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Abstract
This research investigates the contemporary practices of team supervision of Australian
doctoral students studying in Humanities, Social Sciences and education disciplines. Team
supervision has become a widespread practice in Australian universities, with experimentation in
various forms as supervisors struggle with work intensification, increased accountability and
diverse student needs. This qualitative study involving cohorts of supervisors (n=13), both highly
experienced and novice, and late stage doctoral students across a number of Australian states
(n=10), is in response to concerns raised in the literature and evident in postgraduate exit data
that supervision remains a contentious issue. This study reveals the current understandings of
what constitutes a team to be broad, with three main team modes – de facto dyad, segmented
and collaborative are identified. Collaborative modes have been further divided into two subsets –
hierarchical and horizontal. The separation between these two subsets is defined by the level of
social status enactment by the senior supervisor. Team modes have been defined according to key
characteristics evident in the data, particularly the power relationships between the team
members and the positioning of the members. Team modes are not fixed, with factors such as
thesis stage and personal and professional circumstances of individual team members causing
oscillation along a notional continuum of team modes. Parallel to the continuum of team modes,
different forms of power – ‘power to’, ‘power over’ and ‘power with’ - are available. The focus
then shifts to further developing a model of the horizontal collaborative mode of supervision, with
four domains of power explained, and which are shown to be highly interactive with each other.
These interactions make collaborative supervision unstable but potentially highly productive.
Agency is fostered within the team and is highly dependent on relationships developed between
the individuals and supported externally to the team by communities of practice. The
acknowledgement and valuing of prior knowledge and experience of all team members is crucial
to supporting agency. The relationship between supervisors is as important as the relationships
between the student and the supervisors. In teams where an Early Career supervisor is engaged,
the framing of the relationship between the experienced supervisor and novice functions best
where it is explicitly framed as mentorship. Power is seen to be shared and negotiated, with
different team members taking leadership in different ways at different times during the course of
the doctoral project. In the examples of best practice evident in some of the data, there are
principles of social justice, mutual trust and respect that underpin the pedagogies of team
supