of study was that, the doctoral path is very much a personal journey. It is very 

much an individual experience that shapes not alone your own self-identity, but how 

others view you as well.  
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6.5 Conclusion 
What I have attempted to show in this study is that there are both individual and shared 

relational dynamics at play in the MA supervisory relationship in the Humanities and 

that, through the application of a CHAT perspective, a hidden outcome of MA 

supervision is the disciplined improvisation of academic identity. In contrast to the more 

linear models that try to describe and explain educational relationships, CHAT allows a 

structured, but not an overly simplified, heuristic and a collection of broad meta-

principles that enables a mapping of transformative learning relationships. CHAT 

resonates with a progressive stance towards Higher Education, where the examination of 

ambiguity, contradiction and conflict is encouraged rather than ignored. It forces us to 

look at phenomena in a holistic manner and its claims are given credence and support 

from sociocultural theory, and currently its validity and use is being tested across a 

diversity of organizational and social situations.  

 

I hope and anticipate that this research will in some way sensitize HE researchers, 

postgraduate supervisors and possibly some curious supervisees towards a deeper 

understanding of the relational dynamics that underpin the relationship, which is a 

legitimate prospect if we are serious about promoting new forms of agency and 

educational change in the HE context. I do not claim that research based on an activity 

theory methodology supersedes, or even disproves, the findings from other inquiry 

methods such as ethnography or phenomenology. That would be an indefensible 

assertion. Rather, I would suggest that a CHAT framework could be put to future use in 

the development of a practitioner-oriented model of postgraduate supervision that not 

only emphases lived experience of the supervisory encounter, but also recognizes an 

important outcome of the supervisory relationship - the disciplined improvisation of 

academic identity. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

244 

REFERENCES 
Aanerud, R., Morrison, E., Homer, L., Rudd, E., Nerad, M. & Cerny, J. (2007). Widening 
the Lens on Gender and Tenure: Looking Beyond the Academic Labor Market. National 
Women’s Studies Association Journal, 19 (3), 105-123. 
 
Achinstein, B. (2002). Conflict amid community: the micropolitics of teacher 
collaboration. Teachers College Record, 104(3), 421–455.  
 
Achinstein, B., Ogawa, R. & Speiglman, A. (2004). Are we creating separate and unequal 
tracks of teachers? The impact of state policy, local conditions, and teacher background 
on new teacher socialization. American Educational Research Journal. 41(3), 557–603. 
 
Achinstein, B. (2006a). New teacher and mentor political literacy: reading, navigating 
and transforming induction contexts. Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 12(2), 
123 - 138. 
 
Achinstein, B. (2006b). Mentors’ organisational and political literacy in negotiating 
induction contexts. In B. Achinstein & S. Z. Athanases (Eds), Mentors in the making: 
developing new leaders for new teachers. New York: Teachers College Press.  
 
Achinstein, B. & Athanases, S. Z. (Eds) (2006c). Mentors in the making: developing new 
leaders for new teachers. New York: Teachers College Press.  
 
Achinstein, B., Ogawa, R., & Speiglman, A. (2004). Are we creating separate and 
unequal tracks of teachers? The impact of state policy, local conditions, and teacher 
background on new teacher socialization. American Educational Research Journal , 41 
(3), 557–603. 
 
Acker, S, Transken, T., Hill, T. & Black, E.  (1994). Research Students in Education and 
Psychology: diversity and empowerment. International Studies in Sociology of 
Education, 4 (2), 229 -51. 
 
Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. In L.Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology (pp. 267–299). New York: Academic Press. 
 
Adkins, B. (2009). PhD pedagogy and the changing knowledge landscapes of 
universities. Higher Education Research & Development, 28 (2), 165-177. 
 
Adorno, T., & Horkheimer, M. (2002). Dialectic of Enlightenment. Stanford: Stanford 
University Press. 
 
Agee, J. M. (1998). The challenge of changing conceptions about reading and teaching 
literature in a preservice English class. Research in the Teaching of English, 33, 85–124. 
 
Agee, J. M. (2000a). What is effective literature instruction? A study of experienced high 
school English teachers. Journal of Literacy Research, 32, 303–348. 



 

 

245 

 
Agee, J. M. (2000b). Theory, identity, and practice: A study of two experienced English 
teachers’ literature instruction (Research Report Series 13003). Albany, NY: National 
Center on English Learning and Achievement. 
 
Agee, J. (2004) Negotiating a Teaching Identity: An African American Teacher's 
Struggle to Teach in Test-Driven Contexts. Teachers College Record. 106(4), 747-774. 
 
Ahern, K. J. and Manathunga, C. E. (2004). Clutch-starting stalled research students. 
Innovative Higher Education, 28 (4), 237-254. 
 
Akkerman, S. F. & Bakker, A. (2011). Boundary Crossing and Boundary Objects. Review 
of Educational Research, 81 (2), 132-169. 
 
Alaszewski, A.M. and Brown, P.R. (2007). Risk, uncertainty and knowledge. Health Risk 
and Society, 9 (1), 1-10. 
 
Alaszewski, A. (2009). The future of risk in social science theory and research. Health, 
Risk & Society, 11 (6), 487-492. 
 
Alegria, M. (2009) Training for research in mental health and HIV/AIDS among racial 
and ethnic minority populations: meeting the needs of new investigators. American 
Journal of Public Health. 99(suppl), S26-S30. 
 
Alexander, J. C. (2004a). Toward a theory of cultural trauma. In J. C. Alexander, R. 
Eyerman, B. Giesen, N. J. Smelser, & P. Sztompka, Cultural trauma and collective 
identity (pp. 1–30). Berkeley: University of California Press. 
 
Alexander, J. C. (2004b). Cultural Pragmatics: Social Performance Between Ritual and 
Strategy. Sociological Theory, 22 (4), 527–73.  
 
Algozzine, B., Gretes, J., Queen, A. J. & Cowan-Hathcock, M. (2007). Beginning 
Teachers' Perceptions of Their Induction Program Experiences. Clearing House, 80 (3), 
137-143. 
 
Alire Saenz, B. (1997). In the Borderlands of Chicano Identity. In Scott Michaelsen and 
David E. Johnson  (Eds.), Border Theory: The Limits of Cultural Politics. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press. 
 
Allison, P. D. (1992). The Cultural Evolution of Beneficent Norms. Social Forces, 71(2), 
279–301.  
 
Allsop, K., Fifield, K. and Seiter, J. S. (2002). Empathy and Generalized Reciprocity in 
Compliance with Requests for Help. Psychological Reports, 91(1), 241–42.  
 



 

 

246 

Altbach, P. (ed.) (1999). Private Prometheus: Private Higher Education and Development 
in the 21st Century. London: Greenwood.  
 
Alvesson, M. (2001). Knowledge Work: Ambiguity, Image and Identity. Human 
Relations, 54 (7), 863-886. 
 
Anderson, G. (1991). Cognitive politics of principals and teachers: Ideological control in 
an elementary school. In J Blase (Ed.), The politics of life in schools: Power, conflict and 
cooperation. London: Sage. 
 
Anderson, P.A., Guerrero, L. K., Buller, D. B., & Jorgensen, P. F. (1998). An empirical 
comparison of three theories of nonverbal immediacy exchange. Human Communication 
Research, 24(4), 501–535. 
 
Anderson, J. L. (1988). The supervisory process in speech language pathology and 
audiology. Austin, TX: Pro-Ed. 
 
Andrews, J., & Higson, H. (2008). Graduate Employability, 'Soft Skills' Versus 'Hard' 
Business Knowledge: A European Study. Higher Education in Europe , 33 (4), 411-422. 
 
Anthony, A. (2012). Activity Theory as a Framework for Investigating District-
Classroom System Interactions and Their Influences on Technology Integration. Journal 
of Research on Technology in Education , 44 (4), 335-356. 
 
Anzaldu ́a, G. (1987). Borderlands La Frontera, The New Mestiza. San Francisco: Aunt 
Lute Books.  
 
Archer, L. (2008). Younger academics' constructions of 'authenticity', 'success' and 
professional identity. Studies in Higher Education, 33 (4), 385-403 
 
Argyris, G., & Schon, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of action 
perspective. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
 
Aristotle (1941). Nicomachean Ethics. In R. McKeon (Ed.). The Basic Works of Aristotle, 
(pp. 935–1126 ). New York: Random House.  
 
Armitage, S. & Gluck, S. B. (1998). Reflections on women's oral history: An exchange. 
Frontiers: A Journal of Women's Studies. 19 (3), 1-11. 
 
Aronson, W. A. (2007). Social Psychology 6th Edition. New Jersey: Pearson Education, 
Inc. 
 
Arrow, K. J. (1974). The Limits of Organization. New York: Norton. 
 
Ashforth, B. E., & Mael F. A. (1989). Social Identity Theory and the Organization. 
Academy of Management Review, 14, 20-39. 



 

 

247 

 
Association for the Study of Higher Education [ASHE] (2005). The Evolution of the 
Master's Degree.ASHE Higher Education Report 31 (4), 5-22. 
 
Astor, J. (2000). Some reflections on empathy and reciprocity in the use of 
countertransference between supervisor and supervisee. Journal of Analytical 
Psychology, 45 (3), 367. 
 
Austin, W. and E. Walster. (1975). Equity with the World: The Trans-Relational Effects 
of Equity and Inequity. Sociometry, 38(4), 474–96.  
 
Australian Research Council. (1996). Waiting in the wings: A study of early career 
academic researchers in Australia: Report to NBEET. Canberra: AGPS. 
 
Auvray, M., Myin, E. & Spence, C. (2010). The sensory-discriminative and affective-
motivational aspects of pain. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 34, (2), 214-223. 
 
Avruch, K. (2006). Toward an expanded “canon” of negotiation theory: identity, 
ideological, and value-based conflict and the need for a new heuristic. Marquette Law 
Review, 89 (3), 567-582. 
 
Axelrod, R. (2006). The Evolution of Cooperation. Revised edition. New York: Basic 
Books. 
 
Bærenholdt, J. O., Gregson, N., Everts, J., Granås, B., & Healey, R. L. (2010). 
Performing Academic Practice: Using the Master Class to Build Postgraduate Discursive 
Competences. Journal of Geography in Higher Education , 34 (2), 283-298. 
 
Bai, X. & Zhou, F. (2011). Employees’ Performance Management in View of 
Psychological Boundaries. Retrieved June 24, 2011 from 
http://www.seiofbluemountain.com/upload/product/200910/2008glhy04a1.pdf 
 
Baier, A. (1986). Trust and antitrust. Ethics 96 (2), 231­‐260 
 
Baker, A., Lewin, T., Reichler, H., Clancy, R., Carr, V., Garrett, R., Sly, K., Devir, H., & 
Terry, M. (2002). Motivational interviewing among psychiatric in-patients with substance 
use disorders. Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica, 106 (3), 233-240. 
 
Bakhtin, M. (1981). Discourse in the novel: the dialogic imagination. Austin: University 
of Texas Press. 
 
Ball, S. J. (1987). The micro-politics of the school: towards a theory of school 
organization. New York: Routledge Press.  
 
Bangs, J. (2008). A Masters level profession. Education Review, 21 (1), 72-75. 
 



 

 

248 

Baran, B., & Cagiltay, K. (2010). The Dynamics of Online Communities in the Activity 
Theory Framework. Journal of Educational Technology & Society , 13 (4), 155-166. 
 
Barbalet, J. (2002). Emotions and Sociology. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing 
 
Barbalet, J. (2006). A Characterisation of Trust and its Consequences. Working Paper 
13, SCARR Papers, University of Kent, Canterbury. Retrieved December 18, 2010 from 
http://www.kent.ac.uk/scarr/publications/Barbalet%20Wk%20Paper(2)%2013.pdf 
 
Barnett, J., Youngstrom, J. & Smook, R. (2001). Clinical supervision, teaching, and 
mentoring: Personal perspectives and guiding principles. The Clinical Supervisor, 20 (2), 
217-230.  
 
Barnett, R. (2003). Beyond All Reason: Living with Ideology in the University. 
Buckingham: Open University Press. 
 
Barnett, R. (2005). Reshaping the University: New Relationships between Research, 
Teaching and Scholarship. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
 
Barowy, W., & Smith, J. (2008). Ecology and development in classroom communication. 
Linguistics and Education , 19 (2), 149–165. 
 
Barret, F. J. (2000). Cultivation and Aesthetics of Unfolding: Jazz Improvisation as a 
Self-organizing System. In S. L. Hopfl, Radical Aesthetics and Change (pp. 228-245). 
London: Sage Press. 
 
Barrett, L. F. (2009). Variety is the spice of life: A psychological construction approach 
to understanding variability in emotion. Cognition & Emotion , 23 (7), 1284-1306. 
 
Bar-Tal, D. (1976). Prosocial Behavior: Theory and Research. Washington, DC: 
Hemisphere Publishing Corp.  
 
Bartholomae, D. (1997). Inventing the University. In Victor Villanueva, Jr (Ed.), 
Comparative Theory: A Reader. Urbana: NCTE. 
 
Bartlett, A. (2011). Bodies of knowledge and doctoral identities.Innovations in Education 
& Teaching International, 48 (4), 421-426. 
 
Bastalich, W. (2010). Knowledge economy and research innovation. Studies in Higher 
Education , 35 (7), 845-857. 
 
Baudrillard, J. (1983). The Ecstasy of Communication. In Hal Foster (Ed.) The Anti- 
Aesthetic. Seattle: Bay.  
 



 

 

249 

Baumann, M., Ionescu, I.  & Chau, N. (2011). Psychological Quality of Life and its 
association with Academic Employability Skills among newly-registered students from 
three European Faculties. Bio-Medical Central Psychiatry, 11 (63), 1-15. 
 
Baumann, Z. (1991). Modernity and ambivalence. Cambridge, MA: Polity Press. 
 
Baumann, A., Deber, R. B. & Thompson, G. G. (1991). Overconfidence among 
physicians and nurses: The ‘micro-certainty, macro-uncertainty’ phenomenon 
Social Science & Medicine, 32 (2), 167-174. 
 
Bazerman, C. (1981). What written knowledge does: Three examples of academic 
discourse. Philosophy of the Social Sciences. 11(3), 361-388. 
 
Bazerman, C. (1988). Shaping Written Knowledge: The Genre and Activity of the 
Experimental Article in Science. University of Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wisconsin. 
 
Bearman, P. (1997). Generalized Exchange. American Journal of Sociology 102(5), 
1383–1415.  
 
Beauchamp, C., Jazvac-Martek, M. & McAlpine, L. (2009). Studying doctoral education: 
Using Activity Theory to shape methodological tools. Innovations in Education & 
Teaching International 46 (3), 265-277. 
 
Beck, U. (1992). Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. New Delhi: Sage. 
 
Becker, G. S. (1964). Human capital; a theoretical and empirical analysis, with special 
reference to education. New York: National Bureau of Economic Research. 
 
Becker, L. C. (1986). Reciprocity. London: Routledge.  
 
Beddoe, L. (2012). External Supervision in Social Work: Power, Space, Risk, and the 
Search for Safety. Australian Social Work , 65 (2), 197-213. 
 
Beersma, B., & De Dreu, C. K. W. (2002). Integrative and distributive negotiation in 
small groups: Effects of task structure, decision rule, and social motive. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 87, 227–252. 
 
Beijaard, D., Meijer, P. C. & Verloop, N. (2004). Reconsidering research on teachers’ 
professional identity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 20 (2), 107-128. 
 
Bellah, N., Madsen, R., Sullivan, W., & Tipton, S. (1996). Habits of the heart: 
Individualism and commitment in american life. New York: Harper & Row. 
 
Benedict, R. (1946/ 1969). The Chrysanthemum and the Sword: Patterns of Japanese 
Culture. Cleveland, OH: Meridian Books.  
 



 

 

250 

Bengtsen, S. S. E. (2011). Getting personal - what does it mean? A critical discussion of 
the personal dimension of thesis supervision in higher education. London Review of 
Education, 9 (1), 109-118. 
 
Benjamin, J. (1988). The Bonds of Love. New York: Pantheon Books.  
 
Benner, P. (1982). From Novice to Expert. The American Journal of Nursing. 82, (3), 
402-407 
 
Berger, B. (1995). An Essay on Culture. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.  
 
Berger, F. (1975). Gratitude. Ethics 85, 298–309.  
 
Berger, P. & Luckmann, T. (1966). The social construction of reality: A treatise in the 
sociology of knowledge. New York: Anchor/Doubleday. 
 
Bergin, C. & Bergin, D. (2009). Attachment in the Classroom. Educational Psychology 
Review,  21 (2), 141-170. 
 
Berkenkotter, C. & Huckin, T. N.  (1995) Genre Knowledge in Disciplinary 
Communication: Cognition, Culture, Power. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates. 
 
Berking, H. (1999). Sociology of Giving, London: Sage.  
 
Berliner, P. (1994). Thinking in Jazz. Chicago: Chicago University Press. 
 
Berman, J. E. & Pitman, T. (2010). Occupying a ‘third space’: research trained 
professional staff in Australian universities. Higher Education, 60 (2), 157-169. 
 
Bernal, G. & Ortíz-Torres, B. (2009) Barriers to research and capacity building: at 
Hispanic-serving institutions: the case of HIV/AIDS research at the University of Puerto 
Rico. American Journal of Public Health. 99(suppl), S60-S65 
 
Berzonsky, M.D. ( 2003). Identity style and well-being: Does commitment matter? 
Identity, 3, 131-142 
 
Besosa, M., Bousquet, M., Barnes, L., Nelson, C., Newfield, M., Nienow, J., Thompson, 
K. G., Bradley, G.  (2009). Conversion of appointments on the tenure track. Academe, 95 
(6), 89-99. 
 
Betts, J. (2006). Multimedia arts learning in an activity system: New literacies for at-risk 
children. International Journal of Education & the Arts , 7 (7), 1–41. 
 
Beveridge, A. (1963). Apprenticeship Now. London: Chapman and Hall. 
 



 

 

251 

Bhabha, H. K. (1994). The Location of Culture. London: Routledge. 
 
Bhattacharya, K. (2007). Consenting to the Consent Form What Are the Fixed and Fluid 
Understandings Between the Researcher and the Researched? . Qualitative Inquiry , 13 
(8), 1095-1115. 
 
Bidwell, C., & Yasumoto, J. Y. (1997). The collegial focus: Teaching fields, colleague 
relationships, and instructional practice in American high schools. Sociology of 
Education, 72, 234–256. 
 
Bier, V. (2004). Implications of the research on expert overconfidence and dependence 
Reliability Engineering & System Safety,  85 (1-3), 321-329. 
 
Bierema, L. L.. (2008). Adult learning in the workplace: Emotion work or emotion 
learning? New Directions for Adult & Continuing Education, 120 (-), 55-64. 
 
Biesta, G. (2007). Towards the knowledge democracy? Knowledge production and the 
civic role of the university. Studies in Philosophy & Education , 26 (5), 467-479. 
 
Black, L., Williams, J., HernandezMartinez, P. D., Pampaka, M., & Wake, G. (2009). 
Developing a ‘leading identity’: The relationship between students’ mathematical 
identities and their career and higher education aspirations. Educational Studies in 
Mathematics , 73 (1), 55–72. 
 
Blackler, F. (1993). Knowledge and the theory of organizations: organizations as activity 
systems and the reframing of managements. Journal of Management Studies, 30(6), 863-
884.  
 
Blackmore, J. (2001) Universities in crisis? Knowledge Economics, Emancipatory 
Pedagogies, and the Critical Intellectual. Educational Theory, 51(3), 353–370. 
 
Blackmur, D. (2004) A Critique of the Concept of a National Qualifications Framework. 
Quality in Higher Education, 10 (3), 267-284. 
 
Blase, J. (1988). The everyday political perspectives of teachers: vulnerability and 
conservatism. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education. 1(2), 125–142.  
 
Blase, J. (1991). The politics of life in schools: power, conflict and cooperation. London: 
Sage. 
 
Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: Wiley. 
 
Blau, P. M. (1986). Exchange and Power in Social Life. New Brunswick: Transaction 
Books. 
 



 

 

252 

Blaxter, L., Hughes, C. & Tight, M. (1998) Writing on Academic Careers. Studies in 
Higher Education, 23 (3), 281-95 
 
Bleiklie, I., Høstaker, R. & Vabø, A. (2000). Policy and Practice in Higher Education: 
Reforming Norwegian Universities. London and Philadelphia: Jessica Kingsley. 
 
Blocker, J. (1999). Where is Ana Mendieta?, Identity, Performativity, and Exile. Durham: 
Duke University Press. 
 
Blumer, H. (1954). What is wrong with social theory? American Sociological Review, I 
18, 3-10. 
 
Bo, M., & Liying, G. (2012). Research on the Influencing Factors of Job Stress of 
University Teachers: Take Changchun University of Science and Technology as an 
Example. Canadian Social Science , 8 (2), 145-148. 
 
Bogumil, D. D. (2001). Attribution and Reciprocity in International Relations: The 
Attribution Reciprocity Model. North American Journal of Psychology, 3 (3), 463. 
 
Bohni Nielsen, S. &  Ejler, N. (2008). Improving Performance? Exploring the 
Complementarities between Evaluation and Performance Management. Evaluation, 14 
(2), 171-192. 
 
Bolker, J. (1998). Writing your dissertation in fifteen minutes a day. New York: Henry 
Holt and Company. 
 
Boltanski, L. and Thevenot, L. (2006). On Justification: Economies of Worth. Princeton, 
NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 
Bondi, L. (2005). Making connections and thinking through emotions: between 
geography and psychotherapy. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 30 
(4), 433-444. 
 
Booth, W. C. (1998). The Vocation of a Teacher: Rhetorical Occasions 1967-1988. 
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
Borders, L. D. (1989). Developmental cognitions of first practicum supervisees. Journal 
of Counseling Psychology , 36 (2), 163-169. 
 
Bordia, S. (2007). Promises to keep: Nature of student psychological contracts in 
TESOL. TESOL in Context, 17, 23–29 
 
Bordia, S., Hobman, E. V., Restubog, S. L. D. & Bordia, P. (2010). Advisor-Student 
Relationship in Business Education Project Collaborations: A Psychological Contract 
Perspective. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40 (9), 2360-2386. 
 



 

 

253 

Boreham, N. (2002). Work Process Knowledge in technological and organizational 
development. In N. Boreham, R. Samurcay, & M. Fischer (Eds.), Work Process 
Knowledge (pp.1-14). London: Routledge. 
 
Borko, H., Liston, D., & Whitcomb, J. A. (2007). Genres of Research in Teacher 
Education. Journal of Teacher Education, 58 (3), 3-11. 
 
Borgmann, A. (1999). Holding On to Reality: The Nature of Information at the Turn of 
the Millennium. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Bottery M. & Wright, N. (1997). Impoverishing a Sense of Professionalism: Who’s to 
Blame? Educational Management and Administration, 25 (1), 7–25.  
 
Boucher C, Smyth A (2004). Up close and personal: reflections on our experience of 
supervising research candidates who are using personal reflective techniques,  
Reflective Practice 2004. 5(3): 345 -56 
 
Boulding, K. (1973/ 1981). A Preface to Grants Economics: The Economy of Love and 
Fear. New York: Praeger.  
 
Bourdieu, P. (2001). Homo Academicus. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Bourgeault, I. L. (2012). Critical Issues in the funding of qualitative research. Journal of 

Ethnographic & Qualitative Research , 7 (1), 1-7. 

 
Bourke, S. & Holbrook, A. (2002). Links between research and schools. The role of 
postgraduate students.  Australian Educational Researcher. 29 (2): 15-32. 
 
Bourne, C. (2009). Trust as a discursive process produced by financial elites: A 
communications perspective. Conference paper. 2009 Critical Management Studies 
Conference. University of Warwick, 13 – 15 July. Retrieved November 10, 2009 from 
http://mngt.waikato.ac.nz/ejrot/cmsconference/2009/Stream24/CleaBourne.pdf. 
 
Bourner, T., Bowden, R., & Laing, S. (2001). Professional Doctorates in England. Studies 
in Higher Education 26 (1), 65-83. 
 
Bowman, H. (2005). ‘It's a year and then that's me’: masters students' decision­‐making. 
Journal of Further & Higher Education , 29 (3), 233-249. 
 
Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered. Princeton, NJ: Carnage Foundation. 
 
Boyer, E. (1996). The scholarship of engagement. Journal of Public Outreach 1 (1),11-
20. 
 



 

 

254 

Bradley, D., Noonan, P., Nugent, H., & Scales, B. (2008). Review of Australian Higher 
Education Final Report December 2008. Retrieved October 26, 2009 from 
http://www.deewr.gov.au/HigherEducation/Review/Pages/ReviewofAustralianHigherEdu
cationReport.aspx 
 
Breen, J. (2008). Postgraduate Management at University of Limerick. Retrieved October 
17, 2009 from http://www.nuigalway.ie/ 
 
Brigley, S. J., & Robbé, I. J. (2005). Exploiting learning moments: varying forms of 
educational supervision in basic surgical education. Learning in Health & Social Care , 4 
(3), 129-141. 
 
Bringle, R. G., Games, R., & Malloy, E.A. (Eds.). (1990). Colleges and universities as 
citizens. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Brint, S. (1994). In an age of experts: The changing role of professionals in politics and 
public life. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
Brint, S. (2002). The Future of the City of Intellect: The Changing American University. 
Stanford: Stanford University Press. 
 
Britton, A. (2003). Comprehensive Teacher Indiction. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 
  
Britton, E., Paine, L., Pimm. D. & Raizen, S. (2003). Comprehensive teacher induction: 
systems for early career learning. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic.  
 
Brooks, A. & MacKinnon, A. (eds) (2001). Gender and the Restructured University: 
Changing Management and Culture in Higher Education. Buckingham: Open University 
Press.  
 
Brown, J. D. (1986). Evaluations of self and others: Self-enhancement biases in social 
judgments. Social Cognition, 4, 353–376. 
 
Brown, J. S., Collins, A., & Duguid, P. (1989). Situated cognition and the culture of 
learning. Educational Researcher, 18, 32-42. 
 
Brown, J. S., & Duguid, P. (2000). The social life of information. Boston: Harvard 
Business School Press. 
 
Brown, M., & Edelson, D. C. (2001). Teaching by design: Curriculum design as a lens on 
instructional practice. Paper presented at the Annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Seattle, WA. Annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (pp. 1-9). Seattle, WA.: American Educational 
Research Association. 
 



 

 

255 

Brown, S. (2012). A Critique of Generic Learning Outcomes. Journal of Learning 
Design.  Retrieved January 12, 2012 from 
http://www.jld.qut.edu.au/publications/vol2no2/documents/BrownJLDVol2No2.pdf 
 
Bruner, E. M. (1984). Introduction: The opening up of anthropology. In S. Plattner & 
E. M. Bruner (Eds.), Text, play, and story: The construction and reconstruction of self 
and society—1983 proceedings of the American ethnological society (pp. 1-16). 
Princeton, NJ: American Ethnological Society. 
 
Bruner, J.S. (1990). Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
Bry, C., Treinen, E., Corneille, O. & Yzerbyt, V. Eye'm lovin' it! The role of gazing 
awareness in mimetic desires. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47 (5), 987-
993. 
 
Bryant, S. F. (2005). Becoming Wikipedian: Transformation of participation in a 
collaborative online encyclopedia. Proceedings of GROUP International Conference on 
Supporting Group Work , 1-10. 
 
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement. 
New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
 
Bubb, S., & Earley, P. (2006). Induction rite and wrongs: the educational vandalism of 
new teachers' professional development. Journal of In-service Education , 32 (1), 5-12. 
 
Buchan, N. R., Croson, R. T. A., and Dawes, R. (2002). Swift Neighbors and Persistent 
Strangers: A Cross- Cultural Investigation of Trust and Reciprocity in Social Exchange. 
American Journal of Sociology, 108(1), 168–206.  
 
Buchanan, J. & Tullock, G. (1962) The calculus of consent? Logical foundations of 
constitutional democracy.  Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.  
 
Büken, S.K. (2004). Trouble on Memory Lane: Adults and Self-Retrospection in 
Researching Youth. Qualitative Inquiry, 70(5). 715-730. 
 
Burnard, P., & Younker, B. (2008). Investigating children’s musical interactions within 
the activities systems of group composing and arranging: An application of Engeström’s 
Activity Theory. International Journal of Educational Research , 47 (1), 60–74. 
 
Burnett, C. P. (1999). The Supervision of Doctoral Dissertations Using a Collaborative 
Cohort Model, Counselor Education and Supervision, 39 (1), 46-51 
 
Burnett, J. (2007). Tilling the soil of the European higher education area. Educational 
Action Research, 15 (2), 283-293. 
 



 

 

256 

Burnham, E. L., Schiro, S., & Fleming, M. (2011). Mentoring K Scholars: Strategies to 
Support Research Mentors. CTS: Clinical & Translational Science. , 4 (3), 199-203. 
Fahraeus, E. (2004). Distance education students moving towards collaborative learning–
a field study of Australian distance education students and systems. Educational 
Technology and Society , 7 (2), 129–140. 
 
Burns, T. (1961). Micropolitics: Mechanisms of institutional change. Administration 
Science Quarterly. 6, 257-281 
 
Burri, R. V. (2008). Doing Distinctions: Boundary Work and Symbolic Capital in 
Radiology. Social Studies of Science (Sage), 38 (1), 35-62 
 
Burritt, J. &  Steckel, C. (2009). Supporting tile Learning Curve for Contemporary 
Nursing Practice. Journal of Nursing Administration, 39 (11), 479-484 
 
Burt, R. S. (1992). Structural holes: The social structure of competition. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 
 
Burt, R. S. (2000). The network structure of social capital. Research in Organizational 
Behavior, 22, 345–423. 
 
Burton-Jones, A. (1999). Knowledge capitalism: business, work and learning in the new 
economy. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
 
Butler, J. P. (1987). Subjects of Desire, Hegelian Reflections in Twentieth-Century 
France. New York: Columbia University Press. 
 
Butler, J. (1993). Bodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits Of Sex. New York: 
Routledge. 
 
Butler, J. P. (1997a). The Psychic Life of Power: Theories in Subjection. Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press.  
 
Butler, J. P. (1997b). Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative. London: 
Routledge. 
 
Butler, J. P. (1999). Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New 
York and London: Routledge. 
 
Camburn, E., Rowan, B., & Taylor, J. E. (2003). Distributed leadership in schools: The 
case of elementary schools adopting comprehensive school reform models. Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 25, 347–373. 
 
Camenisch, P. (1981). Gift and Gratitude in Ethics. Journal of Religious Ethics 9(1), 1–
34.  
 



 

 

257 

Cater, B., Lew, B., Smith, B. (2008). A theory of tenure-track contracts. Education 
Economics, 16 (2), 203-218. 
 
Card, C. (1988). Gratitude and Obligation. American Philosophical Quarterly 25(2), 
115–27.  
 
Carnevale, P. J., & Lawler, E. J. (1986). Time pressure and the development of 
integrative agreements in bilateral negotiations. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 30, 636–
659. 
 
Center for Activity Theory and Developmental Work Research. (2010). Cultural-
Historical Activity Theory. Retrieved January 25, 2010 from 
http://www.edu.helsinki.fi/activity/pages/chatanddwr/chat/ 
 
Central Statistics Office (2008). Statistical Yearbook of Ireland 2008 (Education, 
Chapter 7).  Retrieved October 17, 2009 from http://www.cso.ie/ 
 
Chaiken, S. & Baldwin, M. W. (1981). Affective-cognitive consistency and the effect of 
salient behavioral information on the self-perception of attitudes. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 41 (1, 1-12. 
 
Chang, E. & Hancock, K. (2003). Role stress and role ambiguity in new nursing 
graduates in Australia. Nursing and Health Sciences. 5( 2), 155–163. 
 
Chang, Y. & Kanno, Y. (2010). NNES Doctoral Students in English-Speaking Academe: 
The Nexus between Language and Discipline. Applied Linguistics, 31 (5), 671-692. 
 
Changfoot, N. (2003). Misrecognition and Recognition: Hegel and Identity. Retrieved 
May 25, 2009 from 
http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/6/3/7/2/pages63721/p
63721-1.php  
 
Charmaz, K. (1983) The grounded theory method: An explanation and interpretation. In 
R. M. Emerson (Ed.), Contemporary field research (pp. 109-126). Boston: Little, Brown. 
 
Charmaz, K. (1995). Grounded theory. In J. A. Sith, R. Harre, & L. Van Langehove 
(Eds.). Rethinking methods in psychology. London: Sage 
 
Cheal, D. (1988). Theories of Serial Flow in Intergenerational Transfers. International 
Journal of Aging and Human Development, 26(4), 261–73.  
 
Chen, I.-S., & Chen, J.-K. (2012a). Creativity strategy selection for the higher education 
system. Quality & Quantity , 46 (3), 739-750. 
 



 

 

258 

Chen, J.-K., & Chen, I.-S. (2012b). Critical creativity criteria for students in higher 
education: taking the interrelationship effect among dimensions into account. Quality & 
Quantity , 46 (4), 1057-1075. 
 
Chen, S.-Y. (2012). Contributing knowledge and knowledge workers: the role of Chinese 
universities in the knowledge economy. London Review of Education , 10 (1), 101-112. 
 
Cheney G. (1983). On the various and changing meanings of organizational membership: 
A field study of organizational identification. Communication Monographs, 50, 342-362. 
 
Chisholm-Burns, M., & Spivey, C. (2010). Use of Social Cognitive Theory to Guide a 
Medical Treatment Adherence Intervention. International Journal of Interdisciplinary 
Social Sciences , 5 (7), 97-107. 
 
Chomsky, N. (1989). Necessary illusions: Thought control in democratic societies. 
Boston: South End Press. 
 
Chong, E. K.M. (2010). Using blogging to enhance the initiation of students into 
academic research. Computers & Education, 55 (2), 798-807. 
 
Christensen, S. C., Wright, H. H., Ross, K., Katz, R., & Capilouto, G. (2009). What 
makes a good story? The naive rater's perception. Aphasiology, 23 (7/8), 898-913. 
 
Cialdini, R. B. (1984). Influence. New York, NY: Morrow.  
 
Clark, B. Y., & Llorens, J. J. (2012). Investments in Scientific Research: Examining the 

Funding Threshold Effects on Scientific Collaboration and Variation by Academic 

Discipline. Policy Studies Journal , 40 (4), 698-729. 

 
Clark, C. (1987). Sympathy Biography and Sympathy Margin. American Journal of 
Sociology, 93(2), 290– 321.  
 
Clark, R. and Ivanic, R. (1997) The Politics of Writing. London: Routledge. 
 
Clegg, S.  (2011). Cultural capital and agency: connecting critique and curriculum in 
higher education. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 32 (1), 93-108. 
 
Cleland, C. E. (2011). Prediction and Explanation in Historical Natural Science. British 

Journal for the Philosophy of Science , 62 (3), 551-582. 

 
Coate, K. & MacLabhrainn, M. (2009). Irish Higher Education and the Knowledge 
Economy. In Huisman, J. (Ed,), International Perspectives on the Governance of Higher 
Education: Alternative Frameworks for Coordination. London: Routledge. 
 



 

 

259 

Cobb, P. (1995). Mathematical learning and small-group interaction: Four case studies. In 
P. C. (Eds.), The emergence of mathematical meaning: Interaction in classroom cultures 
(pp. 25–129). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Cochran-Smith, M. & Paris, P. (1995). Mentor and mentoring: did Homer have it right? 
In: J.  
Smith (Ed.) Critical discourses on teacher development. London: Cassell. 181–202.  
 
Cochran-Smith, M., & Donnell, K. (2006). Practitioner inquiry: Blurring the boundaries 
of research and practice. In J. Green, G. Camilli, & P. B.  Elmore (Eds.), Handbook of 
complementary methods in education research (pp. 503-518). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum. 
 
Cochran-Smith, M., & Fries, K. (2005). Researching teacher education in changing 
times: Politics and paradigms. In M. Cochran-Smith & K. Zeicher (Eds.), Studying 
teacher education: The report of the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education 
(pp69-109). Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association. 
 
Cohen, M. D., March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1976). People, problems, solutions and the 
ambiguity of relevance. In J. G. March & J. P. Olsen (Eds.), Ambiguity and choice in 
organizations (pp. 24-37). Bergen, Norway: Universitetsforlaget. 
 
Cohen, E., & Goodlad, J. (1994). Designing groupwork: Strategies for the heterogeneous 
classroom. New York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Cohen, E., Brody, C., & Sapon-Shevin, M. (2004). Teaching cooperative learning: a 
challenge for teacher education. Albany: State University of New York Press. 
 
Cole, M. (1988). Cross-cultural research in the sociohistorical tradition. Human 
Development, 31, 137-151.  
 
Cole, M. (Ed.) (1998). Bowles and Gintis revisited: Correspondance and contradiction in 
educational theory. London: Falmer Press.  
 
Cole, M. (1999). Cultural psychology: some general principles and a concrete example. 
In Y. Engestrom, R. Miettinen, & R.­‐L. Punamaki, Perspectives on activity theory (pp. 
90-91). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal 
of Sociology, 94, S95–S120. 
 
Coleman, J. S. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press. 
 
Collins, R. (1979). The credential society: An historical sociology of education and 
stratification. New York: Elsevier. 



 

 

260 

 
Collinson, J. A. (2005). Artistry and analysis: student experiences of UK practice­‐based 
doctorates in art and design. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 
(QSE), 18 (6), 713-728. 
 
Conn, S.R., Roberts, R. L. & Powell, B. M. (2009). Attitudes and Satisfaction with a 
Hybrid Model of Counseling Supervision. Journal of Educational Technology & Society, 
12 (2), 298-306. 
 
Connell, R. (1985). How to Supervise a PhD. Vestes, 2, 38-41 
Cook, K. S., O’Brien, J. and Kollock, P. (1990). Exchange Theory: A Blueprint for 
Structure and Process. In G. Ritzer. (ed.). Frontiers of Social Theory: The New Syntheses 
(pp. 158–81) New York: Columbia University Press.  
 
Cooke, P. (2001). Regional Innovation Systems Clusters and the Knowledge Economy. 
Industrial & Corporate Change. 10, 945-974. 
 
Cormier, D (2008). Rhizomatic Education: Community as Curriculum. In Innovate - 
Journal of Online Education. 4 (5), June/July 2008. Retrieved October 19, 2009 from 
http://innovateonline.info/index.php 
 
Cornforth, S., & Claiborne, L. B. (2008). Supervision in educational contexts: raising the 
stakes in a global world. Teaching in Higher Education , 13 (6), 691-701. 
 
Coser, L. (1956). The functions of social conflict. Glencoe, IL: The Free Press. 
 
Costa, G. (2006). Mental health practices, Strategies, and dynamics pertinent to early 
intervention practitioners. In G.M. Foley and J.D. Hochman (Eds.). Mental Health in 
Early Intervention: Achieving Unity in Principles and Practice. Baltimore, Maryland: 
Paul H. Brookes.   
 
Craswell, G. (2007). Deconstructing the skills training debate in doctoral education. 
Higher Education Research & Development , 26 (4), 377-391. 
 
Crawford, J., Kippax, S., Onyx, J., Gault, U., & Benton, P. (1992). Emotion and gender. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Cross, R., & Parker, A. (2004). The hidden power of social networks: Understanding how 
work really gets done in organizations. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 
 
Crossouard, B. (2008). Developing alternative models of doctoral supervision with online 
formative assessment. Studies in Continuing Education, 30 (1), 51-67. 
 
Cryer, P. (2006). The research student's guide to success.  3rd ed. Maidenhead: Open 
University. 
 



 

 

261 

Cuenca, A., Schmeichel, M., Butler, B. M., Dinkelman, T. & Nichols, J. R. (2011). 
Creating a “third space” in student teaching: Implications for the university supervisor’s 
status as outsider. Teaching & Teacher Education, 27 (7), 1068-1077. 
 
Currie J. and Newson J. (1998). Universities and Globalisation. London: Sage. 
 
Curry, M., Gearhart, M., Kafka, J., & Little, J. W. (2003). Looking at student work for 
teacher learning, teacher community and school reform. Phi Delta Kappan, 32, 185–192. 
 
Cuthbert, R. (ed.) (1998). Working in Higher Education. Buckingham: Open University 
Press. 
 
Daelmans, H. E. M., Hoogenboom, R. J. I.; Scherpbier, A. J. J. A.; Stehouwer, C. D. A.; 
van der Vleuten, C. P. M.. (2005). Effects of an in-training assessment programme on 
supervision of and feedback on competencies in an undergraduate Internal Medicine 
clerkship. Medical Teacher, 27 (2), 158-163. 
 
Dahan, A. (2007). Supervision and Schizophrenia: the professional identity of Ph.D 
supervisors and the mission of students' professionalisation. European Journal of 
Education, 42 (3), 335-349. 
 
Daley, S., Wingard, D. L. & Resnik, V. (2006) Improving retention of underrepresented 
minority faculty in academic medicine. J Natl Med Assoc. 98, 1435-1440. 
 
Dall’Alba, G. & Barnacle, R. (2007). An Ontological Turn for Higher Education. Studies 
in Higher Education. 32 (6), 679–691.  
 
Dall’Alba, G. & Sandberg, J. (2006) Unveiling Professional Development: A critical 
review of stage models. Review of Educational Research. 76 (3), 383–412.  
 
Dall’Alba, G. (2009). Learning Professional Ways of Being: Ambiguities of becoming. 
Educational Philosophy & Theory. 41 (1), 34-45. 
 
Daly, L. K. (2012). Slaves immersed in a liberal ideology. Nursing Philosophy , 13 (1), 

69-77. 

 
Darder, A. (1991). Culture and power in the classroom: A critical foundation for 
bicultural education. Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey. 
 
Darling-Hammond, L., Bransford, J., LePage, P., & Hammerness, K. (Eds.). (2005). 
Preparing teachers for a changing world: What teachers should learn and be able to do. 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Davis, J. (1992). Exchange. Buckingham: Open University Press.  
 



 

 

262 

Davys, A. M. & Beddoe, L. (2009). The Reflective Learning Model: Supervision of 
Social Work Students. Social Work Education, 28 (8), 919-933. 
 
Dawson, S. & McWilliam, E. (2008). Investigating the application of IT generated data 
as an indicator of learning and teaching performance. A report produced for the 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council. Retrieved April 15, 2011 from  
http://olt.ubc.ca/learning_tools/research_1/research/  
 
Deakin University, (2010). The Deakin University Participant Capacity to Consent 
Supplement. Retrieved June 10, 2010 from 
http://www.deakin.edu.au/research/admin/uploaded-forms/206/256-GUIDELINES-for-
the-completion-of-the-DU-HREC-Capacity-to-Consent-Supplement.pdf 
 
Dearnley, C. (2005). A reflection on the use of semi-structured interviews. 
Nurse Researcher, 13 (1), 19-28. 
 
De Beer, M., & Mason, R. (2009). Using a blended approach to postgraduate supervision. 
Innovation in Education and Teaching International , 46 (2), 213–36. 
 
de Boer, H., Huisman, J. & Meister-Scheytt, C. (2010). Supervision in 'modern' 
university governance: boards under scrutiny. Studies in Higher Education, 35 (3), 317-
333. 
 
De Dreu, C. K. W., & Van Lange, P. A. M. (1995). The impact of social value 
orientations on negotiator cognition and behavior. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 21, 1178–1188. 
 
De Dreu, C. K. W., Beersma, B., Stroebe, K., Euwema, M. C., (2006). Motivated 
Information Processing, Strategic Choice, and the Quality of Negotiated Agreement. 
Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 90 (6), 927-943. 
 
Deem, R. (2001). Globalisation, New Managerialism, Academic Capitalism and  
Entrepreneurialism in Universities: Is the Local Dimension Still Important? Comparative 
Education, 37 (1), 7–20. 
 
Deem, R. & Lucas, L. (2006).  Learning about research: exploring the learning and 
teaching/research relationship amongst educational practitioners studying in higher 
education.  Teaching in Higher Education. 11 (1), 1-18. 
 
Delany, D. (2012) Postgraduate Supervision Survey (Best Practice) Retrieved 1 
December, 2012 from 
www.tcd.ie/CAPSL/assets/doc/Postgraduate_Supervision_Survey.doc 
 
Deleuze, G. & Guattari, F. (1980/2004). A Thousand Plateaus. Trans. Brian Massumi. 
London and New York: Continuum. 
 



 

 

263 

Delfmann, H., & Koster, S. (2012). Knowledge transfer between SMEs and higher 
education institutionsDifferences between universities and colleges of higher education in 
the Netherlands. Industry & Higher Education , 26 (1), 31-42. 
 
Department of Education and Science, (2009). 04 August, 2009 - Minister O'Keeffe 
announces details of 1,000 postgraduate places for jobless workers. Retrieved October 
17, 2009 from http://www.education.ie/ 
 
De Tezanos-Pinto, P., Bratt, C., & Brown, R. (2010). What will the others think? In-
group norms as a mediator of the effects of intergroup contact. British Journal of Social 
Psychology, 49 (3), 507-523. 
 
Detsky, A. S. & Baerlocher, M. O.  (2007) Academic mentoring-how to give it and how 
to get it. Journal of the American Medical Association. 297, 2134-2136. 
 
Devos, A. (2004) The project of self , the project of others: mentoring, women and the 
fashioning of the academic subject, Studies in Continuing Education, 26(1), 67 
 
Dewey, J. (1958). Experience and Nature. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.  
 
Dewey, John. (1916). Democracy and education. New York: Free Press. 
 
Dias, P. & Pare, A. (2000) Transitions: Writing in Academic and Workplace Settings. 
Cresskill: Hampton P, Inc. 
 
Diefenbach, T. (2009). Are case studies more than sophisticated storytelling?: 
Methodological problems of qualitative empirical research mainly based on semi-
structured interviews. Quality & Quantity, 43 (6), 875-894. 
 
Dijksterhuis, M. G. K., Voorhuis, M., Teunissen, P. W., Schuwirth, L. W. T., ten Cate, O. 
T. J., Braat, D. D. M. & Scheele, F. (2009). Assessment of competence and progressive 
independence in postgraduate clinical training. Medical Education, 43 (12), 1156-1165 
 
DiMaggio, P. (1997). Culture and Cognition: An Interdisciplinary Review. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 23, 263–87. 
 
Donald, S. H., & Mackie, V. (2009). Working in the Space Between. PORTAL: Journal 
of Multidisciplinary International Studies , 6 (1), 1-14. 
 
Dorr, A., Arms, E. & Hall, V. (2008). Developing the Next Generation of Education 
Researchers: UCLA’s Experience With the Spencer Foundation Research Training Grant. 
Teachers College Record, 110 (7), 1424-1457. 
 
Douglas, M. (1990). Risk and Blame. London: Routledge.  
 



 

 

264 

Dowling, F. (2008). Getting in touch with our feelings: the emotional geographies of 
gender relations in PETE. Sport, Education & Society, 13 (3), 247-266. 
 
Draucker, C., Martsolf, D., Ross, R., & Rusk, T. (2007). Theoretical Sampling and 

Category Development in Grounded Theory. Qualitative Health Research , 17 (8), 1137-

1148. 

 
Dreier, O. (1999). Personal Trajectories of Participation across Contexts of Social 
Practice. Critical Social Studies , 1 (1), 5-32 . 
 
Drennan, J. & Clarke, M. (2009). Coursework master's programmes: the student's 
experience of research and research supervision. Studies in Higher Education, 34 (5), 
483-500. 
 
Dreyfus, H. L. & Dreyfus,  S. E. (2005). Peripheral Vision: Expertise in Real World 
Contexts. Organisation Studies. 26,  779 - 792.  
 
Duffy, D. (2007). Ireland faces a university challenge. Retrieved June 12, 2011 from 
http://www.prospectus.ie/documents/5037662Irish%20Times%20Edu%20Article_8.1.07.
pdf 
 
Dutton, J. E., Dukerich J. M., & Harquail C. V. (1994). Organizational Images and 
Member Identification. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39, 239-263. 
 
Durling, D. (2002). Discourses on research and the PhD in Design. Quality Assurance in 
Education. 10 (2) ,79 – 85. 
 
Dysthe, O., Samara, A., & Westrheim, K. (2006). Multivoiced supervision of Master’s 
students: a case study of alternative supervision practices in higher education. Studies in 
Higher Education , 31 (3), 299-318. 
 
E d w a r d s, A. (2005). Relational Agency: Learning to be a resourceful practitioner. 
International Journal of Educational Research , 43, 168-182. 
 
Edwards, A. (2005). Cultural Historical Activity Theory and Learning: a relational turn. 
TLRP Annual Conference Keynote Address (pp. 1-16). Warwick: TLRP. 
 
Edwards, A., & D’Arcy, C. (2004). Relational Agency and Disposition in Sociocultural 
Accounts of Learning to Teach. Educational Review , 56 (2), 147-155. 
 
Edwards, A., & Mackenzie, L. (2005). Steps towards participation: the social support of 
learning trajectories. International Journal of Lifelong Education , 24 (4), 282-302. 
 
Ehrlich, T. (1995). The Courage to inquire: Ideals and realities in higher education. 
Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press. 



 

 

265 

 
Eilertsen, T. V., Gustafson, N. & Salo, P. (2008). Action research and the micropolitics in 
schools. Educational Action Research, 16 (3), 295-308. 
 
Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Huntington, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived 
organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500 –507. 
 
Ekeh, P. P. (1974). Social Exchange Theory: The Two Traditions. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.  
 
Eldred, M. (2008). Social Ontology: Recasting Political Philosophy Through a 
Phenomenology of Whoness. Frankfurt: Ontos.  
 
Eliasoph, N. and Lichterman, P. (2002). Culture in Interaction. American Journal of 
Sociology, 108(4), 735– 794.  
 
Elliot, P. (1972). The Sociology of Professions.  London: Maximillian Press. 
 
Ellis, L. B. (2005). Professional doctorates for nurses: mapping provision and 
perceptions. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 50 (4), 440-448. 
 
Ellis, V. (2011). Reenergising Professional Creativity from a CHAT Perspective: Seeing 
Knowledge and History in Practice. Mind, Culture & Activity, , 18 (2), 181-193. 
 
Elmborg, J. K. (2011). Libraries as the Spaces Between Us: Recognizing and Valuing the 
Third Space. Reference & User Services Quarterly, 50 (4), 338-350. 
 
Elmore, R. F. (1996). Getting to scale with good educational practice. Harvard 
Educational Review, 66, 1–26. 
 
Elstrup, O. (2009). The Ways of Humans: Modelling the Fundamentals of Psychology 
and Social Relations. Integrative Psychological & Behavioral Science, 43 (4), 267-300. 
 
Elton, L. and Pope, M. (1989). Research supervision - the value of collegiality. 
Cambridge Journal of Education, 19 (3), 267-276. 
 
Embree, L. (2008). The Nature and Role of Phenomenological Psychology in Alfred 
Schutz. Journal of Phenomenological Psychology, 39 (2),141-150. 
 
Emerson, R. M. (1972). Exchange theory, part I: A psychological basis for social 
exchange. In J. Berger, M. Zelditch, & B. Anderson (Eds.), Sociological theories in 
progress, vol. 2. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
 
Emerson, R. (1976). Social Exchange Theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2, 335–62.  
 



 

 

266 

Emirbayer, M. and Goodwin, J. (1994). Network Analysis, Culture, and the Problem of 
Agency. American Journal of Sociology, 99(6), 1411–54.  
 
Engelbrecht, H. J. (2009). Pathological Knowledge-Based Economies: Towards a 
Knowledge-Based Economy Perspective on the Current Crisis. Prometheus, 27 (4), 403-
414. 
 
Engebretson, K., Smith, K., Seibold, C., Terrett, G., & Ryan , E. (2008). The changing 
reality of research education in Australia and the implications for supervision: a review of 
the literature. Teaching in Higher Education. 13(1), 1-15.  
 
Engeström, Y. M. (1966). Cognition and Communication at Work. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Engeström, Y. (1987). Learning by expanding: An activity-theoretical approach to 
developmental research. Helsinki, Finland: Orienta-Konsultit Oy. 
 
Engeström, Y. (1993). Developmental work research as a test bench of activity theory: 
The case of the primary medical care practice. In S. C. Lave, Understanding practice: 
Perspectives on activity and context (pp. 64–103). Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
Engeström, Y. (1999). Innovative learning in work teams: analyzing cycles of knowledge 
creation in practice. In Y. Engestrom, R. Miettinen, & R.­‐L. Punamaki, In Perspectives 
on activity theory. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
E n g e s t r ö m, Y. (2001). Expansive learning at work: towards an activity-theoretical 
reconceptualisation. Journal of Education and Work , 14 (1), 133–156. 
 
Engeström, Y. D. (2005). Developmental Work Research: Expanding Activity Theory in 
Practice . Berlin: Lehmanns Media. 
 
Engeström, Y., Miettinen, R., Punamäki, R.-L. (Eds). (1999). Perspectives on activity 
theory. New York: Cambridge University Press 
 
Ericsson, K. A., and Smith, J. (Eds.), (1991).  Toward a General Theory of Expertise:  
Prospects and Limits.  Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press. 
 
Ericsson, K. A., Krampe, R. Th. and Tesch-Römer, C. (1993).  The role of deliberate 
practice in the acquisition of expert performance. Psychological Review, 100, 363-406. 
 
Ericsson, K. A., and Lehmann, A. C. (1996). Expert and exceptional performance: 
Evidence on maximal adaptations on task constraints.  Annual Review of Psychology, 47, 
273-305 
 



 

 

267 

Ericsson, A. K., Charness, N., Feltovich, P. & Hoffman, R. R. (2006). Cambridge 
handbook on expertise and expert performance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Erikson, F. (1986). Qualitative methods in research on teaching. In M. C. Wittrock (ed.), 
Handbook or research on teaching (3rd ed., pp. 119-161). New York: Macmillan. 
 
Eriksson, J., Karlsson, M., & Reuter, M. (2010). Technocracy, Politicization, and 
Noninvolvement: Politics of Expertise in the European Regulation of Chemicals. Review 
of Policy Research, 27 (2), 167-185 
 
Errante, A., (2001) ‘But sometimes you're not part of the story: oral histories and ways of 
remembering and telling’, Educational Researcher, 29,  (2), 16–27. 
Ettinger, B. (2006). The Matrixial Borderspace. Minnesota: University of Minnesota 
Press. 
 
Etzioni, A. (1961). A comparative analysis of complex organizations. New York: Free 
Press.  
 
Etzioni, A. (1975). An evaluation of complex organizations: On power, involvement, and 
their correlates. New York: Free Press.  
 
Etzioni, A. (1988). The Moral Dimension: Toward a New Economics. New York: Free 
Press.  
 
Evans, K. (2002). Negotiating the self: Identity, sexuality, and emotion in learning to 
teach. New York: Routledge Falmer. 
 
Evans, T. (2002). Part-time research students: are they producing knowledge where it 
counts? Higher Education Research and Development. 21 (2): 155-65 
 
Evans, C. & Stevenson, K. (2011). The experience of international nursing students 
studying for a PhD in the U.K: A qualitative study. BMC Nursing, 10 (1), 11-23. 
 
Eyal, T., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2008). Judging near and distant virtue and vice. 
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 4, 1204–1209. 
 
Fadde, P. (2009). Instructional design for advanced learners: training recognition skills to 
hasten expertise. Educational Technology Research & Development, 57 (3), 359-376 
 
Fairweather, S. (1996). Faculty work and public trust. Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Farley, J. F., Wang, C.-C., & Blaloc, S. J. (2010). The Status of PhD Education in 
Economic, Social, and Administrative Sciences Between 2005 and 2008. American 
Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, , 74 (7), 1-6. 
 



 

 

268 

Feiman-Nemser, S. (2001) From preparation to practice: designing a continuum to 
strengthen and sustain teaching. Teachers College Record. 103(6), 1013–1055.  
 
Fenstermacher, G. & Richardson, V. (2005). On Making Determinations of Quality in 
Teaching. Teachers College Record. 107 (1), 186-213. 
 
Festinger, L., Schachter, S., & Bach, K. (1950). Social pressures in informal groups. 
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 
 
Finkelstein, M. J. and Schuster, J. H. (2001). Assessing the Silent Revolution: How 
Changing Demographics are Reshaping the Academic Profession. American Association 
of Higher Education Bulletin, 54 (2), 3–7. 
 
Fischer, A. H., Tobi, H., & Ronteltap, A. (2011). When Natural met Social: A Review of 

Collaboration between the Natural and Social Sciences. Interdisciplinary Science 

Reviews , 36 (4), 341-358. 

 
Fishbach, A., Henderson, M. D. & Minjung, K. (2011). Pursuing Goals With Others: 
Group Identification and Motivation Resulting From Things Done Versus Things Left 
Undone. Journal of Experimental Psychology. 140 (3), 520-534. 
 
Fishman, J., Lunsford, A., McGregor, B. and Otuteye, M. (2005). Performing Writing, 
Performing Literacy. College Composition and Communication, 57 (2), 224-252.  
 
Firmin, M. W., Johnson, E. J. & Wikler, J. (2009). Professional Human Service 
Occupation Biases Represented in General Psychology Textbooks. Journal of 
Instructional Psychology, 36 (3), 194-202 
 
Fischer, M. (2002). Work experience as an Element of Work Process Knowledge, in. N. 
Boreham, R. Samurcay & M. Fischer (eds) (2002) Work Process Knowledge (pp. 119-
133). London: Routledge. 
 
Fisher, J. D., Nadler, A. and DePaulo, B. M. (Eds.). (1983). New Directions in Helping, 
Volume 1: Recipient Reactions to Aid . New York: Academic Press.  
 
Fivaz-Depeursinge, E., Corboz-Warnery, A., & Keren, M. (2004). The primary triangle: 
Treating infants in their families. In A. J. Sameroff, S. C. McDonough, & K. L. 
Rosenblum (Eds.), Treating parent-infant relationship problems: Strategies for 
intervention (pp. 123-151). New York: Guilford. 
 
Flessa, J. (2009). Educational Micropolitics and Distributed Leadership. Peabody Journal 
of Education 84 (3), 331-349. 
 



 

 

269 

Fletcher, S., Strong, M. & Villar, A. (2008) An Investigation of the Effects of Variations 
in Mentor-Based Induction on the Performance of Students in California. Teachers 
College Record, 110 (10), 2271-2289. 
 
Flora, B. H., & Hirt, J. B. (2010). Educational Consortia in a Knowledge Economy: 
Collaboration, Competition, and Organizational Equilibrium. Review of Higher 
Education , 33 (4), 569-592. 
 
Flynn, S. & McGuire, P. (2010). The top 100 best-paid in education. Retrieved July 20, 
2011 from 
http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/education/2010/1109/1224282950573.html 
 
Flynt, E. S. & Brozo, W. G. (2009). It's All About the Teacher. Reading Teacher, 62 (6), 
536-538. 
 
Förster, J., Friedman, R. S., & Liberman, N. (2004). Temporal construal effects on 
abstract and concrete thinking: Consequences for insight and creative cognition. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 87, 177–189. 
 
Forsyth, A. D. & Stoff, D. M., (2009) Key Issues in Mentoring in HIV Prevention and 
Mental Health for New Investigators From Underrepresented Racial/Ethnic Groups. 
American Journal of Public Health. 00900036 (99),  S87-S91. 
 
Forsythe, W. (2008). Fourth Level Ireland: The rationale & national scene,  Retrieved 
October 17, 2009 from 
www.nuigalway.ie/.../forsyth_deans_and_heads_conference_2008.pdf 
 
Fortunato, V. J. & Mincy, M. D. (2003). The Interactive Effects of Dispositional 
Affectivity, Sex, and a Positive Mood Induction on Student Evaluations of Teachers. 
 Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 33 (9), 1945-1968. 
 
Foucault, M. (1972) The Archaeology of Knowledge, London: Tavistock. 
 
Foucault, M. (1977).  Discipline and punish – the birth of the prison. New York: 
Pantheon Books. 
 
Foucault, M. (1980). Power-knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972–
1977. Brighton: Harvester Press.  
 
Foucault, M. (1988). Technologies of the self. In L H Martin, H. Gutman and P. H. 
Hutton (eds). Technologies of the self. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press 
 
Foucault, M. (2002/1972). The archaeology of knowledge. London: Routledge  
 
Fullan, M. (1993). Change forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. London: The 
Falmer Press 



 

 

270 

 
Fullan, M. & Hargreaves, A. (1996). What’s worth fighting for in your school. New 
York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Fuller, S. (2003). Interdisciplinarity between the Academy and the Market. Centre 
National de la Recherche Scientifique. Retrieved October 1, 2010, from 
http://www.interdisciplines.org/ 
 
Fuller, S. (2005). The Intellectual. London: Icon Books. 
 
Fraser, B. J. & Walberg, H. J. (2005). Research on teacher–student relationships and 
learning environments: Context, retrospect and prospect. International Journal of 
Educational Research, 43 (1/2), 103-109. 
 
Frank, K. A. (1995). Identifying cohesive subgroups. Social Networks, 17, 27–56. 
 
Frank, K. A. (1996). Mapping interactions within and between cohesive subgroups. 
Social Networks, 18, 93–119. 
 
Frank, K. A. (1998). Quantitative methods for studying social context in multilevels and 
through interpersonal relations. Review of Research in Education, 23, 171–216. 
 
Frank, K. A, Sykes, G., Anagnastopoulos, D., Cannata, M., Chard, L., & McCrory, R. 
(2006, April). Are Board certified teachers more helpful than non-certified teachers? A 
simple question? Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Frank, K. A, & Yasumoto, J. Y. (1998). Linking action to social structure within a 
system: Social capital within and between subgroups. American Journal of Sociology, 
104, 642–686. 
 
Frank, K. A, & Zhao, Y. (2005). Subgroups as a meso-level entity in the social 
organization of schools. In L. V. Hedges & B. Schneider (Eds.), The social organization 
of schooling (pp. 200–224). New York: Sage. 
 
Franklin, J. L. (1975). Power and commitment: An empirical assessment. Human 
Relations, 28, 737-753. 
 
Fraser, N. (2000). Rethinking Recognition. New Left Review  3 (May, June):107-120. 
 
Fraser, N. (1997). Justice Interruptus: Critical Reflections on the ‘Postsocialist’ 
Condition. London: Routledge.  
 
Freeman, M. (1993). Rewriting the self. London: Routledge. 
 
Friedman, M. (1962). Capitalism and freedom, Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 



 

 

271 

 
Friere, P. (1983). Pedagogy of the oppressed (Myra Bergman Ramos, Trans.). New York: 
Continuum. 
 
Froggett, L.  & Chamberlayne, P. (2004) Narratives of Social Enterprise: From 
Biography to Practice and Policy Critique. Qualitative Social Work. 3, 61-77. 
 
Gaffney-Rhys, R. & Jones, J. (2010). Issues surrounding the introduction of formal 
student contracts. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 35 (6), 711-725. 
 
Gale T. & Kitto, S. (2003).  Sailing into the Wind: New Disciplines in Australian  
Higher Education. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 24 (4), 501–14.  
 
Gannon, S. (2001). (Re)presenting the collective girl: A poetic approach to a 
methodological dilemma. Qualitative Inquiry, 7, 787–800. 
 
Gapova, E. (2009). Post-Soviet academia and class power: Belarusian controversy over 
symbolic markets. Studies in East European Thought, 61 (4), 271-290. 
 
Gardiner, M., Tiggemann, M., Kearns, H. & Marshall, K. (2007). Show me the money! 
An empirical analysis of mentoring outcomes for women in academia. Higher Education 
Research & Development, 26 (4), 425-442 
 
Gardner, J. W. (1991). Building community. San Francisco: Independent Sector. 
Gardner, S. (2009). Student and faculty attributions of attrition in high and low-
completing doctoral programs in the United States. Higher Education, 58 (1), 97-112.  
 
Gavin, K. G. (2010). Design of the curriculum for a second-cycle course in civil 
engineering in the context of the Bologna framework. European Journal of Engineering 
Education, 35 (2), 175-185. 
 
Gee, J. P. (1991). A linguistic approach to narrative. Journal of Narrative and Life 
History, 1, 15–39. 
 
Geller, E. (2001). A reflective model of supervision in speech-language pathology: 
Process and practice. The Clinical Supervisor, 20(2), 191–200. 
 
Geller, E. & Foley, G. (2009). Expanding the "Ports of Entry" for speech-language 
pathologists: A relational and reflective model for clinical practice. American Journal of 
Speech-Language Pathology, 18, 4-21. 
 
Gergen, K. (1989). Warranting voice and the elaboration of the self. In J. Schotter & K. 
Gergen (Eds.), Texts of identity (pp. 133–151). London: Sage. 
 



 

 

272 

Gerofsky, S. (2010). The impossibility of 'real-life' word problems (according to Bakhtin, 
Lacan, Zizek and Baudrillard). Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 
31 (1), 61-73. 
 
Getz, W. (2011). Biomass transformation webs provide a unified approach to consumer–
resource modelling. Ecology Letters, 14: 113–124. 
 
Giacomantonio, M.,  De Dreu, C. K. W., & Mannetti, L. (2010). Now You See It, Now 
You Don't: Interests, Issues, and Psychological Distance in Integrative Negotiation. 
Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 98 (5), 761-774. 
 
Gibson, R. (2010). The 'art' of creative teaching: implications for higher education. 
Teaching in Higher Education , 15 (5), 607-613. 
 
Giddens, A. (1990). The consequences of modernity. California: Stanford University 
Press. 
 
Giddens, A. (1994).  Living in a post­‐traditional society. In Beck, U, Giddens, 
A. & Lash, S (Eds),  Reflexive Modernization. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Gilde, C. (2007). Higher education: open for business. Plymouth, UK: Rowman and 
Littlefield. 
 
Giles, M., Ski, C. & Vrdoljak, D. (2009). Career pathways of science, engineering and 
technology research postgraduates. Australian Journal of Education, 53 (1), 69-86 
 
Gill, P., & Bernard, P. (2008). The student–supervisor relationship in the PhD/doctoral 
process. British Journal of Nursing , 17 (10), 668–71. 
 
Gillard, J. (2009). Building the Education Revolution: National Coordinator’s 
Implementation Report February–September 2009. Retrieved October 26, 2009 from 
http://www.deewr.gov.au/Schooling/BuildingTheEducationRevolution/Documents/NCIR
eport.pdf 
 
Gilovich, T., Kerr, M., & Medvec, V. H. (1993). Effect of temporal perspective on 
subjective confidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64, 552–560. 
 
Gintis, H., Bowles, S., Boyd, R. and Fehr, E. (Eds.). (2005). Moral Sentiments and 
Material Interests: The Foundations of Cooperation in Economic Life. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press.  
 
Giorgi, A. (1975). An application of phenomenological method in psychology. In A . 
Giorgi, C. Fischer, & E. Murray (Eds.), Duquesne studies in phenomenological 
psychology (Vol. 2, pp.235-260). Pittsburgh, PA: Duquesne University press 
 



 

 

273 

Giroux, H. (1992). Border crossings: Cultural workers and the politics of education. New 
York: Routledge.  
 
Glaser, B., & Strauss, A. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for 
qualitative research. Chicago: Aldine. 
 
Glaser, B. G. (1978). Theoretical Sensitivity. Advances in the methodology of Grounded 
Theory. Mill Valley CA.:The Sociology Press.  
 
Glaser, B.G. (1992). Basics of grounded theory analysis. Mill Valley CA.:The Sociology 
Press.  
 
Glaser, R., (1996). Changing the agency for learning: Acquiring expert performance. In 
K. A. Ericsson, (Ed.), The Road to Excellence: The Acquisition of Expert Performance in 
the Arts and Sciences, Sports, and Games,  Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, (pp. 303-311). 
 
Glassick, C. E., Huber, M. T., & Maeroff, G.I. (1997). Scholarship assessed: Evaluation 
of the professoriate. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Glatthorn, A. A. (1998). Writing the winning dissertation : A step-by-step guide . 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
 
Glover, T. D. (2004). Taking the narrative turn:The value of stories in leisure research. 
Society and leisure. 26,145-167.  
 
Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Woolfolk, A. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its 
meaning, measure, and effect on student achievement. American Education Research 
Journal, 37, 479–507. 
 
Goffman, E. (1959/1973). The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: 
Doubleday.  
 
Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction Ritual. New York: Doubleday.  
 
Golde, C. & Walker, G. (Eds.) (2006) Envisioning the Future of Doctoral Education: 
Preparing Stewards of the Discipline: Carnegie Essays on the Doctorate. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
Goldner, L. & Mayseless, O. (2009). The Quality of Mentoring Relationships and 
Mentoring Success. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 38 (10), 1339-1350. 
 
Goodman, J. (1988). The political tactics and teaching strategies of reflective, active 
preservice teachers. The Elementary School Journal. 89(10), 23–41. 
 
Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American 
Sociological Review, 25, 161–179. 



 

 

274 

 
Gouldner, A. (1973). For Sociology: Renewal and Critique in Sociology Today. New 
York: Basic Books.  
 
Graham, A. & Grant, B. (1997). Managing more postgraduate research students. Oxford, 
UK: Oxford Centre for Staff Development. 
 
Grandey, A.A. (2000). Emotion regulation in the workplace: A new way to conceptualize 
emotional labor. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 59-100. 
 
Granello, H. D., Kindsvatter, A., Granello, P. F., Underfer-Babalis, J. & Hartwig 
Moorhead, H. J. (2008). Multiple Perspectives in Supervision: Using a Peer Consultation 
Model to Enhance Supervisor Development. Counselor Education & Supervision, 48 (1), 
32-47. 
 
Grant, B. M. (2010). The limits of 'teaching and learning': indigenous students and 
doctoral supervision. Teaching in Higher Education, 15 (5), 505-517. 
 
Green, J. Camilli, G. & Elmore, P. B. (2006) (Eds.) Handbook of Complementary 
Methods in Education Research. Mahwah: NJ: Lawrence  Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Greene, H. C., O'Connor, K. A., Good, A. J., Ledford, C. C.; Peel, B. B. & Zhang, G. 
(2008). Building a support system toward tenure: challenges and needs of tenure-track 
faculty in colleges of education. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning, 16 (4), 
429-447. 
 
Green, M. S., & Dekkers, T. D. (2010). Attending to Power and Diversity in Supervision: 
An Exploration of Supervisee Learning Outcomes and Satisfaction With Supervision. 
Journal of Feminist Family Therapy , 22 (4), 293-312. 
 
Griffin, P. & Cole. M. (1984). Current activity for the future: The zo-ped. In B. Rogoff & 
J. V. Wertsch (Eds.), Children's learning in the zone of proximal development. San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Grimes, S. & Collins, P. (2003). Building a knowledge economy in Ireland through 
European research networks. European Planning Studies. 11 (4), 395-413. 
 
Gronn, P. (1986). Politics, power and the management of schools. In E. Hoyle (Ed.), The 
world yearbook of education 1986: The management, of schools London: Kogan Page. 
 
Gronn, P. (2002). Distributed leadership. In K. Leithwood & P. Hallinger (Eds.), Second 
international handbook of educational leadership and administration (pp. 653–696). 
Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer. 
 



 

 

275 

Grossman, P., Wineburg, S. S., & Woolworth, S. (2000). What makes teacher community 
different from a gathering of teachers. Seattle: Center for the Study of Teaching and 
Policy, University of Washington. 
 
Grossman, P., Wineburg, S. S., & Woolworth, S. (2001). Toward a theory of teacher 
community. Teachers College Record, 103, 942–1012. 
 
Gumbel, P. (2009). A World of Troubles. Time, 173, 13. 
 
Gunn, R. & Hill, S. (2008). The Impact of League Tables on University Application 
Rates. Higher Education Quarterly, 62 (3), 273-296. 
 
Gutierrez, K., Rymes, B., & Larson, J. (1995). Script, counterscript and underlife in the  
classroom: James Brown versus. Brown v. Board of Education. Harvard Educational  
Review, 65(3), 445–471.  
 
Habermas, J. (1989). The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into 
a Category of Bourgeois Society. Massachusetts: MIT Press. 
 
Hagger, H., & McIntyre, D. (2006). Learning Teaching from Teachers. Maidenhead: 
Open University Press. 
 
Haidet, P. (2007). Jazz and the 'Art' of Medicine: Improvisation in the Medical 
Encounter. The Annals of Family Medicine , 5 (2), 164-169. 
 
Hakkarainen, K., Palonen, T., Paavola, S., & Lehtinen, E. (2004). Communities of 
Networked Expertise. Amsterdam: Elsevier. 
 
Hall, P. M., & Spencer-Hall, D. A. (1982). The social conditions of negotiated order. 
Urban Life. 11, (3), 328-349. 
 
Halton, C., Murphy, M., & Dempsey, M. (2007). Reflective learning in social work 
education: researching student experiences. Reflective Practice, 8 (4), 511-523. 
 
Haksever, A.M. & Manisali, E. (2000). Assessing supervision requirements of PhD 
students: The case of construction management and engineering in the UK. European 
Journal of Engineering Education, March, 1-8. 
 
Hammersley, Martyn, & Atkinson, Paul (1995). Ethnography: Principles in practice, 
Second Ed. London: Routledge. 
 
Harvey, L., & Williams, J. (2010). Fifteen Years of Quality in Higher Education (Part 
Two). Quality in Higher Education , 16 (2), 81-113. 
 
Hasrati, M. (2005) Legitimate peripheral participation and supervising Ph.D 
students. Studies in Higher Education 30(5): 557-70 



 

 

276 

 
Hasrati, M., & Hashemi, R. (2011). The PhD game in a Middle Eastern setting: a small-
scale study of science students in an Iranian university. Quality in Higher Education , 17 
(3), 331-352. 
 
Hatfield, E. and Sprecher, S. (1983). Equity Theory and Recipient Reactions to Aid. In J. 
D. Fisher, A. Nadler, and B. M. DePaulo (Eds.).  New Directions in Helping, Volume 1: 
Recipient Reactions to Aid (pp. 113–43), New York: Academic Press.  
 
Hattie, J. (2009). Visible Learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses related to 
achievement. London: Routledge. 
 
Hattie, J., & Clinton, J. (2008). Identifying Accomplished Teachers: A validation study. 
In L. Ingvarson, & J. Hattie, Assessing teachers for professional certification: the first 
decade of the national board for professional teaching standards (pp. 313-344). Oxford: 
JAI Press. 
 
Hargreaves, A. (1994). Changing teachers, changing limes. New York: Teachers College 
Press. 
 
Hargreaves, A. (1997). Cultures of teaching and educational change. In B. Biddle, T. 
Good, & I. Goodson (Eds.), International handbook of teachers and teaching. Boston: 
Kluwer. 
 
Hargreaves, A. (2000). Mixed emotions: teachers’ perceptions of their interactions with 
students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 811 – 826. 
 
Hargreaves, H. (2001). Emotional Geographies of Teaching. Teachers College Record. 
103 (6), 1056-1080. 
 
Hargreaves, A. (2003). Teaching in the Knowledge Society: Education in the Age of 
Insecurity. New York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Hargreaves, L., Hopper, B. (2006). Early years, low status? Early years teachers' 
perceptions of their occupational status. Early Years: Journal of International Research 
& Development. 26 (2), 171-186 
 
Harkavy, I & Benson, L. (1998). De-Platonizing and democratizing education as the 
bases of service learning. In R.A. Rhoads & J. Howard (Eds.), Service learning: 
Pedagogy and research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Harman, K.  (2004). Producing 'industry-ready' doctoral graduates: The Australian 
cooperative research centre alternative to traditional research education and training. 
Studies in Continuing Education, 26(3), 387-404. 
 
Hart, W. A. (1997). The Qualitymongers. Journal of the Philosophy of Education Society  



 

 

277 

of Great Britain, 31 (2), 295–308.  
 
Harvey L. & Newton, J. (2004). Transforming Quality Evaluation. Quality in Higher 
Education, 10 (2), 149–65.  
 
Haselhuhn, C. W. &  Clopton, K. L. (2008). The Representation of Applied Psychology 
Areas in Introductory Psychology Textbooks. Teaching of Psychology, 35 (3), 205-209 
 
Haug, F. (1987). Female sexualization: A collective work of memory (E. Carter, Trans.). 
London: Verso. 
 
Haug, F. (1992). Feminist writing: Working with women's experiences. Feminist Review. 
42, 16-32. 
 
Haw, K. (2011). The 'changing same' of an 'in-between' generation: negotiating identities 
through space, place and time. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 
32 (4), 565-579. 
 
Haynes L., Adams S. L., Boss J. M., (2008) Mentoring and networking: how to make it 
work. Nature Immunology. 9, 3-5. 
Hazelkorn, E., & Massaro, V. (2011). A tale of two strategies: higher education and 
economic recovery in Ireland and Australia . Higher Education Management & Policy , 
23 (2), pp. 79-102. 
 
Healy, K. (2006). Last Best Gifts: Altruism and the Market for Human Blood and 
Organs. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  
 
Healy, P. (2010). Grey Philistines Taking Over Our Universities. Retrieved July 20, 2011 
from http://paddyhealy.wordpress.com/2010/05/01/grey-philistines-taking-over-our-
universities-irish-times-may-1-tom-garvin/ 
 
Heath, T. (2002). A Quantitative Analysis of PhD students views of supervision. Higher  
Education Research and Development 21(1), 41-53. 
 
Heckhausen, J. & Heckhausen, H. (2010). Motivation and Action. Cambridge: Cambridge 
UP. 
 
Hegel, G.W.F. (1977). Phenomenology of Spirit. (A.V. Miller, Trans.). Oxford: 
Clarendon Press. 
 
Heidegger, M. (1962). Being and Time. San Francisco: Harper & Row. 
 
Heider, F. (1944). Social perception and phenomenal causality. Psychological Review, 
51, 358–374. 
 



 

 

278 

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. In M. Rosenberg & R. H. 
Turner (Eds.), Social psychology (pp. 66–93). New York: Basic Books, Inc. 
 
Hekman, D.R., Steensma, H.K., Bigley, G.A., Hereford, J.F., (2009). “Combined Effects 
of Organizational and Professional Identification on the Reciprocity Dynamic for 
Professional Employees.” Academy of Management Journal. 52 (3).  Retrieved 1 March, 
2010 from 
http://journals.aomonline.org/inpress/main.asp?action=preview&art_id=473&p_id=1&p_
short=AMJ 
 
Helton, W. S. (2007). Deliberate Practice in Dogs: A Canine Model of Expertise. Journal 
of General Psychology, 134 (2), 247-257 
 
Herman, L. and Mandell, A. (2004). From Teaching to Mentoring: Principle and Practice, 
Dialogue and Life in Adult Education. New York: Routledge/Falmer. 
 
Herther, N. K. (2010). Dissertations and Research in an Era of Change. 
Searcher, 18 (2), 22-35 
 
Hertz, R. & Imber, J. B. (Eds.) (1995). Studying elites using qualitative methods. 
Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications. 
 
Heyman, J., & Ariely, D. (2004). Effort for payment: A tale of two markets. 
Psychological Science, 15, 787–793. 
 
Higher Education and Training Awards Council [HETAC] (2006). Explanatory 
Guidelines on the Direct Application to HETAC for a Named Award. Retrieved January 
25, 2011 from 
http://www.hetac.ie/docs/Explanatory%20Guidelines%20on%20the%20Direct%20Appli
cation%20to%20HETAC%20for%20a%20Named%20Award.pdf 
 
Higher Education Authority. (2006, November 1). An Overview of Applications and 
Acceptances to Higher Education. Retrieved April 21, 2012, from HEA: 
http://www.hea.ie/files/files/file/Other/pdf/Statistics/An_Overview_of_Applications_&_
Acceptances_Higher_Education_2006.pdf 
 
Higher Education Authority (2011). A National Strategy for Higher Education towards 
2030. Retrieved March 14, 2011 from 
http://www.hea.ie/files/files/DES_Higher_Ed_Main_Report.pdf 
 
Hightower, A., Knapp, M. S., Marsh, J. A. & McLaughlin, M. W. (Eds) (2002). School 
districts and instructional renewal. New York: Teachers College Press.  
 
Hildrbrand-Nilshon, M., Motzkau, J., & Papadopoulos, D. (2001). Reintegrating sense 
into subjectification. In J. R. Morss, N. Stephenson, H. van Rappard (eds.), Theoretical 
issues in psychology. Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 



 

 

279 

 
Hirschman, A. O. (1970). Exit, Voice, and Loyalty. Responses to Decline in Firms, 
Organizations, and States. Cambridge/Mass.: Harvard University Press.  
 
Ho, B. (2003). Time management of final year undergraduate English projects: 
supervisees’ and the supervisor's coping strategies. System , 31 (2), 231–245. 
 
Hobbes, T. (1651/ 1985). Leviathan. New York: Penguin Books.  
 
Hodges, C. (1998). Participation as dis-identification within a community of practice. 
Mind, Culture and Activity, 5, 272-290. 
 
Hoffer, T. B., Hess, M., Welch, V. & Williams, K. (2007) Doctorate Recipients From 
United States Universities: Summary Report 2006. Chicago, IL: National Opinion 
Research Center. 
 
Hoffman, R. R. (Ed.). (1992).  The Psychology of Expertise: Cognitive Research and 
Empirical AI. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
 
Höge, T. (2009). When work strain transcends psychological boundaries: an inquiry into 
the relationship between time pressure, irritation, work–family conflict and 
psychosomatic complaints. Stress & Health: Journal of the International Society for the 
Investigation of Stress, 25 (1), 41-51. 
 
Holden, D. J. & Zimmerman, M. (2009). A Practical Guide to Program Evaluation 
Planning. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Holland, D., Skinner, S., Lachicotte, W., & Cain, C. (1998). Identity and agency in 
cultural worlds. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Hollway, W., & Jefferson, T. (2000). Doing qualitative research differently. London: 
Sage. 
 
Holtzhausen, D.R. (2002). Towards a postmodern agenda for public relations. Public 
Relations Review, 28, 251­‐264. 
 
Homans, G. C. (1950). The human group. New York: Harcourt-Brace. 
 
Homans, G. C. (1958). Social Behavior as Exchange. American Journal of Sociology 
63(6), 597–606.  
 
Honneth, A. (1996). The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of Social 
Conflicts. (J. Anderson, Trans.). Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.  
 
Hook, D. (2001). Discourse, Knowledge, Materiality, History. Foucault and Discourse 
Analysis. Theory & Psychology, 11 (4), 521­‐547. 



 

 

280 

 
Horlick-Jones, T. (2009). Finding a way between nihilism and romanticism: Some 
reflections on the practice and politics of the sociology of risk. Health, Risk & Society, 11 
(2), 91-98. 
 
Hornburg, S. (2010). Alienation Matters: Validity and Utility of Etzioni’s Theory of 
Commitment in explaining prosocial organizational behaviour. Social Behavior & 
Personality: An International Journal. 38 (8), 1081-1095.  
 
Horsburgh, M. (1999). Quality Monitoring in Higher Education: The Impact on Student 
Learning. Quality in Higher Education, 5 (1), 9–26.  
 
Hostetler, A. J. (2009). Single by Choice? Assessing and Understanding Voluntary 
Singlehood Among Mature Gay Men. Journal of Homosexuality, 56 (4), 499-531. 
 
Howells, J. (1996). Tacit knowledge, innovation and technology transfer. Technology 
Analysis and Strategic Management, 8 (2), 91-106. 
 
Hoy, W. K., Tarter, C. J., & Witkoskie, L. (1992). Faculty trust in colleagues: Linking the 
principal with school effectiveness. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 
26, 38–58. 
 
Hroar Klempe, S. (2011). Mythical Thinking, Scientific Discourses and Research 

Dissemination. Integrative Psychological & Behavioral Science , 45 (2), 216-222. 

 
Hsieh, P.P. & Schallert, D. L. (2008). Implications from self-efficacy and attribution 
theories for an understanding of undergraduates’ motivation in a foreign language course. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 33 (4), 513-532. 
 
Huber, G. (1991). Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures. 
Organization Science. 1, 88-115. 
 
Hughes, C., Boyd, E., & Dykstra, S. J. (2010). Evaluation of a University-Based 
Mentoring Program: Mentors' Perspectives on a Service-Learning Experience. Mentoring 
& Tutoring: Partnership in Learning , 18 (4), 361-382. 
 
Human Genome Project Information. (2009). Human Genome Project Education 
Resources. . Retrieved 1 September, 2009 from 
http://www.ornl.gov/sci/techresources/Human_Genome/education/education.shtml 
 
Hyde, L. (1979/ 1983). The Gift: Imagination and the Erotic Life of Property. New York: 
Vintage Books.  
 
Iannaccone, L. (1975). Educational policy systems: A study guide for educational 
administration. Fort Lauderdale, FL: Nova University. 



 

 

281 

 
Ihmeideh, F. M., Al-Basheer, A. A. & Qablan, A. M. (2008). The characteristics of the 
role of early childhood education mentors in Jordan. Research in Post-Compulsory 
Education, 13 (1), 19-38. 
 
Il'enkov, E. V. (1977). Dialectical logic: Essays in its history and theory. Moscow: 
Progress.   
 
Il'enkov, E. V. (1982). The dialectics of the abstract and the concrete in Marx's 'Capital'. 
Moscow: Progress.  
 
Ingleton, C. (1995). Gender and learning: does emotion make a difference?. Higher 
Education. 30(3), 323-335.  
 
Inter Departmental Committee on Science, Technology and Innovation (2004). Building 
Ireland’s Knowledge Economy –The Irish Action Plan for Promoting Investment in R&D 
to 2010. Retrieved July 30, 2011 from 
http://www.djei.ie/publications/enterprise/2004/knowledgeeconomy.pdf 
 
Ireson, J. (2008). Learners, Learning and Educational Activity. London: Routledge. 
 
Iwamoto, D. K., Creswell, J., & Caldwell, L. (2007). Feeling the Beat: The meaning of 
rap music for ethtnically diverse Midwestern college students – a phenomenological 
study. Adolescence, 42 (166), 337-351. 
 
Jacquette, D. (1994). On the designated student and related induction paradoxes. 
Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 24 (4), 583. 
 
Jalava, J. (2001). Trust or confidence? Comparing Luhmann’s and Gidden’s views of 
trust, Conference Paper, 5th Conference of the European Sociological Association, 
‘Visions and Divisions’, August 28­‐September 1, Helsinki, Finland. 
 
James, J. (1997). The Talented Tenth Recalled. In J. James, Transcending the Talented 
Tenth. New York: Routledge. 
 
James, R. & Baldwin, G. (1999). Eleven practices of effective postgraduate supervision. 
Victoria: University of Melbourne. 
 
Janis, Irving L. (1972).  Victims of Groupthink. Boston. Houghton Mifflin Company. 
 
Jaspal, R., & Yampolsky, M. A. (2011). Social representations of the Holocaust and 
Jewish Israeli identity construction: insights from identity process theory. Social 
Identities , 17 (2), 201-224. 
 
Jayasuriya, K. (2010). Learning by the market: regulatory regionalism, Bologna, and 
accountability communities. Globalisation, Societies & Education , 8 (1), 7-22. 



 

 

282 

 
Jernigan, I. E., III, Beggs, J. M., & Kohut, G. F. (2002). Dimensions of work satisfaction 
as predictors of commitment type. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 17, 564-579. 
 
Jeste, D. V., Twanley, E. W., Cardenas, V., Lebowitz, B. & Reynolds, C. F. (2009) A call 
for training the trainers: focus on mentoring to enhance diversity in mental health 
research. American Journal of Public Health. 99(suppl), S31-S37. 
 
Joas, H. (1993). Pragmatism and Social Theory. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press.  
 
John-Steiner, V. (1999). Sociocultural and feminist theory: Mutuality and relevance. In 
Chaiklin, S., Hedegaard, M., & Jensen, U.J. (Eds.), Activity theory and social practice: 
Cultural-historical approaches. (Chapter 11). Aarhus: Aarhus University Press. 
 
Johnson, S. M. (1990). Teachers at work: Achieving success in our schools. New York: 
Basic Books 
 
Johnston, S. (1995). Building a sense of community in a Research Master's Course. 
Studies in Higher Education. 20(3): 279-292. 
 
Johnson, A. G. (2000). The Blackwell Dictionary of Sociology, Second ed. Oxford, UK: 
Blackwell. 
 
Johnson, R. (2000). Hands off: The disappearance of touch in the care of children. New 
York: Peter Lang. 
 
Johnson E. M., Green K. E. and Kleuver R. C. (2000). Psychometric characteristics of the 
revised procrastination inventory. Research in Higher Education, 41 (2), 267-279. 
 
Johnson, M. K., Symes, L., Bernard, L., Landson, M. J. & Carroll, T. L. (2007) 
Mentoring disadvantaged Nursing students through technical writing groups. Nurse 
Education, 32, 168-172. 
 
Johnston, A. (2008, 18 Jan). Standardise induction system. Times Educational 
Supplement, 4771, special section pp 50-50. 
 
Johnston, D. & Strong, T. (2008). Reconciling Voices in Writing an Autoethnographic 
Thesis. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 7 (3), 47-61. 
 
Johnson, S. M. (2004). Finders and keepers: helping new teachers survive and thrive in 
our schools. San Francisco: CA, Jossey-Bass.  
 
Jones, L. A. (2010). Podcasting and Performativity: Multimodal Invention in an 
Advanced Writing Class. Composition Studies, 38 (2), 75-91. 
 



 

 

283 

Jones, A. (1996). Desire, sexual harassment, and pedagogy in the university classroom. 
Theory Into Practice, 35, 102–109. 
 
Jones, K. (2003a).The turn to a narrative knowing of persons: One method explored. 
Nursing Times Research 8, 60-71. 
 
Jones, S. J. (1998b). Narrating multiple selves and embodying subjectivity: Female 
academics from the working class. Dissertation Abstracts International, 60 (015), 398.  
 
Jones, S. J. (2001a). Embodying working-class subjectivity and narrating self: “We were 
the hired help.” In D. L. Tolman, & M. Brydon-Miller (Eds.), From subjects to 
subjectivities: A handbook of interpretive and participatory methods. New York: New 
York University Press.  
 
Jones, S. J. (2001b). Becoming an “educated person”: Narratives of female professors 
from the working class. Wellesley, MA: The Wellesley Centers for Women.  
 
Jones, S. J. (2003b). Complex Subjectivities: Class, Ethnicity, and Race in Women’s 
Narratives of Upward Mobility. Journal of Social Issues.  59 (4), 803--820. 
 
Jones, C. M. (2008). From novice to expert: Issues of concern in the training of 
psychologists. Australian Psychologist. 43(1), 38-54. 
 
Jurdak, M. (2006). Contrasting perspectives and performance of high school students on 
problem solving in real world situated, and school contexts. Educational Studies in 
Mathematics , 63 (93), 283–301. 
 

Jurkowitz, E. (2010). Helmholtz's early empiricism and the Erhaltung der Kraft. Annals 

of Science , 67 (1), 39-78. 

 
Kahneman, D., Slovic, P. and Tversky, A. (Eds.). (1982). Judgment Under Uncertainty: 
Heuristics and Biases. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.  
 
Kallison Jr., J. M., & Cohen, P. (2010). A New Compact for Higher Education: Funding 
and Autonomy for Reform and Accountability. Innovative Higher Education , 35 (1), 37-
49. 
 
Kam, B. H. (1997). Style and quality in research supervision. HigherEducation, 34(1), 
81-103. 
 
Kamler, B. & Maclean, R. (1997). ‘You can’t just go to court and move your body’: first 
year students learn how to write and speak the law. Law/Text/Culture, 3, 176-209. 
 
Kamler, B & Thomson, P. (2006). Helping Doctoral Students Write: Pedagogies for 
Supervision. Oxon: Routledge. 



 

 

284 

 
Kandiko, C. B., & Kinchin, I. M. (2012). What is a doctorate? A concept-mapped 
analysis of process versus product in the supervision of lab-based PhDs. Educational 
Research , 54 (1), 3-16. 
 
Kang, H., & Gyorke, A. S. (2008). Rethinking distance learning activities: a comparison 
of transactional distance theory and activity theory. Open Learning , 23 (3), 203-214. 
 
Kant, I. (1797/1983). The Metaphysics of Morals Part 2: Metaphysical Principles of 
Virtue.  In J. W. Ellington (Tr.). Ethical Philosophy, Indianapolis, IN: Hackett Publishing 
 
Kaplan, D. (2012). How to demarcate the boundaries of cognition. Biology & Philosophy, 
27 (4), 545-570. 
 
Kaptelinin, V. & Nardi, B. (2006). Acting with technology: Activity Theory and 
Interaction Design. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
 
Karseth, B. & Solbrekke, T. D. (2006). Characteristics of graduate professional 
education: expectations and experiences in psychology and law. London Review of 
Education 4(2), 149–167.  
 
Kasperson, R.E., Renn, O. & Slovic P. (1988). Social amplification of risk: a conceptual  
framework. Risk Analysis, 8, 177-187  
 
Kealey, E. (2010). Assessment and Evaluation in Social Work Education: Formative and 
Summative Approaches. Journal of Teaching in Social Work , 30 (1), 64-74. 
 
Kearns, H., Gardiner, M. L., & Marshall, K. M., (2008). Innovation in PhD completion: 
the hardy shall succeed (and be happy!). Higher Education Research and Development 
(HERDSA), 27(1), 77-89. 
 
Kearns, H. & Gardiner, M. L., (2011). The care and maintenance of your adviser. Nature, 
469(7331), 570-570. 
 
Kearns, J., Kleinert, H., Kleinhart, J., & Towles-Reeves, E. (2006). Learner 
characteristics inventory. Lexington: University of Kentucky. 
 
Kehrhahn M., Sheckley B. and Travers N. (1999). Effectiveness and efficiency in 
graduate education. Paper presented to the 39th Annual Forum of the Association for 
Institutional Research, Seattle WA, 30 May-3 Jun 
 
Kelchtermans, G. (1996). Teacher vulnerability: understanding its moral and political 
roots. Cambridge Journal of Education. 26(3), 307–323.  
 



 

 

285 

Kelchtermans, G. & Ballet, K. (2002). The micropolitics of teacher induction. A 
narrative-biographical study on teacher socialisation. Teaching and Teacher Education. 
18(1), 105–120. 
  
Kelchtermans, G. & Ballet, K. (2003). Micropolitical literacy: reconstructing a neglected 
dimension in teacher development. International Journal of Educational Research. 37, 
755–767. 
 
Kelchtermans, G. (2009). Who I am in how I teach is the message: self-understanding, 
vulnerability and reflection. Teachers & Teaching, 15 (2), 257-272. 
 
Kelley, H. H. (1972a). Attribution in social interaction. In E. E. Jones, D. E. Kanouse, H. 
H. Kelley, R. E. Nisbett, S. Valins & B. Weiner (Eds.), Attribution: Perceiving the causes 
of behavior (pp. 1–27). Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press. 
 
Kelley, H. H. (1972b). Causal schemata and the attribution process. In E. E. Jones, D. E. 
Kanouse, H. H. Kelley, R. E. Nisbett, S. Valins & B. Weiner (Eds.), Attribution: 
Perceiving the causes of behavior (pp. 151–174). Morristown, NJ: General Learning 
Press. 
 
Kelley, L. M. (2004). Why induction matters. Journal of Teacher Education. 55 (5), 438-
448. 
 
Kelly, E., O’Connell, P. J., & Smyth, E. (2010). The economic returns to field of study 
and competencies among higher education graduates in Ireland. . Economics of 
Education Review , 29 (4), 650-657. 
 
Kemmelmeier, M. (2010).  Authoritarianism and its relationship with intuitive-
experiential cognitive style and heuristic processing. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 48 (1), 44-48. 
 
Kenny, D. A., Mohr, C. D., & Levesque, M. J. (2001). A social relations variance 
partitioning of dyadic behavior. Psychological Bulletin, 127(1), 128–141. 
 
Kenny, A., Larkin, C. MacSíthigh, D. & Thijssen, J. (2009). Education Policy for a 
Globalised World: A Policy for Chasing Black & White Swans. Dublin, The Swan 
Group. Retrieved October 23, 2011 from http://www.swangroup.org/SwanFINAL(3).pdf 
 
Khodyakov, D. (2007) Trust as a process: A three­‐dimensional approach. Sociology, 41 
(1), 213­‐237. 
 
Kidd, S.A. & Krai, M.J. (2005). Practicing participatory action research. Journal of 
Counselling Psychology. 52 (2), 187-195. 
Kilwein, J. H. (1999). Metamorphosis. Journal of Clinical Pharmacy & Therapeutics, 24 
(1), 1-2. 
 



 

 

286 

King, G., Currie, M., Bartlett, D. L.,  Gilpin, M., Willoughby, C.,  Tucker, M. 
A., Strachan, D., Baxter, D., (2007). The development of expertise in paediatric 
rehabilitation therapists: Changes in approach, self-knowledge, and use of enabling and 
customising strategies. Developmental Neurorehabilitation, 10, (3), 223 - 240. 
 
Kinser, K. (2002). Faculty at Private for-Profit Universities: the University of Phoenix as 
a New Model? International Higher Education, 28 (2), 13–14. 
 
Kivel, B.D. & Kleiber, DA. (2000). Leisure in the identity formation of lesbian/gay 
youth: Personal, but not social. Leisure Sciences. 22, 215-232.  
 
Kivel, B.D. & Pearce, K.D. (1998). The liberatory potential of collective memory work. 
Abstracts from the Symposium on Leisure Research. National Recreation and Park 
Association Congress, Miami, Florida,  
 
Kivel, B. D & Johnson, C. W. (2009) Consuming Media, Making Men: Using Collective 
Memory Work To Understand Leisure and the Construction of Masculinity. Journal of 
Leisure Research. 41 (1), 109-133. 
 
Kleinman, D. L. & Vallas, S. P. (2001). Science, capitalism, and the rise of the 
“knowledge worker”: The changing structure of knowledge production in the United 
States. Theory & Society, 30 (4), 451. 
 
Klinke, A. & Renn, O. (2002). A new apraoch o risk management: Risk-based, 
precaution-based and Discourse- based Strategies. Risk Analysis. 22 (6), 1071-1094. 
 
Knight, P., Tait, J. & Yorke, M. (2006). The professional learning of teachers in higher 
education. Studies in Higher Education, 31(3), 319–339. 
 
Knowles S. (1999). Feedback on writing in postgraduate supervision: echoes in response 
– context, continuity and resonance. In A. Holbrook and S. Johnston (Eds.), Supervision 
of Postgraduate Research in Education, Review of Australian Research in Education No 
5.   Coldstream, Vic.: Australian Association for Research in Education. 
 
Kollock, P. (1994). The Emergence of Exchange Structures: An Experimental Study of 
Uncertainty, Commitment, and Trust. American Journal of Sociology, 100(2), 313–45.  
 
Kolmos, A., Kofoed, L. B. & Du, X. Y. (2008). PhD students' work conditions and study 
environment in university- and industry-based PhD programmes. European Journal of 
Engineering Education, 33 (5/6), 539-550. 
 
Komter, A. E. (2005). Social Solidarity and the Gift. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge 
University Press.  
 



 

 

287 

Konopásek, Z., Stöckelová, T. & Zamykalová, L. (2008). Making Pure Science and Pure 
Politics: On the Expertise of Bypass and the Bypass of Expertise. Science, Technology & 
Human Values, 33 (4), 529-553 
 
Korczynski, M. (2000). The political economy of trust. Journal of Management Studies,  
31(1), 1­‐21. 
 
Kosnik, C. & Beck, C., (2008a). In the shadows: non-tenure-line instructors in pre-
service teacher education. European Journal of Teacher Education, 31 (2), 185-202. 
 
Kosnik, C. & Beck, C., (2008b). Re-imagining doctoral education: Professional 
Doctorates and beyond. Higher Education Research & Development, 28 (3), 275-287. 
 
Kosoko-Lasaki, O., Sonnino, R. E. & Voytko, M. L. (2006) Mentoring for women and 
underrepresented minority faculty and students: experience at two institutions of higher 
education. Journal of National Medical Association. 98, 1449-1459. 
 
Krebs, D. L. (1970). Altruism—An Examination of the Concept and a Review of the 
Literature. Psychological Bulletin, 73(4), 258–302.  
 
Krebs, D. L. (1982). Prosocial Behavior, Equity, and Justice. In J. Greenberg and R. 
Cohen (Eds.). Equity and Justice in Social Behavior (pp. 262–308), New York: 
Academic Press.  
 
Kreidie, L. H. & Monroe, K. R. (2002). Psychological Boundaries and Ethnic Conflict,  
International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society. 16 (1), 5-36. 
 
Kruglanski, A. W. (1989). The psychology of being “right”: The problem of accuracy in 
social perception and cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 106, 395–409. 
 
Kuhn, T. S. (2012). The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 

 
Kumar, V., & Stracke, E. (2007). An analysis of written feedback on a PhD thesis. 
Teaching in Higher Education, 12 (4), 461-470. 
 
Kwan, B. M. & Bryan, A. D. (2010). Affective response to exercise as a component of 
exercise motivation: Attitudes, norms, self-efficacy, and temporal stability of intentions. 
Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 11 (1), 71-79. 
 
Kvale, S. & Brinkmann, S. (2009). Inter-views. Learning the craft of qualitative research 
interviewing. Los Angeles: Sage. 
 
La Guardia, J.G. ( 2009). Developing who I am: A self-determination theory approach to 
the establishment of health identities. Educational Psychologist , 44, 90-104. 



 

 

288 

 
Labun, E.  (2002) The Red River College model: enhancing success for Native Canadian 
and other nursing students from disenfranchised groups. Journal of  Transcultural 
Nursing. 13, 311-317. 
 
Lacan, J. (1988). Seminar One: Freud's Papers On Technique. London: W.W. Norton 
and Co. 
  
Lacan, J. (1978). Seminar Eleven: The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis. 
London: W.W. Norton and Co. 
 
Lafferty, G. and Fleming, J. (2000). The Restructuring of Academic Work in Australia: 
Power, Management and Gender. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 21 (2), 257–
67.  
 
Lamm, R.  (2004). Nurture or challenge in research higher degree supervision. 
Unpublished paper presented at the AARE Conference, November/December, in 
Melbourne. 
 
Lamont, M. and Thevenot, L. (Eds.). (2000). Rethinking Comparative Cultural 
Sociology: Repertoires of Evaluation in France and the United States. Cambridge, MA: 
Cambridge University Press.  
 
Lane, J. (2011). Making it Up as We Go Along: Improvisation and Environmental 
Education. . Canadian Theatre Review (147), 43-48. 
 
Langdon, F. (2011). Shifting perception and practice: New Zealand beginning teacher 
induction and mentoring as a pathway to expertise. Professional Development in 
Education , 37 (2), 241-258. 
 
Larsen, I.M. (2002). ‘Between control, rituals and politics: The governing board in higher 
education institutions in Norway’, in Amaral, A., Jones, G.A. and Karseth, B. (eds.), 
Governing Higher education: National Perspectives on Institutional Governance. 
Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.  
 
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of Practice: Learning, Meaning, and 
Identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
  
Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate periperal participation. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Lawler, E. J. (2001). An Affect Theory of Social Exchange. American Journal of 
Sociology, 107(2), 321–52.  
 



 

 

289 

Leadbetter, J. (2005). Activity theory as a Conceptual Framework and Analytical Tool 
within the Practice of Educational Psychology. Educational and Child Psychology, 22, 1, 
18 -28.    
 
Lee, A., Dennis, C. & Campbell, P. (2007) Nature's guide for mentors. Nature. 447, 791-
797. 
 
Lee, J. M., Anzai, Y. & Langlotz, C.P. (2006) Mentoring the mentors: aligning mentor 
and mentee expectations. Academic Radiology. 13, 556-561. 
 
Lee, L., Piliavin, J. A. and Call, V. R. A.  (1999). Giving Time, Money, and Blood: 
Similarities and Differences. Social Psychology Quarterly, 62(3), 276–90.  
 
Lee, Y.-J. (2011). More than just story telling:cultural-historical activity theory as an 
under-utilized methodology for educational change research. Journal of Curriculum 
Studies , 3 (43), 403 - 424. 
 
Lei, S. A. (2010). Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation: Evaluating Benefits and Drawbacks 
from College Instructors' Perspectives. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 37 (2), 153-
160. 
 
Leonard, N., & Insch, G. S. (2005). Tacit Knowledge in Academia: A Proposed Model 
and Measurement Scale. Journal of Psychology , 139 (6), 495-512. 
 
Leont'ev, A.N. (1977). Activity and consciousness. In, Philosophy in the USSR: problems 
of dialectical materialism. (pp. 180-202) Moscow: Progress Publishers. Retrieved 4 
February, 2010 from http://www.marxists.org/archive/leontev/works/1977/leon1977.htm 
 
Leont'ev, A. N. (1978). Activity, consciousness, and personality. Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice Hall.   
 
Leont'ev (Leontyev) A. N. (1981a). Problems of the development of the mind. Moscow: 
Progress Publishers.  
 
Leont’ev, A. (1981b). Signs and activity. In J. Wertsch, The concept of activity in Soviet 
psychology (pp. 241–255). Armok, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 
 
Lewellen-Williams, C., Johnson, V. A., Deloney, L. A., Thomas, B. R., Goyol, A. & 
Henry-Tillman, R. (2006) The POD: a new model for mentoring underrepresented 
minority faculty. Academic Medicine. 81, 275-279. 
 
Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science. New York, NY: Harper. 
 
Lewis-Beck, M. S., Bryman, A., & Futing, T. (2012, 6 25). The SAGE Encyclopedia of 
Social Science Research Methods . (Liao Publications) Retrieved 6 25, 2012, from Sage 



 

 

290 

Research Methods: http://www.srmo.sagepub.com/view/the-sage-encyclopedia-of-social-
science-research-methods/n909.xml?rskey=r9aL8B&row=2 
 
Lesko, N., Simmons, J. A., Quarshie, A. & Newton, N. (2008). The Pedagogy of 
Monsters: Scary Disturbances in a Doctoral Research Preparation Course, Teachers 
College Record. 110 (8), 1541-1573. 
 
Levi-Strauss, C. (1949/ 1969). In J. H. Bell, J. R. von Sturmer, and R. Needham (Tr.). 
The Elementary Structures of Kinship, Boston: Beacon Press.  
 
Levine, D. N. (1971). Introduction. In D. N. Levine (Ed.). Georg Simmel on Individuality 
and Social Forms (pp. ix–lxv). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  
 
Levine, D. N.  (2000). On the Critique of ‘Utilitarian’ Theories of Action: Newly 
Identified Convergences Among Simmel, Weber, and Parsons. Theory, Culture, & 
Society, 17(1), 63–78.  
 
Levitt, B., & March, J. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology. 14, 
319-340. 
 
Liberman, N., Sagristano, M. D., & Trope, Y. (2002). The effect of temporal distance on 
level of mental construal. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 523–534. 
 
Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (1998). The role of feasibility and desirability considerations 
in near and distant future decisions: A test of temporal construal theory. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 5–18. 
 
Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. In A. 
W.Kruglanski & E. T.Higgins (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles 
(Vol. 2, pp. 353–384). New York, NY: Guilford Press. 
 
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1990). Teacher development in professional practice 
schools. Teachers College Record. 92, 105-122. 
 
Lieberman, A., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1992, May). Networks for change: Powerful and 
problematic. Phi Delta Kappan, 673-677. 
 
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (2004). Teacher leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Lin, N. (2001). Social capital: A theory of social structure and action. New York: 
Cambridge University Press. 
 
Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

 
Little, J. W. (1990a). The persistence of privacy: Autonomy and initiative in teachers’ 
professional relations. Teachers College Record. 91(4), 509-536. 



 

 

291 

 
Little, J. W. (1990b). Teachers as colleagues. In A. Lieberman (Ed.), Schools as 
collaborative cultures: Creating the future now. New York: The Falmer Press. 
 
Little, J. W. (2002). Locating learning in teachers' communities of practice: Opening up 
problems of analysis in records of everyday work. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18, 
917–946. 
 
Little, J. W. (2003). Inside teacher community: Representations of classroom practice. 
Teachers College Record, 105, 913–945. 
 
Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (2000). Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and 
emerging confluences. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative 
research (2nd ed., pp. 163-188). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Liu, J. R. & Ansbacher, R. (2008) Assembling the optimal mentor team. Obstet Gynecol 
Surv. 63, 199-201. 
 
Livingston, L. (2010). Teaching Creativity in Higher Education. Arts Education Policy 
Review , 111 (2), 59-62. 
 
Lofgren, H. & Benner, M. (2011). A global knowledge economy? Journal of Sociology, 
47 (2), 163-180. 
 
Louden, W. (1992). Understanding reflection through collaborative research. In A. 
Hargreaves & M. Fullan (Eds.), Understanding teacher development (pp. 178-215). New 
York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Lorenz, E. N. (1963). Deterministic Nonperiodic Flow. Journal of the Atmospheric 
Sciences 20 (2), 130–141. 
 
Lorenz, V. R., Benatti, M. C., & Sabino, M. O. (2010). Burnout and Stress Among 
Nurses in a University Tertiary Hospital. . Revista Latino-Americana de Enfermagem 
(RLAE) , 18 (6), 1084-1091. 
 
Lorge, I. (1945) Schooling Makes a Difference. Teachers College Record. 46 (8),  483-
492. 
 
Lortie, D. C. (1975). Schoolteacher: A sociological study. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 
 
Loxley, A., & Seery, A. (2012). The role of the professional doctorate in Ireland from the 
student perspective. Studies in Higher Education , 37 (1), 3-17. 
 



 

 

292 

Luhmann, N. (1979). Trust and Power. Two Works by Niklas Luhmann. Chichester: John 
Wiley & Sons. 
 
Lunt, I. (2002). Professional doctorates in education. Escalate. Retrieved October 17, 
2010 from www.escalate.ac.uk.  
 
Lupton, D. (1994). Food, memory and meaning: the symbolic and social nature of food 
events. The Sociological Review, 42(4), 664-685.  
 
Lupu, M. (2009). Peer Learning: Exploring the Concept from a CHAT Perspective. . 
Educational Sciences Series , 61 (2), 90-98. 
 
Luria, A. R. (1976). Cognitive development. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.  
 
Luzio, G. (2004). Trust in Professions. EUI Working Paper SPS No. 2004/1. European 
University Institute, Florence. Department of Political and Social Sciences. Badia 
Fiesolina, San Domenico (FI). 
 
Lynch, K. (1987). Dominant Ideologies in Irish Educational Thought: consensualism, 
essentialism and meritocratic individualism. Economic and Social Review, 18(2), 101-
122.  
Lynch, K. (1999). Equality Studies, the Academy and the Role of Research in 
Emancipatory Social Change. Economic and Social Review, 30(1), 41-69.  
 
Lynch, K. (2006). Neo-liberalism and Marketisation: the implications for higher 
education. European Educational Research Journal, 5 (1), 1- 17. 
 
Lynch, K. & Baker, J. (2005). Equality in Education: an equality of condition 
perspective, Theory and Research in Education, 3(2), 131-164.  
 
Lynch, K. & Moran, M. (2006). Markets, Schools and the Convertibility of Economic 
Capital: the complex dynamics of class choice. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 
27(2). 221 – 235. 
 
Lynch, K. & O’Riordan, C. (1998). Inequality in Higher Education: a study of class 
barriers. British Journal of  Sociology of Education, 19 (1), 445-478. 
 
Lyneham, J. Parkinson, C. & Denholm, C. (2009). Expert nursing practice: a 
mathematical explanation of Benner’s 5th stage of practice development. Journal of 
Advanced Nursing, 65 (11), 2477-2484. 
 
Lyotard, F. (1984). The postmodern condition: A report on knowledge. (G. Bennington & 
B. Massumi, Trans.). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
 
MacCormack, G. (1976). Reciprocity. Man 11, 89–103. 
 



 

 

293 

Maguire, B. (2010). Learning outcomes in Irish Higher Education –Implementing the 
National Framework of Qualifications Higher Education and Training Awards Council 
Retrieved January 25, 2011 from 
http://www.uhr.no/documents/Irish_NQF__Maguire_.pdf 
 
Maher, F. A. & Tetreault, M. K. (2008). The knowledge economy and academic 
capitalism. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 29 (6), 733-740. 
 
Maher, F. A. & Tetreault, M. K. (2011). Long-term transformations: excavating privilege 
and diversity in the academy. Gender & Education, 23 (3), 281-297. 
 
Malfoy, J. and Webb, C. (2000). Congruent and incongruent views of postgraduate 
supervision. In M. Kiley & G. Mullins (Eds.), Quality in Postgraduate Research: Making 
Ends Meet. Adelaide: Advisory Centre for University Education, University of Adelaide. 
 
Malfroy, J. (2005). Doctoral supervision, workplace research and changing pedagogic 
practices. Higher Education Research & Development, 24(2), 165–178. 
 
Malinowski, B. (1922/ 1961). Argonauts of the Western Pacific. New York: E. P. Dutton 
and Co.  
 
Manathunga, C. (2005). Early warning signs in postgraduate research education: a  
different approach to ensuring timely completions. Teaching in Higher Education, 10  
(2) 219-233. 
 
Manathunga, C. (2007). Supervision as mentoring: the role of power and boundary 
crossing. Studies in Continuing Education , 29 (2), 207-221. 
 
Manathunga, C., Lant, P., & Mellick, G. (2007). Developing professional independent 
researchers: Research students’ graduate attributes. Studies in Continuing Education, 29 
(1), 19-36. 
 
Manathunga, C. (2009) Research as an intercultural contact zone.. Discourse: Studies in 
the cultural politics of education, 30 (2): 165-177. 
 
Manathunga, C. (2011). Moments of transculturation and assimilation: post-colonial 
explorations of supervision and culture. Innovations in Education & Teaching 
International, 48 (4), 367-376. 
 
Mangham, I. (1979). The politics of organizational change. Westport, CT: Greenwood. 
 
Mansbridge, J. (Ed.). (1990). Beyond Self-Interest. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press.  
 
Manson, S. M. (2009) Personal journeys, professional paths: persistence in navigating the 
crossroads of a research career. American Journal of Public Health. 99(suppl), S20-S25. 



 

 

294 

 
Mapes, A. C. (2011). You Need to Realize It in Yourself: Positioning, Improvisation, and 
Literacy. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy , 54 (7), 515-524. 
 
Maranto, R. (2009). The Politically Correct University: Problems, Scope, and Reform. 
London: American Enterprise Institute Press. 
 
March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1975). The uncertainty of the past: Organizational learning 
under ambiguity. European Journal of Political Research, 3, 147-171. 
 
March, J. G. (1995). Learning processes are powerful tools of organizational adaptation. 
Tvon Tuuli Aikakauskirja (Helsinki), 28-37 
 
Marcia, J.E. ( 1966). Development and validation of ego identity status. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 3, 551-558. 
 
Mark, N. P. (2002). Cultural Transmission, Disproportionate Prior Exposure, and the 
Evolution of Cooperation. American Sociological Review 67(3), 323–44.  
 
Markie, P. J. (1994). Professor's duties: Ethical issues in college teaching. Maryland: 
Rowman & Littlfield Publishers,. Inc. 
 
Marquand, D. (2004). The Decline of the Public: the Hollowing Out of Citizenship. 
Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Marsh, H., K. Rowe & A. Martin, (2002) PhD students' evaluations of research 
supervision. The Journal of Higher Education. 73(33), 13-348. 
 
Marsh, M. (2003). The social fashioning of teacher identities. New York: Peter Lang. 
 
Martin, S. D., Snow, J. L. & Franklin Torrez, C. A. (2011). Navigating the Terrain of 
Third Space: Tensions With/In Relationships in School-University Partnerships. Journal 
of Teacher Education, 62 (3), 299-311. 
 
Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A review and meta-analysis of the antecedents, 
correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 
171-194. 
 
Martin, J, (1992). Cultures in organizations: Three perspectives. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
Mattessich, R. (1993). On the nature of information and knowledge and the interpretation 
in the economic sciences, Library Trends, 41(4), 567. 
 
Marx, K. (1845/1967). Theses on Feuerbach. In E. Kamenka (Ed.), The Portable Marx. 
New York: Penguin Books. 



 

 

295 

 
Mauss, M. (1990). The Gift: The Form and Reason for Exchange in Archaic Societies,  
W. D. Halls (Tr.). New York: W. W. Norton.  
 
Mauthner, N. S., & Edwards, R. (2010). Feminist Research Management in Higher 
Education in Britain: Possibilities and Practices. Gender, Work & Organization , 17 (5), 
481-502. 
 
Mather, D., & Hanley, B. (1999). Cohort grouping and preservice teachers’ education: 
Effects on pedagogical development. Canadian Journal of Education, 24, 235-250. 
 
Mayer, D. (2008). On Overconfidence and Diagnostic Error. The American Journal of 
Medicine, 121 (11), e17 
 
Mayuzumi, K., Motobayashi, K., Nagayama, C., & Takeuchi, M. (2007). Transforming 
diversity in Canadian higher education: a dialogue of Japanese women graduate students. 
Teaching in Higher Education , 12 (5/6), 581-592. 
 
Maxwell, T. W. & Smyth, R.  (2011). Higher degree research supervision: from practice 
toward theory. Higher Education Research & Development, 30 (2), 219-231. 
 
McAlpine, L. & Hopwood, N. (2009). 'Third spaces': a useful developmental lens? 
International Journal for Academic Development, 14 (2), 159-162. 
 
McAlpine, L. (2006). Coming of age in a time of super-complexity. International Journal 
of Academic Development, 11(2), 123–127.  
 
McAlpine L & Hopwood N (2006, December 12-14) Conceptualizing the research PhD: 
towards an integrative perspective. Paper presented at Annual Conference of the Society 
for Research into Higher Education, Brighton, UK. 
 
McArthur-Rouse, F. J. (2008). From expert to novice: An exploration of the experiences 
of new academic staff to a department of adult nursing studies 
Nurse Education Today, 28, (4), 401-408. 
 
McCallin, A., & Nayar, S. (2012). Postgraduate research supervision: a critical review of 
current practice. Teaching in Higher Education , 17 (1), 63-74. 
 
McClintock, C. (1977). Social motives in settings of outcome interdependence. In D. 
Druckman (Ed.), Negotiations: Social–psychological perspective (pp. 49–77). Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage. 
 
McCloughen, A., O'Brien, L. & Jackson, D. (2009). Esteemed connection: creating a 
mentoring relationship for nurse leadership. Nursing Inquiry, 16 (4), 326-336. 
 



 

 

296 

McCormick, C. B. & Barnes, B. J. (2008). Getting Started in Academia: A Guide for 
Educational Psychologists. Educational Psychology Review, 20  (1), 5-18. 
 
McCormack, C. (2004). Tensions between student and institutional conceptions of 
postgraduate research. Studies in Higher Education , 29 (3), 319-334. 
 
McCracken, S. G. & Marsh, J. C. (2008). Practitioner Expertise in Evidence-Based 
Practice Decision Making. Research on Social Work Practice, 18 (4), 301-310 
 
McCrea, E., & Brasseur, J.  (2003). The supervisory process in speech-language 
pathology and audiology. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.  
 
McEldowney, M., Gaffikin,  F., & Perry, D. C. (2009). Discourses of the contemporary 
urban campus in Europe: intimations of Americanisation? Globalisation, Societies & 
Education, 7 (2), 131-149. 
 
Macfarlane, B. (2011). The Morphing of Academic Practice: Unbundling and the Rise of 
the Para-academic. Higher Education Quarterly, 65 (1), 59-73. 
 
McIlveen, P. (2007). The Genuine Scientist-practitioner in Vocational Psychology: An 
Autoethnography. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 4 (4), 295-311 
 
McIntosh, J. (2009). Elders and ‘Frauds’: Commodified Expertise and Politicized 
Authenticity Among Mijikunda.. Africa, 79 (1), 35-52. 
 
McKenzie, J., Alexander, S., Harper, C., & Anderson, S. (2005). Dissemination, adoption 
and adaptation of project innovations in higher education. A report for the Carrick 
Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education. Sydney: University of 
Technology, Sydney. Retrieved December 28, 2011 from 
http://www.altc.edu.au/carrick/webdav/users/siteadmin/public/dissemination_disseminati
onadoptionandadaptation_report_2005.pdf  
 
McLaren, R. (1984). Kawaiso, Justice and Reciprocity: Themes in Japanese and Western 
Ethics. Philosophy East and West, 34(1), 53–66.  
 
McLaren, P. (1989). Life in Schools: An Introduction to Critical Pedagogy . New York: 
Longman. 
 
McLaughlin, M. W., & Talbert, J. E. (1993). Contexts that mailer for leaching and 
learning: Strategic opportunities for meeting the nation’s educational goals. Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University, Center for Research on the Context of Secondary School 
Teaching. 
  
McLaughlin, M. & Talbert, J. E. (2001). Professional communities and the work of high 
school teaching. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.  
 



 

 

297 

McManus, I. C., Smithers, E., Partridge, P., Keeling, A. &  Fleming, P, R. (2003). A 
levels and intelligence as predictors of medical careers in UK doctors: 20 year 
prospective study. British Medical Journal, 327 (7407), 139. 
 
McNair, D. E. (2011). Developing a philosophy of supervision: One step toward self-

authorship. New Directions for Student Services (136), 27-34. 

 
McWilliam, E. & Taylor, P. (2001). Rigorous, rapid and relevant: Doctoral training in 
new times. In B Green, TW Maxwell & PJ Shanahan (Eds.), Doctoral Education and 
Professional Practice: The Next Generation? Kardoorair Press: Armidale. 
 
McWilliam, E., Taylor, P.G. and Singh, P. (2002). Doctoral Education, Danger and Risk 
Management. Higher Education Research and Development, 21, (2), 119-129. 
 
McWilliam, E. (2004). Changing the Academic Subject. Studies in Higher Education, 29, 
151–63.  
 
Meiners, E. B. & Miller, V. D. (2004). The Effect of Formality and Relational Tone on 
Supervisor/Subordinate Negotiation Episodes. Western Journal of Communication, 68 
(3), 302-321. 
 
Menand, L. (2010). The Marketplace of Ideas: Reform and Resistance in the American 
University (Issues of Our Time). New York: W. W. Norton & Company. 
 
Merleau-Ponty, M. (1962/1945) Phenomenology of Perception. London: Routledge & 
Kegan Paul. 
 
Merrill, W. (2003). Do we "fire them up"?: Students Helping Teachers Evaluate 
Teaching. OAH Magazine of History, 17 (4), 54-59. 
 
Merton, R. (1963/ 1976). Sociological Ambivalence. In Sociological Ambivalence and 
Other Essays (pp. 3–31). New York: Free Press.  
 
Mertens, D. (2005). Research and Evaluation in Education and Psychology: Integrating 
Diversity with Quantitative, Qualitative, and Mixed Methods. San Francisco/London: 
Sage Publications. 
 
Meyerhoff, E., Johnson, E., & Braun, B. (2011). Time and the University. ACME: An 
International E-Journal for Critical Geographies , 10 (3), 483-507. 
 
Messick, D. M., & Sentis, K. (1983). Fairness, preference, and fairness biases. In D. M. 
Messick & K. S. Cook (Eds.), Equity theory: Psychological and sociological perspectives 
(pp. 61–94). New York: Praeger. 
 



 

 

298 

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as 
myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83, 340-363. 
 
Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1978). The structure of educational organizations. In J. W. 
Meyer & W. R. Scott (Eds.), Environments and organizations: Ritual and rationality (pp. 
71-97). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research and 
application. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Meyer, L. H. (2012). Negotiating Academic Values, Professorial Responsibilities and 
Expectations for Accountability in Today's University. Higher Education Quarterly , 66 
(2), 207-217. 
 
Meyerhoff, E., Johnson, E., & Braun, B. (2011). Time and the University. ACME: An 
International E-Journal for Critical Geographies , 10 (3), 483-507. 
 
Mignolo, W. (2000). Local Histories/Global Designs, Coloniality, Subaltern Knowledges, 
and Border Thinking. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 
 
Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: an expanded 
sourcebook (2nd edn). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Miller, D. R. (1978). Nature/Nurture and Intelligence in Current Introductory Educational 
Psychology Textbooks. Educational Psychologist, 13 (1-3), 87 
 
Miller, N. (1944). Experimental studies of conflict. In M.Hunt (Ed.), Personality and the 
behavior disorders (pp. 431–465). New York, NY: Ronald Press 
 
Miller, S. L., Maner, J. K. & Becker, D. V. (2010). Self-Protective Biases in Group 
Categorization: Threat Cues Shape the Psychological Boundary Between "Us" and 
"Them". Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 99 (1), 62-77. 
 
Mills, C. W. (1940). Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive. American 
Sociological Review, 5(6), 904– 13.  
 
Ming-sum, T. (2008). Adventures in Re-searching the Features of Social Work 
Supervision in Hong Kong. Qualitative Social Work, 7 (3), 349-362. 
 
Minuchin, S. (1978) Psychosomatic Families: Anorexia Nervosa in Context. Cambridge, 
MA : Harvard University Press. 
 
Mishiler, E.G. (1986). Research Interviewing: Context and Narrative. London: Harvard 
University Press. 
 



 

 

299 

Mishler, E. G. (2000). Storylives: Craft artists’ narratives of identity. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.  
 
Mitchell, J., Hayes, D. & Mills, M. (2010). Crossing school and university boundaries to 
reshape professional learning and research practices. Professional Development in 
Education, 36 (3), 491-509. 
 
Mokyr, J. (2002) The Gifts of Athena: Historical Origins of the Knowledge Economy. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Molm, L. D. (1997). Coercive Power in Social Exchange. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge 
University Press.  
 
Molm, L. D., Peterson, G., &Takahashi, N. (1999). Power in negotiated and reciprocal 
exchange. American Sociological Review, 64(6), 876–890. 
 
Molm, L. D.  (2003). Theoretical Comparisons of Forms of Exchange. Sociological 
Theory, 21(1), 1–17. 
 
Monroe, K. R. (1996). The Heart of Altruism: Perceptions of a Common Humanity. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 
Moody, M. (2004). Reciprocity. In D. F. Burlingame (Ed.). Philanthropy in America: A 
Comprehensive Historical Encyclopedia, (pp. 409–11). Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO.  
 
Morley, L. (2002). Comedy of Manners: Quality and Power in Higher Education. In P. 
Trowler, Higher Education Policy and Institutional Change (pp. 126–41). Buckingham: 
SRHE/ Open University Press. 
 
Morley, L. (2003). Quality and Power in Higher Education. Buckingham: Open 
University Press. 
 
Morley, L. (2004). Theorising Quality in Higher Education. London: Bedford Way 
Papers. 
 
Morley, L. (2005). The micropolitics of quality. Critical Quarterly, 47 (1/2), 83-95. 
 
Morley, L. (2006). Hidden transcripts: The micropolitics of gender in Commonwealth 
universities. Women's Studies International Forum , 29 (6), 543-551. 
 
Morrison, E., Rudd, E., Picciano, J., & Nerad, M. (2011). Are You Satisfied? PhD 
Education and Faculty Taste for Prestige: Limits of the Prestige Value System. . 
Research in Higher Education , 52 (1), 24-46. 
 
Moses, I. (1990). Barriers to Women's Participation as Postgraduate Students. Canberra, 
Australia: Australian Government. 



 

 

300 

 
Moti Gokulsing, K. (2007). The new shape of university education in England: 
interdisciplinary essays. Lampeter, Wales: Edwin Mellon Press. 
 
Motion, J. and Leitch. S. (2007). A toolbox for public relations: The oeuvre of Michel 
Foucault. Public Relations Review, 33, 263­‐268. 
 
Mouratidis, A. & Michou, A. (2011). Perfectionism, self-determined motivation, and 
coping among adolescent athletes. Psychology of Sport & Exercise, 12 (4), 355-367. 
 
Moure, G. (1996). Ana Mendieta. Barcelona: Ediciones Poli ́grafa, S.A.  
 
Mowday, R. T., Porter, L. W., & Steers, R. M. (1982). Employee-organization linkages: 
The psychology of commitment, absenteeism, and turnover. New York: Academic Press. 
 
Mullen, C. A. (2010). Editor's Overview: Peer Mentoring and Collaborative Discourses 
in Higher Education. Mentoring & Tutoring: Partnership in Learning , 18 (2), 87-90. 
 
Mulvey, L. (1975). Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema, Screen, 16, 3 -18. 
 
Muntigl, P. (2009). Knowledge moves in conversational exchanges: Revisiting the 
concept of primary vs. secondary knowers. Functions of Language, 16 (2), 225-263. 
 
Murphy, J.T. (2006). Building trust in economic space. Progress in Human Geography, 
30 (4), 427­‐450. 
 
Myers, G. (1985) The Social Construction of Two Biologists' Proposals. Written 
Communication. 2 (3), 219-245  
 
Mylopoulos, M., Regehr, G. (2009). How student models of expertise and innovation 
impact the development of adaptive expertise in medicine. Medical Education, 43 (2), 
127-132 
 
Mylopoulos, M. & Regehr, G. (2007). Cognitive metaphors of expertise and knowledge: 
prospects and limitations for medical education. Medical Education, 41 (12), 1159-1165 
 
National Research Council, (1997) Adviser Teacher, Role Model, Friend. Washington, 
DC: National Academy Press. 
 
Neal, A. D. (2008). Reviewing Post-tenure Review. Academe, 94 (5), 27-30. 
 
Nee, V., & Ingram, P. (1998). Embeddedness and beyond: Institutions, exchange, and 
social structure. In M. C. Brinton & V. Nee (Eds.), The new institutionalism in sociology 
(pp. 19–45). Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 
 



 

 

301 

Nelson, H. (1996). A short thesis on supervision. Paper presented at the Supervising 
Research Students Workshop, March, in Centre for Educational Development and 
Academics Methods, Australian National University, 1996. 
 
Nelson, M. L. & Friedlander, M. L. (2001). A Close Look at Conflictual Supervisory 
Relationships: The Trainees's Perspective. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 48 (4), 384 
 
Nerad, M. (2008).  Globalization and internationalization of graduate education: a macro 
and micro view.  Keynote presentation at the Canadian Higher Education Association 
Annual Meeting, Vancouver, June 1. 
 
Nespor, J. (1990). Grades and knowledge in undergraduate education. Journal of 
Curriculum Studies, 22, 545–556. 
 
Neufeld, B., & Roper, D. (2003). Coaching: A strategy for developing instructional 
capacity: Promises and practicalities. Washington, DC: Aspen Institute Program on 
Education and Annenberg Institute for School Reform. 
 
Neumann, R. (2002) Diversity, doctoral education and policy.  Higher Education 
Research and Development. 21 (2): 167-78. 
 
Neumann, R.  (2003). The Doctoral Education Experience Diversity and Complexity. 
Evaluations and Investigations Programme Research, Analysis and Evaluation Group. 
Department of Education, Science and Training. Canberra: Australian Government 
Printing Service. 
 
Neumann, R. (2005). Doctoral differences: Professional doctorates and PhDs compared. 
Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 27(2), 173-188 
 
Newman ,J. H. (1955) The Idea of a University. London: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Newmann, F. (1994, Spring). School-wide professional community. Issues in 
Restructuring Schools (Report No. 6), 1-6. 
 
Nias, J. (1981). Commitment and Motivation in Primary School Teachers. Educational 
Review. 33 (3), 181-190.  
 
Nias, J.  (1996).  Thinking about Feeling: The emotions in Teaching. Cambridge Journal 
of Education.26 (3), 293-306.  
 
Nietzsche, F. (1886/ 1973). Beyond Good and Evil , R. J. Hollingdale (Tr.). Middlesex, 
UK: Penguin Books.  
 
Noddings, N. (1992). The challenge to care in schools. New York: Teachers College 
Press. 
 



 

 

302 

Nonaka, I. & Takeuchi, H. (1995). The knowledge creating company: how Japanese 
companies create the dynamics of innovation. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1994). Organizational behavior: A management 
challenge (2nd ed.). Fort Worth, TX: Dryden 
 
Nowak, M. and Sigmund, K. (2005). Evolution of Indirect Reciprocity. Nature, 437, 
1291–98.  
 
Nussbaumer, D. (2012). An overview of cultural historical activity theory (CHAT) use in 
classroom research 2000 to 2009. Educational Review , 64 (1), 37-55. 
 
Nuthall, G. Understanding what students learn in school. Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the New Zealand Association for Research in Education. November30–
December 3, Hamilton 
 
Nuthall, Keith. Europe to streamline doctorate courses. Times Higher Education 
Supplement, 9/3/2004, Issue 1656, p13-13 
 
Nyong'o, T. (2009). Performance. Social Text, 27 (3), 171-175. 
 
Oakes, J. (1985). Keeping track: how schools structure inequality. New Haven, CT: Yale 
University Press.  
 
Oakleaf, M. (2011). Are they learning? Are we? Learning outcomes and the academic 
library. Library Quarterly, 81 (1), 61-82. 
 
Oakley, P. (2008). Praxeological Subjectification: the hidden power of practical 
activities. Design Pedagogy Research, Jeremy Mills Publishing Ltd.  
 
O'Brien, S. (2010) Cultural Regulation and the Reshaping of the University. [Oral 
Presentation], 2nd International Education Conference, Paris , 06-JUL-10 - 08-JUL-10 
 
Ogden, E. H. (1993). Completing your doctoral dissertation or master's thesis in two 
semesters or less. Lancaster, PA: Technomic. 
 
Ogloff, J., & Otto, R. (1991). Are Research Participants Truly Informed? Readability of 
Informed Consent Forms Used in Research. Ethics & Behavior , 1 (4), 239. 
 
O’Hanlon, C. (2004). Using the college: building the capacity in doctoral education. In 
AARE 2004 Conference Papers. Conference of the Austrailian Association for Research 
in Education, 28 November to 2 December, 2004. Complied by P. L. Jeffrey, Australian 
Association for Research in Education, Melbourne. 
 
Olausson, D. (2008). Does Practice Make Perfect? Craft Expertise as a Factor in 
Aggrandizer Strategies. Journal of Archaeological Method & Theory, 15 (1), 28-50 



 

 

303 

 
Olinger, A. R. (2011). Constructing identities through “discourse”: Stance and interaction 
in collaborative college writing. Linguistics & Education , 22 (3), 273-286. 
 
Olson, S. & Fagen, A. P. (2007) Understanding Interventions That Encourage Minorities 
to Pursue Research Careers: Summary of a Workshop. Washington, DC: National 
Academy Press. 
 
Olssen, M. (2006). Neoliberalism, Globalization, Democracy: Challenges for Education', 
In A.H. Halsey, H. Lauder, P. Brown and A. S. Wells (Eds.), Education, culture, 
Economy, Society. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
 
Olssen, M. (2008) Understanding the mechanisms of neoliberal control: lifelong learning, 
flexibility and knowledge capitalism. In A. Fejes and K. Nicoll (Eds.), Foucault and 
Lifelong Learning: governing the subject (pp 34 - 48). London: Routledge. 
 
Olssen, M. (2009) Neoliberalism, Education, and the Rise of the Global Common Good. 
In M. Simons, M. Olssen, M. A. Peters (Eds.), Re-Reading Education Policies: A 
Handbook Studying the Policy Agenda of the 21st Century (pp. 433 – 477). Rotterdam, 
Boston, Tapei: Sense Publishers. 
 
Online Etymology Dictionary, (2009). Expert. Retrieved April 5, 2010 from 
http://www.etymonline.com/index.php?term=expert 
 
Opayemi, R. (2012). Psychosocial factors predisposing university undergraduates to a 
mentoring relationship. IFE PsychologIA , 20 (1), 70-86. 
 
Orbuch, T. (1997). People’s Accounts Count: The Sociology of Accounts. Annual Review 
of Sociology, 23, 455–78.  
 
Orme, L. & Maggs, C. (1993). Decision-making in clinical practice: how do expert 
nurses, midwives and health visitors make decisions?Nurse Education Today,  13 (4), 
270-276. 
 
Ortega, M. (2004). Exiled space, in-between space: existential spatiality in Ana 
Mendieta's siluetas series. (English) Philosophy & Geography, 7 (10), 25-41. 
 
Ortega, M. (2001). New Mestizas,’ ‘World-travelers,’ and ‘Dasein’: Phenomenology and 
the Multi-Voiced, Multi-cultural Self. Hypatia, 16, (3), 1–29.  
 
O'Shea, A. (1998). A Special Relationship? Cultural Studies, Academia and Pedagogy. 
Cultural Studies, 12 (4), 513-527. 
 
Ostrom, E. and Walker, J. (Eds.). (2003). Trust and Reciprocity: Interdisciplinary 
Lessons from Experimental Research. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  
 



 

 

304 

Otterness, S. (2006). Implications of Doctorate in Nursing Practice - Still Many 
Unresolved Issues for Nurse Practitioners. Nephrology Nursing Journal, 33 (6), 685-687. 
 
Ozga, J. & Deem, R. (2000). Colluded Selves, New Times and Engendered 
Organisational Cultures: The Experiences of Feminist Women Managers in UK Higher 
and Further Education. Discourse, 21 (2), 141–54. 
 
Paese. P. W., & Gilin, D. A. (2000). When an adversary is caught telling the truth: 
Reciprocal cooperation versus self-interest in distributive bargaining. Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin, 26(1), 79–90. 
 
Pagan, N. (2008). Configuring the Moral Self: Aristotle and Dewey. Foundations of 
Science, 13 (3/4), 239-250. 
 
Palepu, A., Friedman, R. H., Barnett, R. C. , et al. (1998) Junior faculty members' 
mentoring relationships and their professional development in U.S. medical schools. 
Academic Medicine. 73, 318-323. 
 
Palfreyman, D. (2008). The legal impact of Bologna implementation: exploring criticisms 
and critiques of the Bologna process. Education & the Law, 20 (3), 249-257. 
 
Palmer, P. J. (1998). The Courage to Teach: Exploring the Inner Landscape of a 
Teacher’s Life. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Passmore, J. & Brown, A. (2009). Coaching non-adult students for enhanced examination 
performance: a longitudinal study. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, 
Research & Practice, 2 (1), 54-64. 
 
Park, C. (2005). New Variant PhD: The changing nature of the doctorate in the UK. 
Journal of Higher Education Policy & Management, 27 (2), 189-207. 
 
Parker, R. (2007). Networked Governance or Just Networks? Local Governance of the 
Knowledge Economy in Limerick (Ireland) and Karlskrona (Sweden). Political Studies, 
55 (1), 113-132. 
 
Parker, D., Ciuffetelli, S. &, McQuirter. R. (2010). From Mentorship to Tenureship: A 
Storied Inquiry of Two Academic Careers in Education. Mentoring & Tutoring: 
Partnership in Learning. 18 (4), 405-425. 
 
Parsloe, P. (1993). Supervising Students for Higher Degrees by Research in a Social 
Work Department. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 17(2), 49-60 
 
Parsons, T. (1951). The social system. Chicago: Free Press. 
 
Patton, M. (1990). Qualitiative evaluation and research methods. CA: Sage. 

 



 

 

305 

Patyaeva, E. Y. (2011). Towards a Cultural-Historical Theory of Motivation: Pierre 
Janet's Conception of Levels in Human Actions. (English). Cultural-Historical 
Psychology, 1 (1), 49-62. 
 
Payton, R. L. and Moody, M. P. (2008). Understanding Philanthropy: Its Meaning and 
Mission. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.  
 
Pearson, F. S. (1998). Dynamic Process of Crisis Negotiation: Theory, Research, and 
Practice (Book). International Journal of Conflict Management, 9 (3), 288-291 
 
Pearson, M. (1999). The changing environment for doctoral education in Australia: 
implications for quality management, improvement and innovation. Higher Education 
Research and Development. 18 (3): 269-85. 
 
Pearson, M. & Brew, A. (2002). Research Training and Supervision Development. 
Studies in Higher Education, 27 (2), 135-150. 
 
Pearson, M. (2005). Changing contexts for research education: implications for 
supervisor development. In P. Green (Ed.), Supervising postgraduate research: contexts 
and processes, theories and practices. Melbourne: RMIT University Press. 
 
Peim, N. (2009). Activity theory and ontology. Educational Review, 61 (2), 167-180. 
 
Pellizzoni, L. & Ylönen, M. (2008). Responsibility in uncertain times: An institutional 
perspective on precaution. Global Environmental Politics. 8(3), 51-73. 
 
Penuel, W. R., Frank, K. A., & Krause, A. E. (2006). The distribution of resources and 
expertise and the implementation of schoolwide reform initiatives. In S. A. Barab, K. E. 
Hay, & D. T. Hickey (Eds.), Proceedings of the 7th International Conference of the 
Learning Sciences (Vol. 1, pp. 522–528). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Penuel, W. R., Frank, K. A., & Krause, A. E. (2007, April). A social network approach to 
examining the effects of distributed leadership in schoolwide reform initiatives. Paper 
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, 
Chicago, IL. 
 
Penuel, W. R., Frank, K. A., & Riel, M. R. (2007, February). Instructional change and 
improved achievement: The significance of the internal social structure of schools. Paper 
presented at the Conference on Human and Social Capital in Learning Systems, 
Pittsburgh, PA. 
 
Penuel, W. R., Sussex, W., Korbak, C., & Hoadley, C. (2006). Investigating the potential 
of using social network analysis in educational evaluation. American Journal of 
Evaluation, 27, 437–451. 
 
Pervin, L. A. (2006). The Science of Personality. New York: John Wiley & Sons 



 

 

306 

 
Peters, M. & Roberts, P. (2000). Universities, Futurology and Globalisation. Discourse: 
Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, 21 (2), 125–39 
 
Peters, M. (2004). Higher Education, Globalization and the Knowledge Economy. In M. 
Walker and J. Nixon (eds.), Reclaiming Universities from a Runaway World (pp. 67–82). 
Maidenhead: Open University Press.  
 
Peters, M. A. (2010). Three Forms of the Knowledge Economy: Learning, Creativity and 
Openness. British Journal of Educational Studies, 58 (1), 67-88. 
 
Pettifer, A. & Clouder, L. (2008). Clinical supervision: a means of promoting reciprocity 
between practitioners and academics. Learning in Health & Social Care, 7 (3), 168-177. 
 
Petty, A. & Petro, R. (2007). Practical Lessons in Leadership: A Guidebook for Aspiring 
and Experienced Leaders. Victoria: Trafford Publishing. 
 
Petty, A. (2009). Why I Hate the “Sandwich” Technique for Delivering Feedback. . 
Retrieved 3 March, 2010 from http://artpetty.com/2009/05/07/why-i-hate-the-
“sandwich”-technique-for-delivering-feedback/ 
 
Pfister, H.-R., & Oehl, M. (2009). The impact of goal focus, task type and group size on 
synchronous net-based collaborative learning discourses. Journal of Computer Assisted 
Learning , 25 (2), 161-176. 
 
Phillips, E., & Pugh, D. (2000). How to Get a PhD: A Handbook for Students and Their 
Supervisors.  (3rd Ed). Maidenhead: Open University Press.  
 
Piliavin, J. A. and Callero, P. L. (1991). Giving Blood: The Development of an Altruistic 
Identity. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.  
 
Pisano, V.,  Ireland, R. D., Hitt, M. A. & Webb, J. W. (2007). International 
entrepreneurship in emerging economies: the role of social capital, knowledge 
development and entrepreneurial actions. International Journal of Technology 
Management, 38 (1/2), 11-28. 
 
Pitman, T. (2009). Postcolonial companeras? The desire for a reciprocal gaze in two 
Mexican women's accounts of Africa. Journal of Transatlantic Studies, 7 (3), p376-388. 
 
Pitt-Rivers, J. (1973). The Kith and the Kin. In J. Goody (Ed.).  The Character of 
Kinship, (pp. 89–105). Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.  
 
Platow, M. J. (2012). PhD experience and subsequent outcomes: a look at self-
perceptions of acquired graduate attributes and supervisor support. Studies in Higher 
Education , 37 (1), 103-118. 
 



 

 

307 

Pole, C. J., & Sprokkereef, A. (1997). Supervision of doctoral students in the natural 
sciences: Expectations and experiences. Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education , 
22 (1), 49. 
 
 Portes, A. (1998). Social capital: Its origins and applications in modern sociology. 
Annual Review of Sociology, 24, 1–24. 
 
Portes, A., & Sensenbrenner, J. (1993). Embeddedness and immigration: Note on the 
social determinants of economic action. American Journal of Sociology, 98, 1320–1350. 
 
Postlethwaite, K. (2007). Boundary crossings in research: towards a cultural 
understanding of the research project: Transforming Learning Cultures in Further 
Education. Educational Review, 59 (4), 483-499. 
 
Powell, W. W. and Smith-Doerr, L. (1994). Networks and Economic Life. In N. J. 
Smelser and R. Swedberg (Eds.). The Handbook of Economic Sociology (pp. 368–402), 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 
Pratkanis, A. & Aronson, E. (2001). The Age of Propaganda: The Everyday Use and 
Abuse of Persuasion. New York, NY: Owl Books.  
 
Pratt, M. L. (1992). Imperial eyes: Travel writing and transculturation. London and New 
York: Routledge  
 
Prior, P. (1998). Writing/Disciplinarity: A Sociohistoric Account of Literate Activity in 
the Academy. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Probyn. E. (1996). Outside belongings. New York: Routledge. 
 
Pruitt, D. G. (1998). Social conflict. In D.Gilbert, S. T.Fiske, & G.Lindzey (Eds.), 
Handbook of social psychology (4th ed., Vol. 2, (pp. 89–150). New York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Putnam, R. D. (1993). The prosperous community: Social capital and economic growth. 
Current, 356, 4–6. 
 
Radford, L., Bardini, C., & Sabena, C. (2007). Perceiving the general: The multisemiotic 
dimension of students’ algebraic activity. Journal of Research in Mathematics Education, 
388 (5), 507–530. 
 
Råholm, M.-B., Hedegaard, B. L., Löfmark, A., & Sletteb, Å. (2010). Nursing education 
in Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden – from Bachelor’s Degree to PhD. . Journal of 
Advanced Nursing , 66 (9), 2126-2137. 
 
Rait, E. (1995). Against the current: Organizational learning in schools. In S. B. 
Bacharach & B. Mundell (Eds.), Images of schools: Structures and roles in 
organizational behavior (pp. 71-107). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 



 

 

308 

 
Rawlins, B. (2007). Trust and PR Practice. Institute for Public Relations – Essential 
Knowledge Project. Retrieved November 19, 2009, from 
http://www.instituteforpr.org/essential_knowledge/detail/trust_and_pr_practice/ 
 
Raza, S. A., Hashmi, M. A., Zeeshan, A., Shaikh, F. M., & Naqvi, A. H. (2011). Human 
and Social Capital Development for Self Efficacy of University Graduates: Bases for 
Development of Society. Asian Social Science , 7 (9), 244-254. 
 
 
Readings, B. (1997). The University in Ruins. Cambridge,MA: Harvard University Press. 
 
Reay, D. (2000). ‘‘Dim Dross’’: Marginalised Women both Inside and Outside the 
Academy. Women’s Studies International Forum, 23 (1), 13–22.  
 
Reh, S., Rabenstein, K. & Fritzsche, B. (2011). Learning spaces without boundaries? 
Territories, power and how schools regulate learning. Social & Cultural Geography, 12 
(1), 83-98. 
 
Reid, S. A., Palomares, N. A., Anderson, G. L., & Bondad-Brown, B. (2009). Gender, 
Language, and Social Influence: A Test of Expectation States, Role Congruity, and Self-
Categorization Theories. Human Communication Research , 35 (4), 465-490. 
 
Reidy, J. & Green, P. (2005). Collaborative knowledge management and the art of 
coaching: Reflections on the diverse roles of the successful supervisor. In P. Green (Ed). 
Supervising postgraduate research: Contexts and processes, theories and practices. 
Melbourne: RMIT University Press. 
 
Rendtorff, J. D. (2008), Corporate citizenship, trust and accountability. Retrieved 
November 18, 2009, from 
http://www.nordicsociology2008.dk/Papers/Trust%20and%20Social%20Capital/Trust%2
0and%20social%20capital%20­‐Jacob%20Dahl%20Rendtorff.doc 
 
Renza, L. (1977). The Veto of the Imagination: A Theory of Autobiography. New 
Literary History, 9 (1), 1-26. 
 
Restubog, S. L. D., & Bordia, P. (2006). Workplace familism and psychological contract 
breach in the Philippines. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 55, 563–585. 
  
Restubog, S. L. D., Bordia, P., & Tang, R. L. (2006). Effects of psychological contract 
breach on performance of IT employees: The mediating role of affective commitment. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79, 299–306. 
 
Reynolds, C. F., Pilkonis, P.A., Kupfer, D.J., Dunn, L.&  Pincus, H. A. (2007) Training 
future generations of mental health researchers: devising strategies for tough times. 
Academic Psychiatry. 31, 152-159. 



 

 

309 

 
Reynolds, J. (2006). Dreyfus and Deleuze on L'habitude, Coping, and Trauma in Skill 
Acquisition. International Journal of Philosophical Studies. 14(4), 539-559. 
 
Rhoads, A. & Torres, C. A. (2006). The university, state and market: the political 
economy of globalization in the Americas. Stanford, CA: Stanford University  
Press. 
 
Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support: A review of the 
literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 698–714. 
 
Rice, E. (2001, August). Scholarship. Faculty/Administrative Meeting. University of 
Southern Indiana, Evansville, IN. 
 
Rich, V. (2009). Clinical Instructors’ and Athletic Training Students’ Perceptions of 
Teachable Moments in an Athletic Training Clinical Education Setting. Journal of 
Athletic Training, 44 (3), 294-303. 
 
Richardson, L. W. (1997). Fields Of Play: Constructing An Academic Life. New 
Brunswick, NJ:Rutgers University Press. 
 
Reich, R. B. (1992). The Work of Nations: Preparing Ourselves for 21st Century 
Capitalism. New York: Vintage Books 
 
Riessman, C. K. (1993). Narrative Analysis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Rigas, D. (2008). Silent dialogues in the analytic relationship. International Forum of 
Psychoanalysis, 17 (1), 37-43. 
 
Rip, A. (2004). Strategic research, post-modern universities and research training. Higher 
Education Policy, 17, 153-166. 
 
Robbins, S. P. & Judge, T. A. (2007). Essentials of Organizational Behavior (9 ed.), 
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall 
 
Roberts, J. (2001). The Drive to Codify: Implications for the Knowledge-based 
Economy. Prometheus, 19 (2), 99-116. 
 
Roberts-DeGennaro, M. (2008). Evidence-Based (Informed) Macro Practice Paradigm: 
Integration of Practice Expertise and Research. Journal of Evidence-Based Social Work, 
5 (3/4), 407-421 
 
Robins, K., & Webster, F. (1999). Times of the technoculture: From the information soci-  
ety to the virtual life (comedia).London: Routledge. 
 



 

 

310 

Robinson, S. (1996). Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 41, 574–599. 
 
Robinson, S., & Morrison, E. W. (1995). Organizational citizenship behavior: A 
psychological contract perspective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16, 289–298. 
 
Robinson, S., & Rousseau, D. (1994). Violating the psychological contract: Not the 
exception but the norm. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 15, 245–259. 
 
Robinson, S. L., Kraatz, M., & Rousseau, D. M. (1994). Changing obligations and the 
psychological contract: A longitudinal study. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 137–
152. 
 
Robson, S. & Turner, Y. (2007).  ‘Teaching is a co-learning experience’: academics 
reflecting on learning and teaching in an ‘internationalized’ faculty. Teaching in Higher 
Education, 12 (1), 41-54. 
 
Rogg, E. (2001). Passion and pain in academia. NORA: Nordic Journal of Women's 
Studies, 9  (3), 154. 
 
Rogoff, B. (2003). The cultural nature of human development. New York: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
Rogoff, I. (1989). The Discourse of Exile, Geographies and Representations of Identity. 
Journal of Philosophy and the Visual Arts, 7, 72 
 
Rohan, K. J., Tierney Lindsey, K., Roecklein, K. A. & Lacy, T. A. (2004). Cognitive-
behavioral therapy, light therapy, and their combination in treating seasonal affective 
disorder. Journal of Affective Disorders, 80 (2-3), 273-283. 
 
Rolls, E. T. (2010). The affective and cognitive processing of touch, oral texture, and 
temperature in the brain. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 34 (2), 237-245. 
 
Rommetveit, R. (2003). On the role of ‘a Psychology of the Second Person in the Studies 
of Meaning, Language and Mind'. Mind, Culture and Activity , 10 (3), 205-218. 
 
Rorabaugh, W. J. (1986). The Craft Apprentice: From Franklin to the Machine Age in 
America. New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Rousseau, D. M. (1989). Psychological and implied contracts in organization. Employee 
Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 2, 121–139. 
 
Rousseau, D. M. (1995). Psychological contracts in organizations: Understanding written 
and unwritten agreements. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 



 

 

311 

Rousseau, D. M. (2001). Schema, promises, and mutuality: The building blocks of the 
psychological contract. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 74, 
511–541. 
 
Rousseau, D. M., & Tijoriwala, S. A. (1998). Assessing psychological contracts; Issues, 
alternatives, and measures. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19, 679–695. 
 
Rowland, S. (2006).  The enquiring university: compliance and contestation in higher 
education. Maidenhead: SRHE & Open University Press. 
 
Rose, R. C., Suppiah, W. R. R. V., Uli, J. & Othman, J. (2006). A Face Concern 
Approach to Conflict Management -- A Malaysian Perspective. Journal of Social 
Sciences 2 (4), 121-126. 
 
Rossiter, M. & Clark, M. C. (2007). Narrative and the Practice of Adult Education.  FL: 
Frieger. 
 
Roth, W.-M., Tobin, K., Elmesky, R., Carambo, C., McKnight, Y.-M., & Beers, J. 
(2004). Re-making identities in the paraxis of urban schooling: A cultural historical 
perspective. Mind, Culture, and Activity , 11 (1), 48–69. 
 
Roth, W-M. (2004). Activity theory and Education: An introduction. Mind, Culture and 
Activity. 11(1), 1-8. 
 
Roth, W.- M., & Lee, Y.-J. (2007). “Vygotsky's neglected legacy”: Cultural- historical 
activity theory. Review of Educational Research, 77, 186–232. 
 
Roth, W. M. (2007). The ethico-moral nature of identity: Prolegomena to the 
development of third-generation Cultural-Historical Activity Theory. International 
Journal of Educational Research, 46 (1/2), 83-93. 
 
Rubin, J., Pruitt, D. G., & Kim, S. (1994). Social conflict: Escalation, stalemate, and 
settlement (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Rueyling T. (2010). Cultural Capital and Cross-Border Career Ladders. International 
Sociology, 25 (1), 123-143. 
 
Rutherford, J. (2005). Cultural Studies in the Corporate University, Cultural Studies, 
19(3), 297-317.  
 
Rutherford, G. E., Walsh, C. A., & Rook, J. (2011). Teaching and Learning Processes for 
Social Transformation: Engaging a Kaleidoscope of Learners. Journal of Teaching in 
Social Work , 31 (5), 479-492. 
 



 

 

312 

Ryan, M., Dowden, C., Healy, B. & Renouf, N. (2005). Watching the Experts: Findings 
from an Australian Study of Expertise in Mental Health Social Work. Journal of Social 
Work, 5 (3), 279-298. 
 
Ryan, M. (2011). Spaces of possibility in pre-service teacher education. British Journal 
of Sociology of Education, 32 (6), 881-90. 
 
Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. ( 2003). On assimilating identities to the self: A self-
determination theory perspective on internalization and integrity within cultures. In M. R. 
Leary & J. P. Tangney (Eds.), Handbook of self and identity (pp. 253-274). New York, 
NY: Guilford Press. 
 
Ryan, Y. (1994). Contracts and checklists: Practical propositions for postgraduate su- 
pervision. In O. Zuber-Skerritt & Y. Ryan (Eds.), Quality in postgraduate education 
(pp. 156-164). London: Kogan Page. 
 
Ryvicker, M. (2009). Preservation of self in the nursing home: Contradictory practices 
within two models of care. Journal of Aging Studies, 23 (1), 12-23. 
 
Sahlins, M. (1972). Stone Age Economics. Chicago: Aldine Publishing.  
 
Salaran, M. (2010). Research Productivity and Social Capital in Australian Higher 
Education. Higher Education Quarterly, 64 (2), 133-148. 
 
Salmela-Aro, K., Mutanen, P., Koivisto, P., & Vuori, J. (2010). Adolescents' future 
education-related personal goals, concerns, and internal motivation during the “Towards 
Working Life” group intervention. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 7 
(4), 445-462. 
 
Samara, A. (2006). Group supervision in graduate education: a process of supervision 
skill development and text improvement. Higher Education Research & Development , 
25 (2), 115-129. 
 
Sambrook, S., Stewart, J., & Roberts, C. (2008). Doctoral supervision . . . a view from 
above, below and the middle! . Journal of Further & Higher Education , 31 (1), 71-84. 
 
Sambunjak, D., Strauss, S. E. & Marusic, A. (2006) Mentoring in academic medicine. 
Journal of the American Medical Association. 296, 1103-1115. 
 
Sambunjak, D., Straus, S. E. & Marusic, A. (2010). A Systematic Review of Qualitative 
Research on the Meaning and Characteristics of Mentoring in Academic Medicine. 
JGIM: Journal of General Internal Medicine, 25 (1), 72-78. 
 
Sandmann, L. R., Foster-Fishman, P.G., Lloyd, J., Rauhe, W., and Rosaen, C. (2000). 
Managing critical tensions: How to strengthen the scholarship component of outreach. 
Change 32 (1), 44-52 



 

 

313 

 
Sanna, L. J., Parks, C. D., Chang, E. C., & Carter, S. E. (2005). The hourglass is half full 
or half empty: Temporal framing and the group planning fallacy. Group Dynamics: 
Theory, Research, and Practice, 9, 173–188. 
 
Sannino, A. (2011). Activity theory as an activist and interventionist theory. Theory & 
Psychology , 21 (5), 571-597. 
 
Sannino, A. (2008). Experiencing Conversations: Bridging the Gap between Discourse 
and Activity. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour , 38 (3), 267-291. 
 
Sannino, A., & Sutter, B. (2011). Cultural-historical activity theory and interventionist 
methodology: Classical legacy and contemporary developments. Theory & Psychology , 
21 (5), 557-570. 
 
Sawyer, K. R. (2004). Creative Teaching: Collaborative Discussion as Disciplined 
Improvisation. Educational Researcher, 33 (2), 12-20. 
 
Sawyer, R. K. (2003). Improvised dialogues: Emergence and creativity in conversation. 
Westport, CT: Greenwood. 
 
Sayette, M. A., Norcross, J. C., & Dimoff, J. D. (2011). The Heterogeneity of Clinical 
Psychology Ph.D. Programs and the Distinctiveness of APCS Programs. Clinical 
Psychology: Science & Practice , 18 (1), 4-11. 
 
Scaffidi, A., & Berman, J. (2011). A positive postdoctoral experience is related to quality 
supervision and career mentoring, collaborations, networking and a nurturing research 
environment. Higher Education , 62 (6), 685-698. 
 
Scevak, J., Cantwell, C., Bourke, S., & Reid, A. (2007). A metacognitive profile of 
doctoral students. In EARLI 12th Biennial Conference for Research on Learning and 
Instruction: Developing Potentials for Learning. Budapest.  
 
Schaffer, S. P., Reyes, L., Kim, H., & Collins, B. (2010). Using activity theory to 
understand learning design requirements of patient self-management environments. 
Educational Media International , 47 (4), 329-342. 
 
Schamber, S. (1999). Ten practices for undermining the effectiveness of teaming. Middle 
School Journal, 30(3), 10-14 
 
Schempp, P. G., Sparkes, A. & Templin, T. (1993). The micropolitics of teacher 
induction,  
American Educational Research Journal, 30(3), 447–472.  
 
Schon, D.A. (1995). The new scholarship requires a new epistemology. Change, 
November/December, 27-34. 



 

 

314 

 
Schon, D. A. (1983). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action. New 
York: Basic Books. 
 
Schopler, J. (1970). An Attribution Analysis of Some Determinants of Reciprocating a 
Benefit. In J. Macaulay and L. Berkowitz (Eds.). Altruism and Helping Behavior (pp. 
231– 40), New York: Academic Press.  
 
Schratz, M., & Walker, R. (with Kamler, B.). (1995). Reading to write: Finding songlines 
in the research literature. In M. Schratz & R. Walker, Research as social change (pp. 91–
103). New York: Routledge. 
 
Schuck, R. F. (1981). The Impact of Set Induction on Student Achievement and 
Retention. Journal of Educational Research,. 74 (4), 7. 
 
Schuessler, J., Wilder, B., & Byrd, L. (2012). Reflective Journaling ad development of 

Cultural Humility in Students. Nursing Education Perspectives , 33 (2), 96-99. 

 
Schul, Y. (1983). Integration and abstraction in impression formation. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 45–54. 
 
Schultz, T. (1963). The economic value of education. New York: Colombia University 
Press. 
 
Schwandt, T. (2000). Three epistemological stances for qualitative inquiry: 
Interpretivism, hermeneutics, and social constructionism. In The Handbook of Qualitative 
Research (2nd ed.), N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage 
Publications. 
 
Schwartz, W. (2008). Presentations of Self and the Status Dynamics of Psychotherapy 
and Supervision. American Journal of Psychotherapy, 62 (1), 51-65. 
 
Scott, K. W. (2004). Relating the categories in grounded theory analysis: using a 

conditional relationship guide and reflective coding matrix. The Qualitative Report , 9, 

113-126. 

 
Scott, P. (2000). Globalisation and Higher Education: Challenges for the 21st Century. 
Journal of International Studies in International Education, 4 (1), 3–10.  
 
Scribner, J. P., Cockrell, K. S., Cockrell, D. H., & Valentine, J. W. (1999). Creating 
professional communities in schools through organizational learning: An evaluation of a 
school improvement process. Educational Administration Quarterly, 35(1), 130-160. 
 



 

 

315 

Seagram B., Gould J. and Pyke S. (1998). An investigation of gender and other variables 
on time to completion of doctoral degrees. Research in Higher Education, 39 (3), 319-
335. 
 
Sealy, P. A. (2012). Autoethnography: Reflective Journaling and Meditation to Cope 
With Life-Threatening Breast Cancer. Clinical Journal of Oncology Nursing , 16 (1), 38-
41. 
 
Sebrant, U. (2008). The impact of emotion and power relations on workplace learning. 
Studies in the Education of Adults, 40 (2), 192-206. 
 
Seham, A. E. (2001). Whose improv is it anyway? Beyond Second City. Jackson: 
University Press of Mississippi. 
 
Seidman, I. E. (1991). Interviewing as qualitative research: A guide for researchers in 
education and the social sciences. New York: Teachers College Press.  
 
Seifert, K. L. and Mandzuk, D. (2006). Student Cohorts in Teacher Education: Support 
Groups or Intellectual Communities? Teachers College Record. 108 (7), 1296-1320. 
 
Seligman, M. E. P. (1990).  Learned Optimism. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 
 
Sellar, S., Gale, T., & Parker, S. (2011). Appreciating aspirations in Australian higher 
education. Cambridge Journal of Education , 41 (1), 37-52. 
 
Selwyn, N. (2007). The use of computer technology in university teaching and learning: a 
critical perspective. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 23 (2), 83-94. 
 
Sen, A. (1990). Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioral Foundations of Economic 
Theory. In J. Mansbridge (Ed.). Beyond Self-Interest (pp. 25–43), Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press.  
 
Seneca, L. A. (1917). Seneca’s Morals. New York: Harper and Row.  
 
Sennett, R. (1998). The Corrosion of Character: The Personal Consequences of Work in 
the New Capitalism. New York: Norton.  
 
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1994). Building community in schools. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Severinsson, E. & Sand, A. (2010). Evaluation of the clinical supervision and 
professional development of student nurses. Journal of Nursing Management, 18 (6), 
669-677. 
 
Sewell, W. H., Jr. (1992). A Theory of Structure: Duality, Agency, and Transformation. 
American Journal of Sociology, 98(1), 1–29.  
 



 

 

316 

Shahmoon-Shanok, R., Lamb-Parker, F., Halpern, E., Grant, M., Lapidus, C., and Seagle, 
C. (2005). The Relationships for Growth Project: A transformational collaboration 
between Head Start, mental health and university systems. In K.M.Finello (Ed.), 
Handbook of training and practice in infant & preschool mental health. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass 
 
Shapiro, S. (1987). The Social Control of Impersonal Trust. American Journal of 
Sociology, 93 (3), 623­‐58. 
 
Shapon-Shevin, M., & Chandler-Olcott, M. (2001). Student cohorts: Communities of 
critique or dysfunctional families? Journal of Teacher Education, 52, 350-364. 
 
Shinebourne, P. & Smith, J. A. (2009). Alcohol and the self: An interpretative 
phenomenological analysis of the experience of addiction and its impact on the sense of 
self and identity. Addiction Research & Theory, 17 (2), 152-167. 
 
Shore C. & Wright, S. (1999). Audit Culture and Anthropology: Neo Liberalism in 
British Higher Education. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, 5 (4), 557–75.  
 
Shotter, J. (1993). The Cultural Politics of Everyday Life. Buckingham: Open University 
Press. 
 
Shotter, J. (1989). Social accountability and the social construction of ‘‘you’’. In J. 
Shotter & K. Gergen (Eds.), Texts of identity. London: Sage. 
 
Shellito, C., Shea, K., Weissmann, G., Muller-Solger, A., & Davis, W. (2001). Successful 
mentoring for undergraduate researchers. Journal of College Science Teaching, 30, 460–
464. 
 
Sieber, J. E. (1992). Planning ethically responsible research: A guide for students and 
internal review boards. (Applied Social Research Methods Series). Newbury Park: Sage 
Publications 
 
Silvers, A. (2001). A Neutral Ethical Framework for Understanding the Role of 
Disability in the Life Cycle. The American Journal of Bioethics, 1 (3), 57-58. 
 
Simmel, G. (1906). The Sociology of Secrecy and of Secret Societies. American Journal 
of Sociology 11, 441-498. 
Simmel, G. (1908/ 1950). Faithfulness and Gratitude. In K. H. Wolff (Ed.). The 
Sociology of Georg Simmel (pp. 379–95), Glencoe, IL: Free Press.  
 
Simmel, G. (1955). Conflict and the web of group-affiliations (K. Wolff & R. Bendix, 
Trans.). New York: The Free Press. 
 
Simmel, G. (1907/ 1971). Exchange. In D. N. Levine (Ed.). Georg Simmel on 
Individuality and Social Forms (pp. 43–69). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  



 

 

317 

 
Simpson R. & Cohen, C. (2004). Dangerous Work: The Gendered Nature of Bullying in 
the Context of Higher Education. Gender, Work and Organization, 11 (2), 163–86.  
 
Skiba, D. J. (2007). Faculty 2.0: Flipping the Novice to Expert Continuum. Nursing 
Education Perspectives. 28 (6), 342–344. 
 
Skvoretz, J. and Lovaglia. M. (1995). Who Exchanges with Whom: Structural 
Determinants of Exchange Frequency in Negotiated Exchange Networks. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 58(3), 163–15.  
 
Slavin, R. (1994). Cooperative learning: Theory, research, and practice (2n ed.). Boston: 
Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Sloboda, J. A., Davidson, J. W., Howe, M. J. A. and Moore, D. G.  (1996). The role of 
practice in the development of performing musicians. British Journal of Psychology,  87, 
287-309. 
 
Smagorinsky, P., Cook, L. S., Moore, C., Jackson, A. Y. & Fry, P. G. (2004). Tensions in 
learning to teach: accommodation and the development of a teaching identity, Journal of 
Teacher Education. 55(1), 8–24.  
 
Smith, P. K., & Trope, Y. (2006). You focus on the forest when you're in charge of the 
trees: Power priming and abstract information processing. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 90, 578–596. 
 
Smith, T. S. and Stevens, G. T.  (2002). Hyperstructures and the Biology of Interpersonal 
Dependence: Rethinking Reciprocity and Altruism. Sociological Theory, 20(1), 106–30.  
 
Schneider, P. & Sadowski, D. (2010). The impact of new public management instruments 
on PhD education. Higher Education, 59 (5), 543-565. 
 
Sober, E. and Wilson, D. S.  (1998). Unto Others: The Evolution and Psychology of 
Unselfish Behavior. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
 
Solbrekke, T. & Karseth, B. (2006). Professional Responsibility – An Issue for Higher 
Education? Higher Education, 52 (1), 95-119. 
 
Somekh, B., & Saunders, L. (2007). Developing knowledge through intervention: 
meaning and definition of 'quality' in research into change. Research Papers in 
Education, 22 (2), 183-197. 
 
Soubhi, H., Rege Colet, N., Gilbert, J. H. V., Lebel, P., Thivierge, R. L., Hudon, C., 
Fortin, M. (2009). Interprofessional learning in the trenches: Fostering collective 
capability. Journal of Interprofessional Care, 23 (1), 52-57. 
 



 

 

318 

Spear, R.H. (2000). Supervision of Research Students: Responding to Student 
Expectations. Unpublished paper. Department of Nuclear Physics, Research School of 
Physics, Science and Engineering. Canberra, ACT: The Australian National University. 
 
Spillane, J. P., Halverson, R. R., & Diamond, J. B. (2001). Investigating school 
leadership practice: A distributed perspective. Educational Researcher, 30(3), 23–27. 
 
Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Spillane, J. P. (2007, February). Social capital at work. Paper presented at the Conference 
on Human and Social Capital in Learning Systems, Pittsburgh, PA. 
 
St. George, C., & Robinson, S. (2011). Making Mentoring Matter: Perspectives from 
Veteran Mentor Teachers. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin , 78 (1), 24-28. 
 
Stacey, R. (1992). Managing the unknowable. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Stacey, E. (2002). Learning links online: Establishing constructivist and collaborative 
learning environments. In S. McNamara and E. Stacey (Eds), Untangling the Web: 
Establishing Learning Links. Proceedings ASET Conference 2002. Melbourne, 7-10 
July. Retrieved October 20, 2011 from http://www.aset.org.au/confs/2002/stacey.html 
 
Star, S. L., & Griesemer, J. R. (1999). Institutional Ecology, 'Translations,' and Boundary 
Objects: Amateurs and Professionals in Berkeley's Museum of Vertebrate Zoology, 1907 
- 1939. In B. (ed.), & Mario, The Science Studies Reader (pp. 505-524). New York: 
Routledge. 
 
Staub, E. (1978). Positive Social Behavior and Morality. New York: Academic Press.  
 
Stayt, L, C. (2009). Death, empathy and self preservation: the emotional labour of caring 
for families of the critically ill in adult intensive care. Journal of Clinical Nursing, 18 (9), 
1267-1275. 
 
'Stell' Kefalas, A. G. (2011). On Systems Thinking and the Systems Approach. World 
Futures: The Journal of General Evolution , 67 (4/5), 343-371. 
 
Stetsenko, A. (2005). Activity as object-related: resolving the dichotomy of individual 
and collective planes of activity. Mind, Culture and Activity , 12 (1), 70-88. 
 
Stetsenko, A., & Arievitch, I. (2004). The self in cultural historical activity theory. 
Theory and Psychology , 14 (4), 475-503. 
 
Steven, D.T., Goodyear, R.K., & Robertson, P. (1998). Supervisor development: an 
exploratory study of changes in stance and emphasis. Clinical Supervisor, 16 (2), 73-88. 
 



 

 

319 

Strathern, M. (2000). The Tyranny of Transparency. British Educational Research 
Journal, 26 (3), 309–21.  
 
Strauss, A. (1987). Qualitative analysis for social scientists. NY: Cambridge University 

Press. 

 
Strick, M., Holland, R., van Knippenberg, W. (2008). Seductive eyes: Attractiveness and 
direct gaze increase desire for associated objects. Advanced Cognition, 106 (3), 1487-
1496. 
 
Stiglitz, J. (2002). Globalization and its discontents. London: Allen Lane. 
 
Strauss A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 
procedures and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Strega, S. (2005). The view from the post structural margins: Epistemology and 
methodology reconsidered. In L. Brown, & S. Strega (Eds.), Research as Resistance (pp. 
199­‐235). Toronto: Canadian Scholars' Press.  
 
Strootbeck, F. L., James, R. M., & Hawkins, C. (1957). Social Status in Jury 
Deliberations. American Sociological Review, 22 (6), 713-719. 
 
Sullivan, L. E., & Ogloff, J. R. P. (1998). Appropriate supervisor-graduate student 
relationships. Ethics and Behavior , 8, 229–24. 
 
Sullivan, W. M. & Rosin, M. S. (2008). A New Agenda for Higher Education: Shaping a 
Life of the Mind for Practice.. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Sumara, D., & Davis, B. (1998). Telling tales of surprise. In W. Pinar (Ed.), Queer theory 
in education (pp. 197–220). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Survey Monkey. (2010). MA Supervision Student Log and MA Supervision Supervisor 
Log. Retrieved August 26, 2010 from http://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurveys.aspx 
 
Swanwick, T., McKimm, J., & Clarke, R. (2010). Introducing a professional development 
framework for postgraduate medical supervisors in secondary care: considerations, 
constraints and challenges. Postgraduate Medical Journal , 86 (1014), 203-207. 
 
Swatton, S. (1999). The experience of 'healing stories' in the life narrative: a grounded 
theory. Counselling Psychology Quarterly. 12 (4), 413-429.  
 
Sweitzer, V. B. (2009). Towards a Theory of Doctoral Student Professional Identity 
Development: A Developmental Networks Approach. Journal of Higher Education, 80 
(1), 1-33. 
 



 

 

320 

Swidler, A. (1986). Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies. American Sociological 
Review, 51(2), 273–86.  
 
Swidler, A.  (2001). Talk of Love: How Culture Matters. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press.  
 
Tabachnich, B. R., & Zeichner, K. M. (1991). Issues and practices in inquiry-oriented 
teacher education. London: Falmer Press. 
 
Tajfel, H. (1972). Social categorization. In S. Moscovici (Ed.). Introduction à la 
psychologie sociale. Paris: Larousse.   
 
Tajfel H.(1982).  Social psychology of intergroup relations. Annual Review of 
Psychology. 33, 1-39.   
 
Takahashi, N. (2000). The Emergence of Generalized Exchange. American Journal of 
Sociology, 105(4), 1105–34.  
 
Talbert, J., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1994). Teacher professionalism in local school 
contexts. American Journal of Education, 102, 123-153. 
 
Tappan, M. B. (2006). Reframing Internalised Oppression and Internalised Domination: 
From the Psychological to the Sociocultural. Teachers College Record.  108 (10), 2115 -
2144. 
 
Taylor, F. W. (1947). Scientific management. New York: Harper 
 
Taylor, C. (1994). The Politics of Recognition. In Multiculturalism. A. Gutmann (Ed.). 
Princeton: Princeton University Press: 25-74. 
 
Taylor, S. and Beasley, N. (2005).  A Handbook for Doctoral Supervisors. London: 
Routledge Falmer 
 
Taylor, I. (2007). Pursued by Excellence: Rewards and the Performance Culture in 
Higher Education. Social Work Education, 26 (5), 504-519 
 
Taylor, J. (2008). Quality and Standards: The Challenge of the Professional Doctorate. 
Higher Education in Europe, 33 (1), 65-87. 
 
Taylor, P. & Dawson, V. (1997). Critical Research Supervision? Deconstructing a 
Disempowering Myth! Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association (Chicago, IL, March 24-28, 1997). 
 
Tesch, R. (1990). Qualitative research: Analysis Types and Software Tools. New York: 
Falmer. 
 



 

 

321 

Titmuss, R. M. (1972). The Gift Relationship: From Human Blood to Social Policy. New 
York: Vintage Books.  
 
Todres, L & Galvin, K. (2008). Embodied interpretation: a novel way of evocatively re-
presenting meanings in phenomenological research. Qualitative Research, 8 (5), 568-583. 
 
Thomas, J. (2004). Guide to Managerial Persuasion and Influence. Upper Saddle River, 
N.J.: Pearson Prentice Hall. 
 
Thompson, J., Pearson, M., Akerlind, G., Hooper, J., & Mazur, M. (2001).  Postdoctoral 
training and employment outcomes. Australian National University: Centre for 
Educational Development and Academic Methods. 
 
Thomson, R. & Kehily, M. J. (2011). Troubling reflexivity: the identity flows of teachers 
becoming mothers. Gender and Education, 23 (3), 233-245. 
 
Tierney, W. (2001). The autonomy of knowledge and the decline of the subject: 
Postmodernism and the reformulation of the university. Higher Education, 41, 353-372. 
 
Timperley, H. (2008). Teacher professional learning and development: A best synthesis 
iteration. Wellington, NZ: Ministry for Education. 
 
Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2003). Temporal construal. Psychological Review, 110, 403–
421. 
 
Trubo, R. (2006) Mentoring program supports new generation of HIV researchers. 
Journal of the American Medical Association. 296, 757-758. 
 
Tuckman, B. (1965). Developmental sequence in small groups. Psychological Bulletin , 
63 (6), 384–99. 
 
Tunc, T. & Kutanis, R. O. (2009). Role conflict, role ambiguity, and burnout in nurses 
and physicians at a university hospital in Turkey. Nursing & Health Sciences. 11 (4), 
410-416. 
 
Tuomi-Grohn, T., Engestrom, Y., & Young, M. (2003). From transfer to boundary-
crossing between school and work as a tool for developing vocational education: An 
introduction. In T. Tuomi-Grohn & Y. Engestrom (Eds.), Between school and work: New 
perspectives on transfer and boundary-crossing (pp. 1–15). Oxford: Pergamon. 
 
Turner, J. H. (1986). The Structure of Sociological Theory, 4th ed. Chicago: Dorsey 
Press.  
 
Turner, J. C., Hogg, M. A., Oakes, P. J., Reicher, S. D. & Wetherell, M. (1987). 
Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 
 



 

 

322 

Turner, T. & D'Art, D. (2008) Is there a new knowledge economy in Ireland? An analysis 
of recent occupational trends International Journal of Manpower. 29 (8), 700 - 714. 
 
Tyler, J. (1998). Research training for the 21st century. Governmental report in 'Higher 
Education Series'. No. 33. Canberra, ACT: Higher Education Division, Department of 
Education, Training and Youth Affairs. 
 
Uluorta, H. (2006). Welcome to the All-American Funhouse: Passive Revolution and the 
Disciplining of the Hailed Neo-liberal Subject. Conference Papers, International Studies 
Association, 2006 Annual Meeting, 1. 
 
Unsworth, K. L., Turner, N., Williams, H. M., & Piccin-Houle, S. (2010). Giving thanks: 
the relational context of gratitude in postgraduate supervision. Studies in Higher 
Education , 35 (8), 871-888. 
 
Usher, R. and Bryant, I. (1989) Adult Education as Theory, Practice and Research, 
London: Routledge. 
 
Vallacher, R. R., & Wegner, D. M. (1989). Levels of personal agency: Individual 
variation in action identification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57, 660–
671. 
 
van Eijck, M., Roth, W.-M., & Hsu, P.-L. (2008). Translations of scientific practice to 
“Students’ images of science”. Science Education , 93 (4), 611–634. 
 
Veale, A. & Stavrou, A. (2007). Former Lord’s Resistance Army Child Soldier 
Abductees: Explorations of Identity in Reintegration and Reconciliation. Peace and 
Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 13(3), 273-292. 
 
Veenman, S. (1984). Perceived problems of beginning teachers. Review of Educational 
Research. 54(2), 143–178.  
 
Verschaffel, L., Luwel, K., Torbeyns, J. & Van Dooren, W. (2009). Conceptualizing, 
investigating, and enhancing adaptive expertise in elementary mathematics education. 
European Journal of Psychology of Education 24 (3), 335-359. 
 
Vidlak, N.W., (2002). Identifying important factors in supervisor development: an 
examination of supervisor experience, training, and attributes. Dissertation: University of 
Nebraska, Lincoln. 
 
Vieira, M. (2008). Academic freedom and tenure: University of New Haven. Academe, 
94 (3), 44-56. 
 
Vilkinas, T. (2002). The PhD process: the supervisor as manager. Education & Training,  
44(3), 129-137. 
 



 

 

323 

Vryonides, M. & Vitsilakis, C. (2008). Widening participation in postgraduate studies in 
Greece: mature working women attending an e-learning programme. Journal of 
Education Policy, 23 (3), 199-208 
 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: the development of higher psychological 
processes. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.   
 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1981). The genesis of higher mental functions. In J. V. Wertsch (Ed.), 
The concept of activity in Soviet psychology. Armonk: Sharpe. 
 
Vygotsky, L. S. (1987). Collected Works . (R. Rieber, Ed.) New York: Plenum Press. 
 
Wade-Benzoni, K. A., Rousseau, D. M., & Li, M. (2006). Managing relationships across 
generations of academics: Psychological contracts in faculty–doctoral student 
collaborations. International Journal of Conflict Management, 17, 4–33. 
 
Waiters, K. L. & Simoni, J. M. (2009) Decolonizing strategies for mentoring American 
Indians and Alaska Natives in HIV and mental health research. American Journal of 
Public Health. 99(suppl), S71-S76. 
 
Wakslak, C. J., Nussbaum, S., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2008). Representations of the 
self in the near and distant future. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 
757–773. 
 
Walker, D. & Nocon, H. (2007). Boundary-Crossing Competence: Theoretical 
Considerations and Educational Design. Mind, Culture & Activity, 14 (3), 178-195 
 
Walker, G., Golde, C., Jones, L, Conklin Bueschel, A., Hutchings, P. (2008) The 
Formation of Scholars: Rethinking Doctoral Education for the Twenty-First Century, 
Stanford, CA.: The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. 
 
Wall, J. F. (1970/ 1989). Andrew Carnegie. Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh 
Press.  
 
Waltzkin, H., Yager, J., Parker, T. & Duran, B. (2006) Mentoring partnerships for 
minority faculty and graduate students in mental health services research. Academic 
Psychiatry. 30, 205-217. 
 
Wamsley, G. L., & Zald, M. N. (1973). The political economy of public organizations: A 
critique and approach to the study of public organizations. Lexington, MA: Lexington 
Books. 
 
Wang, J. & Odell, S. J. (2002). Mentored learning to teach according to standards-based 
reform: A critical review. Review of Educational Research, 72(3), 481–546. 
 



 

 

324 

Ward, P. Hodges, N. J., Starkes, J. L., Williams, M. A. (2007). The road to excellence: 
deliberate practice and the development of expertise.  High Ability Studies, 18 (2), 119-
153 
 
Ward, L.M. & Webster, E.J. (1965). The training of clinical personnel: II. A concept of 
clinical preparation. Asha, 7, 103-106. 
 
Warhurst, C. (2008). The knowledge economy, skills and government labour market 
intervention. Policy Studies , 29 (1), 71-86. 
 
Watsuji, T. (1996). Watsuji Tetsuro’s Rinrigaku: Ethics in Japan. Albany: SUNY Press. 
 
Watsuji, T. (1961). Climate and Culture: A Philosophical Study. New York: Greenwood 
Press. 
 
Weaver, C. K., Motion, J. & Roper, J. (2006). From propaganda to discourse (and back 
again): Truth, power and the public interest, and public relations, In J. L'Etang & M. 
Pieczka (Eds.), Public relations: Critical Debates and Contemporary Practice (pp. 
7­‐21). London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Weber, M. (2008). Max Weber's Complete Writings on Academic and Political 
Vocations (Perfect Paperback). New York: Algora Publishing. 
 
Weiland, S. (2008). Research Apprenticeship at Michigan State University’s College of 
Education: The Collegial and the Confidential. Teachers College Record, 110(7), 1458-
1476. 
 
Weiner, B. (1972). Theories of motivation. Chicago: Rand McNally. 
 
Weiner, B. (1979). A theory of motivation for some classroom experiences. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 71, 3–25. 
 
Weiner, B. (1986). An attributional theory of motivation and emotion. Berlin: Springer-
Verlag. 
 
Weiner, B. (1992). Human motivation: Metaphors, theories, and research. New bury 
Park: CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Weiner, B. (1995). Attribution theory in organizational behavior: A relationship of 
mutual benefit. In M. J. Martinko (Ed.), Attribution theory: An organizational perspective 
(pp. 3–6). Delray Beach, FL: St. Lucie Press. 
 
Weiner, B. (1998). Discovering general laws of social motivation. In J.G. Adair, D. 
Belanger, & K. L. Dion (Eds.), Advances in psychological science, Vol. 1, (pp. 93–109). 
East Sussex, UK: Psychology Press. 
 



 

 

325 

Weiner, B., Frieze, I. H., Kukla, A., Reed, L., Rest, S., & Rosenbaum, R. M. (1971). 
Perceiving the causes of success and failure. Morristown, NJ: General Learning Press. 
 
Weiner, B., & Litman-Adizes, T. (1980). An attributional, expectancy-value analysis of 
learned helplessness and depression. In J. Garber & M. E. P. Seligman (Eds.), Human 
helplessness (pp. 35–58). New York: Academic Press. 
 
Weiner, B., Nierenberg, R., & Goldstein, M. (1976). Social learning (locus of control) 
versus attributional (causal stability) interpretations of expectancy of success. Journal of 
Personality, 44, 52–68. 
 
Weiss, P. (1950). Man's Freedom. New Haven: Yale University Press. 
 
Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Wenger, E. McDermott, R.. & Snyder, W. (2002). Cultivating communities of practice: A 
guide to managing knowledge. Harvard: Harvard Business School Press 
 
Wengraf, T. (2001). Qualitative Research Interviewing: Biographic Narratives and Semi-
structured Methods. Sage: London. 
 
Wertsch, J. (2007). Mediation. In H. Daniels, M. Cole, & J. Wetsch, The Cambridge 
companion to Vygotsky (pp. 178–192). New York:: Cambridge University Press. 
 
West, L., Alheit, P. Anderson, A. S. & Merill, B. (2007). Using Biographical and Life 
History Approaches in the Study of Adult and Lifelong Learning: European Perspectives. 
New York: Peter Lang. 
 
Western, M., Boreham, P., Kubler, M., Laffan, W., Western, J., Lawson, A. & Clague, D. 
(2007).  PhD graduates 5 to 7 years out: employment outcomes, job attributes and 
quality of research training, Canberra: DEST. 
 
Westheimer, J. (1996). Visions of community and education in a diverse society: Essay 
review of Thomas Sergiovanni’s Building Community in Schools. Harvard Educational 
Review, 66 (4), 853-857. 
 
Westheimer, J. (1998). Among schoolteachers: Community, individuality, and ideology 
in teachers’ work. New York: Teacher College Press. 
 
Westheimer, J. (1999). Communities and consequences: An inquiry into ideology and 
practice in teachers’ professional work. Educational Administration Quarterly, 35, (1), 
71-105. 
 



 

 

326 

Whitchurch, C. (2008). Shifting Identities and Blurring Boundaries: the Emergence of 
Third Space Professionals in UK Higher Education. Higher Education Quarterly, 62 (4), 
377–396. 
 
White, H. (1992). Identity and Control. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 
Whitehead, A. N. (1933). Adventures in Ideas. New York: The Macmillan Co. 
 
Whitehead, D. (2003). The health-promoting nurse as a health policy career expert and 
entrepreneur. Nurse Education Today, 23 (8), 585-592. 
 
Whiting, L. S. (2008). Semi-structured interviews: guidance for novice researchers. 
 Nursing Standard, 22 (23), 35-40. 
 
Whittle J. (1994). A model for the management of research degree supervision in a post-
1987 university, in Quality in Postgraduate Education. London: Kogan Page. 
 
Wiener, J. (2007). The analyst's countertransference when supervising: friend or foe? 
Journal of Analytical Psychology, 52 (1), 51-69. 
 
Willer, D., (Ed.). (1999). Network Exchange Theory. Westport, CT: Praeger.  
 
Williams, J. (2010). Constructing a new professional identity: Career change into 
teaching. Teaching & Teacher Education, 26 (3), 639-647 
 
Willis, P. (1981). Learning to labor: How working class kids get working class jobs (2nd 
ed.). New York: Columbia University Press. (Original work published 1977)  
 
Wilson, C. (2011). Uncanny city: Revisiting Alexandria's haunted spaces. International 
Journal of Francophone Studies , 14 (4), 473-515. 
 
Wilson T.D. (2006). A re-examination of information seeking behaviour in the context of 
activity theory. Information Research, 11 (4), Retrieved January 25, 2010 from 
http://informationr.net/ir/11-4/paper260.html.  
 
Wingard, D. L., Garman, K. A. & Reznik, V. Facilitating faculty success: outcomes mad 
cost benefit of the UCSD National Center of Leadership in Academic Medicine. 
Academic Medicine. 79(suppl): S9-S11. 
 
Winnicott, Donald. (1975). Through paediatrics to psycho-analysis. London: Hogarth 
Press.  
 
Winnicott, D. W. (1967). Mirror-role of the mother and family in child development. In 
P. Lomas (Ed.), The Predicament of the Family: A Psycho-Analytical Symposium (pp. 26-
33). London: Hogarth 
 



 

 

327 

Wisker, G. & Robinson, G. (2006). Supporting the completion of RHD students through 
communities of practice. Paper given at the Quality in Postgraduate Research 
Conference, Adelaide. 
 
Wisker, G. (2005). The good supervisor: supervising postgraduate and  
undergraduate research for doctoral theses and dissertations.  Basingstoke, UK:  
Palgrave Macmillan 
 
Wolfe, A. (1998). What is Altruism? In W. Powell and E. Clemens (Eds.). Private Action 
and the Public Good (pp. 35–46), New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.  
 
Woodward R. (1993). Factors affecting research student completion. Paper presented to 
the 15th Annual Forum of the European Association for Institutional Research, Turku, 
Finland, August. 
 
Woolcock, M. (1998). Social capital and economic development: Towards a theoretical 
synthesis and policy framework. Theory and Society, 27, 151–208. 
 
Worthen, H. (2008). Using Activity Theory to Understand How People Learn to 
Negotiate the Conditions of Work. Mind, Culture & Activity, 15 (4), 322-338. 
 
Worthington, E. L. (1987). Changes in supervision as counselors and supervisors gain 
 experience: A review. Professional Psychology, 18, 189-208 
 
Wright, J. (1992). Effective supervision – the key to satisfactory completion rates. In  
Zuber-Skerritt, O. (Ed.), Starting research – supervision and training.  
Brisbane: The Tertiary Education Institute, University of Queensland. 
 
Wuthnow, R. (1991). Acts of Compassion: Caring for Others and Helping Ourselves. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.  
 
Wyatt, G. E., Williams, J. K., Henderson, T. & Sumner, L. (2009) On the outside looking 
in: promoting HIV/AIDS research initiated by African American investigators. American 
Journal of Public Health. 99(suppl), S48-S52. 
 
Yager, J., Waitzkin, H., Parker, T. & Duran, B. (2007) Educating, training, and 
mentoring minority faculty and other trainees in mental health services research. 
Academic Psychiatry. 31, 146-151. 
 
Yamagishi, T. and Cook, K. S.  (1993). Generalized Exchange and Social Dilemmas. 
Social Psychological Quarterly, 56(4), 235–48. 
 
Yang, Y. Y. (2006). The psychological link between the individual and society: The 
concept of social mentalitySociological Research, (4), 117-128. 
 



 

 

328 

Yasumoto, J. Y., Uekawa, K., & Bidwell, C. (2001). The collegial focus and student 
achievement: Consequences of high school faculty social organization for students on 
achievement in mathematics and science. Sociology of Education, 74, 181–209. 
 
Yeatman, A. (1995). Making supervision relationships accountable: graduate student  
logs. Australian Universities’ Review, 2: 9-11. 
 
Yin, R. K. (2003). Case study research: Design and methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 
 
Yiu, T. W., Keung, C. W., & Wong, K. L. (2011). Application of Equity Sensitivity 
Theory to Problem-Solving Approaches in Construction Dispute Negotiation. Journal of 
Management in Engineering , 27 (1), 40-47. 
 
Young, S. & Shaw, D. (1999). Profiles of effective college and university teachers. 
Journal of Higher Education. 70 (6), 670 - 686. 
 
Young, I. M. (2007). Global Challenges: War, Self-Determination and Responsibility for 
Justice. Cambridge:  Polity Press. 
 
Young, I. M. (1990). Justice and the Politics of Difference. Princeton, NJ: Princeton  
University Press. 
 
Young, R. F.  (2008). Language and interaction: An advanced resource book. London & 
New York: Routledge. 
 
Yuan, Y. C., Fulk, J., Monge, P. R. &  Contractor, N. (2010). Expertise Directory 
Development, Shared Task Interdependence, and Strength of Communication Network 
Ties as Multilevel Predictors of Expertise Exchange in Transactive Memory Work 
Groups. Communication Research, 37 (1), 20-47. 
 
Zaffron, S. & Logan, D. (2009). The Three Laws of Performance: Rewriting the Future 
of Your Organization and Your Life. NY: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Zancanella, D. (1991). Teachers reading/Readers teaching: Five teachers’ personal 
approaches to literature and their teaching of literature. Research in the Teaching of 
English, 25, 5–32. 
 
Zeegers, M., & Barron, D. (2012). Pedagogical concerns in doctoral supervision: a 
challenge for pedagogy. Quality Assurance in Education: An International Perspective , 
20 (1), 20-30. 
 
Zhang R. Y., & Zuo, B. (2006) Social Identity Theory and its Development. Advances in 
Psychological Science. 14 (3), 477-480. 
 



 

 

329 

Zhao, H., Wayne, S. J., Glibkowski, B. C., & Bravo, J. (2007). The impact of 
psychological contract breach on work-related outcomes: A meta-analysis. Personnel 
Psychology, 60, 647–680. 
 
Zhou, L. (2006). American and Chinese College Students’ Anticipations of Their 
Postgraduate Education, Career, and Future Family Roles. Sex Roles, 55 (1/2), 95-110 
 
Zinn, J. O. (2009). The sociology of risk and uncertainty: A response to Judith Green's 'Is 
it time for the sociology of health to abandon “risk”?'. Health, Risk & Society, 11 (6), 
509-526 
 
Zuckerman, H. (1972). Interviewing an ultra-elite. Public Opinion Quarterly 36, 159-75 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

330 

Appendix 1: Plain Language Statement 
 
PLAIN LANGUAGE STATEMENT 
 
My name is Joe Moynihan. I am a PhD student with the School of Education in 
University College Cork. My supervisor is Dr. Julia Walsh. 
 
This project aims to investigate how each party in Masters supervision (the supervisor 
and the supervisee) understand the supervisory process. 
 
I would like to invite you to participate in the piece of research entitled Covert 
Conversations: Meaning-making in the Postgraduate Supervisor-Supervisee Relationship 
This project’s objective is to provide a better understanding of the MA supervisory 
relationship, with an aim towards establishing criteria for more effective postgraduate 
supervision. 
 
In this research project you will be asked to do four interviews in the course of the 
academic year 2010/2011. Questions will be asked about your experience of MA 
supervision. These interviews will be digitally sound recorded. A sample of the 
interactions that occur in the supervisory sessions will also be digitally sound recorded. 
You will be asked to fill in a brief online survey following your supervision sessions.  
 
All information collected in the interviews, supervision sessions and online surveys will 
be strictly confidential. All the participants’ names will be changed in the course of this 
piece of research in order to ensure anonymity.  All data will be stored for six years. 
 
Participation in this research is entirely voluntary. You are free to withdraw at any time 
during the study in which your participation in the research study will immediately cease 
and any information obtained from you will not be used. If you have any further 
questions regarding the study, please contact Joe Moynihan on 0872885999, or Dr Julia 
Walsh on (021) 4904257. 
 
Should you have any concerns about the conduct of this research project please contact: 
Dr Paul Conway,  
Cohort PhD in Education, School of Education,  
University College Cork, Donovan’s Road, Cork.  
Telephone +353 (0)21 490-2465 Fax +353 (0)21 427-0291 Email paul.conway@ucc.ie 
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Appendix 2: Consent Form 
CONSENT FORM 
For the PhD Dissertation 
entitled 
Covert Conversations: Meaning-making in the Postgraduate Supervisor-Supervisee 
Relationship 
I, _________________________________________________________ of 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Hereby consent 
To be a subject of a human research study to be undertaken  
BY ____________Joe Moynihan________________________________ 
 
I understand that the purpose of the research is to ask MA supervisors and supervisees 
what they think about the process of supervision 
 
I acknowledge 
1) That the reasons for the research, how it will happen, what I will have to do and things 
that might go wrong for me if I choose to be in the research have been explained to me. 
 
2) That I am choosing to be in this research and no-one is making me do so. 
 
3) I understand that when the results are put together they will be used for research and 
may be put into magazines for other people to read. 
 
4) The things that I have said, individually, will not be given to any person unless I say 
this can be done. 
 
5) I can choose to stop being in this research project at any time. If I do this, I won’t be in 
this anymore and what I have said will not be used in the project. 
 
Signature: _________________________________________________________ 
 
Date: _____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 3: Interview Guide 1 (MA Supervisor) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Opener 
Please, could you describe for me your background in supervision? 
 
How did you become a supervisor? 
 
SUBJECT 
Where did you learn how to supervise? (reproductive/reflective process) 
 
What do you feel motivates a supervisor? 
- What about the supervisee? 
 
What attributes does a good supervisor have? 
- Does this include ambition for self/students? 
 
OBJECT 
What, in your opinion, constitutes successful supervision? 
 
What difference do you make in the person reaching their potential? 
 
What are some of the issues or challenges that effect supervision? 
 
MEDIATING TOOLS (resources, concepts, materials) 
How is knowledge constructed in supervision?  
 
What mediating tools (resources, concepts, materials) are benefitial to 
supervisors/supervisees? 
 
RULES (explicit/implicit) 
How is respect shown in supervision? 
 
How do you feel when a student disputes your advice or suggestions? 
- What do you tend to do in this situation? 
 
COMMUNITY 
What type of relationship is there between superviser & supervisee? 
- Is this affected by any outside factors? 
Is Supervision connected in any way to your career path? 
 
DIVISION OF LABOUR (who does what) 
With whom does the responsibility ultimately lie when it comes to supervision? 
 
Do you ever feel frustated at any aspect of supervision? 
END 
Could you supply me with a metaphor/or a drawing that best describes supervision? 
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Appendix 4: Interview Guide 2 (MA Supervisor) 
SUPERVISOR INTERVIEW (2) – After initial meeting with supervisee 
Opener: 
1) What do you do in your first supervisory meeting with an MA student? 
 
SUBJECT 
2) Do you feel that you can empathise with where a student is coming from when they 
start off on a postgraduate course? 
- Advice giving 
3) What expectations do you have for the student? 
 
OBJECT 
4) ) Do you feel that you need to know background information about a student before 
you can work properly with them? 
 
5) At this stage, would you be aware of any trends or issues that may arise? 
 
MEDIATING TOOLS 
6) How do you settle on the choice of topic? 
- strategies 
 
7) Is trust important in these initial stages? How is it manifested? 
- actions or is it just implied? 
 
RULES 
8) Is there a set structure to these early meetings? 
-Do students act in a similar manner? 
 
9) Who guided the conversation in the initial meeting? Why? 
 
10) Do you lay down some ground rules during the initial stages of supervision? 
- imp of written work 
11) How often do you have meetings with your students? 
 
COMMUNITY 
12) How are supervisors allocated supervisees in this department? 
- elem of choice 
- difficulties in staffing 
13) Is there a balance between teaching activities and supervisory activities? 
 
DIVISION OF LABOUR 
14) How will you support the student through their studies? 
15) At this stage in the supervisory relationship, what would you describe yourself as: 
Host/guide; teacher; coach; sponsor; role model; prootector; counsellor; friend; colleague. 
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Appendix 5: Interview Guide 3 (MA Supervisor) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS for MA Supervisors (INTERVIEW 3) 
 

1. How would you describe a professional supervision style? 
2. Has there been a deskilling/upskilling of supervisory practice in recent years?  

- role of Preparatioon for Research -Emphasis on presentations and powerpoint 
- Teaching and learning unit 

3. Has it ever been the case that you have instantly ‘clicked’ with a supervisee and 
known immediately that you will work well together? Pls give an example of this. 

 
4. You mentioned previously that there was an element of give and take in 

supervision. Could you explain this to me. 
 

5. How do students show that they value  the work you’ve done together? 
Gifts/cards/ life lessons – Does this have meaning for you? 

 
6. You mentioned in a previous interview that the MA is “just jumping through 

another hoop” – in your opinion, what do students learn from the MA 
experience? 

 
7. The MA has recently been described as a modern rite of passage, are there any 

rituals attached to it? – first meeting with supervisor/handing up/ graduation 
 

8. With the advent of the “structured MA” and the increasing emphasis on learning 
outcomes, is there a danger that a certain amount of uniformity may creep into 
the MA degree? 

9. Since the actual writing of the MA dissertation is primarily a solitary enterprise, 
do you think that this may in some way promote a culture of individualism 
within the university? (Ivory Tower) 

10. What role does ‘Time” and ‘time management’ play in MA supervision? 
• SS’s own time management 
• How do Supervisors manage time? 
• Is supervisors time valued at an organisational level? What message does 

this send out? 
• What causes some supervisors to freely give of their time to SS, whereas 

others tend to erect strict time boundaries and distance themselves from 
SS? 

• Does it matter how much time you spend with a SS? What defines quality 
time? 

• Do you find that supervision colonises a supervisor’s free time? What are 
the effects of this? 

 
11. 11. What will academic supervision be like in 10 years time?  

Commercialisation/decline in academic freedom/ monitoring of output/ 
supervision training/ the attack on tenure/ Online degrees 
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Appendix 6: Interview Guide 4 (MA Supervisor) 
ROUND 4 – SUPERVISOR INTERVIEWS (FINAL) 
 
SUBJECT 
How was your experience of MA supervision last year? 
- role of boundaries 
 
What do you find most satisfying about the job of supervision? 
 
Is the relationship between supervisor and supervisee the most important factor in MA 
supervision? 
-caring dimension 
- demands of caring 
 
Would empathy play a role in MA supervision? 
 
Is caring for students encouraged by the college at large? 
 
Does caring for students ever become routinized out of nescessity? 
 
Does the emotion of guilt ever make itself felt during or after supervision? (Hargreaves?) 
 
Is there a gendered dimension? Feminine caring ethic Vs Classical male professionalism 
– is this linked to the idea of professional distance/boundaries? 
 
OBJECT 
What characteristics make up the ideal supervisor? 
-status 
-organisation 
 
Does it matter who one’s supervisor is? Why? 
 
Could the act of “doing an MA” be described as a performance? Performance of an 
academic identity? Does it affect the way students think about themselves? 
 
MEDIATING TOOLS 
What would you expect a supervisor the feel when they are supervising? 
 
RULES 
What would characterise the culture of supervision in UCC? 
-concern for ss 
- sympathy 
- dedication –ethical responsibility – conscientiousness – althruism 
 
How much autonomy would a supervisor have in supervision? Should there be more or 
less? 
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COMMUNITY 
In relation to supervision, are there informal things that you do voluntarily that you are 
not required to do? 
 
What else do you do beyond what is required? 
What motivates you to do this? 
 
In your department, is it expected/encouraged that a supervisor should go beyond their 
formal role obligations? 
 
How can UCC/HEA make supervisors do more than required? 
-courses – techniques – culture – training 
 
DIVISION OF LABOUR 
Is MA supervision essentially managerial or democratic or a mixture of the two? In what 
way? 
 
Are there rules governing the display of emotion in MA supervision? (anger?) 
 
How was the MA supervision relationship ended? 
 
FINISH 
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Appendix 7: Interview Guide 1 (MA Supervisee) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS for MA Supervisee 
Please, could you tell me how you came to do a Masters? 
 
What has your experience of supervision been so far? 
 
Who do you feel dictates the topics under discussion in the supervision time? 
 
What do you feel motivates a supervisee to become fully involved in the research 
process? 
- What about the supervisor? 
 
What attributes does a good supervisee have? 
- is there a correlation between having a good supervisor and being a good supervisee? 
What, in your opinion, constitutes successful supervision? 
 
What factors may effect a supervisee reaching their potential? 
 
What are some of the issues or challenges that effect supervision from a supervisee’s 
perspective? 
 
How is knowledge constructed in supervision?  
 
What mediating tools (resources, concepts, materials) are benefitial to 
supervisors/supervisees? 
 
How is respect shown in supervision? 
 
How do you feel if a supervisor does not negotiate with you and explicitly dictates the 
direction of your research? 
- What do you tend to do in this situation? 
 
What type of relationship is there between superviser & supervisee? 
- Is this affected by any outside factors? 
 
Is the Masters degree connected in any way to your career path? 
 
With whom does the responsibility ultimately lie when it comes to supervision? 
 
Do you ever feel frustated at any aspect of supervision? 
 
END 
Could you supply me with a metaphor/or a drawing that best describes supervision? 
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Appendix 8: MA Supervision Student Log 
MA Supervision Student Log: Your Experience of MA Supervision 
 
Thank you for taking part in this short survey. All information collected is strictly 
confidential 
 
I appreciate your time and thank you. 
1. Name: 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
2. Your Supervisor's Name: 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
3. Approximately, how many hours did you spend on academic activities that are related 
to the completion of your Masters degree per week? 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
4. These activities include (Mark the appropriate box/boxes): 

o reading 
o writing 
o meeting with my supervisor 
o discussion with colleagues 
o Other (please specify) 

 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
5. This week I also (Choose the appropriate term): 

o worked full-time 
o worked part-time 
o worked as an academic tutor/mentor 
o worked in a professional capacity unrelated to academic work 
o worked for a volunteer organisation 
o attended lectures/presentations/workshops 
o acted as a caregiver (children, parents, spouse, etc.) 
o socialised with family or friends 
o Other (please specify) 

 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
6. Since your last supervision meeting, which of the terms below best describes the 
progress of your MA? 

o made good progress 
o made progress 
o made no progress 
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o had difficulties 
o went back to square one 

 
Any further comments 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
7. Since I last met with my supervisor, the individuals who contributed (positively or 
negatively) to my MA progress were: (Choose as many as are applicable) 

o friends/ family 
o other MA students 
o my supervisor(s) 
o other lecturers 
o library staff 
o the student’s union 
o work colleagues 
o Other (please specify) 

 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
Please give a reason as to why they effected your progress 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
8. Did you experience any difficulties since your last supervision session? 

o writer's block 
o funding 
o an intellectual dead-end 
o lack of space/time 
o difficulties in getting academic resources 
o lack of contact with supervisor 
o other (Please specify) 

 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
What did you do to try and overcome these difficulties? 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
9. Do you feel comfortable asking for help from your supervisor? 
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o Yes 
o No 

 
What do you think are the reasons behind this? 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
10. Any further comments (suggestions or comments, questions that should have been 
asked, lack of clarity on any questions, the amount of time taken to complete this log, 
etc.) 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––
––––––– 
    
Survey Powered by: 
SurveyMonkey 
"Surveys Made Simple." 
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Appendix 9: MA Supervision Supervisor Log 
 
MA Supervision Supervisor Log: Your Experience of MA Supervision 
 
Thank you for taking part in this short survey. All information collected is strictly 
confidential 
 
I appreciate your time and thank you. 
1. Name: 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
2. Your Supervisee's Name: 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
3. Approximately, how many hours did you spend on academic activities that are related 
to Masters supervision per week? 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
4. These activities include (Mark the appropriate box/boxes): 

o reading 
o correcting 
o meeting with supervisees 
o discussion with colleagues 

Other (please specify) 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
5. This week I also (Choose the appropriate term): 

o worked full-time 
o worked part-time 
o worked as an academic tutor/mentor 
o worked in a professional capacity unrelated to academic work 
o worked for a volunteer organisation 
o gave lectures/presentations/workshops 
o acted as a caregiver (children, parents, spouse, etc.) 
o socialised with family or friends 

Other (please specify) 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
6. Since your last supervision meeting, which of the terms below best describes the 
progress of your MA student? 

o made good progress 
o made progress 
o made no progress 
o had difficulties 
o went back to square one 
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Please elaborate 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
7. Since I last met with my supervisee, the individuals or groups who contributed 
(positively or negatively) to the way I supervise were: (Choose as many as are applicable) 

o friends/ family 
o other MA students 
o my supervisor(s) 
o other lecturers 
o library staff 
o the student’s union 
o work colleagues 
o the university 
o nobody 

 
Other (please specify) 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
Please give a reason as to why they effected your progress 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
 
8. Did your supervisee experience any difficulties since your last supervision session? 

o writer's block 
o funding 
o an intellectual dead-end 
o lack of space/time 
o difficulties in getting academic resources 
o missing supervision meetings 

 
other (Please specify) 
 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
 
What did you do to try and overcome these difficulties? 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
9. In your opinion, how do you feel the supervisory relationship is progressing? 
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––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
10. Any further comments (suggestions or comments, questions that should have been 
asked, lack of clarity on any questions, the amount of time taken to complete this log, 
etc.) 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
  
Survey Powered by: 
SurveyMonkey 
"Surveys Made Simple." 
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Appendix 10: RESEARCH STUDY DEMOGRAPHICS 
COLLECTION FORM FOR MA SUPERVISORS 
 
Covert Conversations: Meaning-making in the Postgraduate Supervisor-Supervisee 
Relationship 
By 
Joseph Moynihan. 
 
RESEARCH STUDY DEMOGRAPHICS COLLECTION FORM FOR MA 
SUPERVISORS 
(Please Type/Print) 
 
Name:_____________________________Desired Pseudonym:__________________ 
 
Age Bracket: 
☐ 20 – 30        ☐ 31-40       ☐ 41-50       ☐ 51-60       ☐ 60+  
 
Contact Number: ________________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address: __________________________________________________________ 
 
Postal Address: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Academic Qualifications: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
How many years have you worked in academia? ______________________________ 
 
Current Occupation: _____________________________________________________ 
 
What courses do you supervise on? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
How many people have you mentored in a research capacity?___________________ 
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Appendix 11: RESEARCH STUDY DEMOGRAPHICS 
COLLECTION FORM FOR MA SUPERVISEES 
 
Covert Conversations: Meaning-making in the Postgraduate Supervisor-Supervisee 
Relationship 
 By 
Joseph Moynihan. 
 
RESEARCH STUDY DEMOGRAPHICS COLLECTION FORM FOR MA 
SUPERVISEES 
(Please Type/Print) 
 
 
Name:_____________________________Desired Pseudonym:__________________ 
 
Age Bracket: ☐ 20 – 30        ☐ 31-40       ☐ 41-50       ☐ 51-60       ☐ 60+  
 
Contact Number: ________________________________________________________ 
 
Email Address: __________________________________________________________ 
 
Postal Address: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Academic Qualifications: 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
How many years have you been in academia? ______________________________ 
 
Current Occupation: _____________________________________________________ 
 
What is the name of the current MA are you doing? 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix 12 Reflective Journal Template on MA Supervisor’s Data 
 

Pre – Interview Reflective Journal 
1) Schedule of the Interview 
 
2) What questions are most important? Do you need to ask follow-up questions based on 
the AT Logs? 
 
3) How are you feeling about this interview? 
 

Post Interview Reflective Journal 
 
 The daily schedule and logistics of the study 
 
Reflective Diary  

- What stood out? 
- How is this leading me to question my own values and interests in relation 

to MA supervision 
- What have I learned here? 

 
 
Methodological log: decisions and associated rationales for next interview session 
 
What theoretical links can you make from the data? 
 
How does this interview serve to frame the MA supervisor’s perspective on the MA 
supervisory relationship? 
 
What relational dynamics were touched upon? 
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Appendix 13 Reflective Journal Template on MA Supervisee’s Data 
 

Pre – Interview Reflective Journal 
1) Schedule of the Interview 
 
2) What questions are most important? Do you need to ask follow-up questions based on 
the AT Logs? 
 
3) How are you feeling about this interview? 
 

Post Interview Reflective Journal 
 
 Schedule and logistics of the study 
 
Reflective Diary  

- What stood out? 
- How is this leading me to question my own values and interests in relation 

to MA supervision 
- What have I learned here? 

 
Methodological log: decisions and associated rationales for next interview session 
 
What theoretical links can you make from the data? 
 
How does this interview serve to frame the MA supervisee’s perspective on the MA 
supervisory relationship? 
 
What relational dynamics were touched upon? 
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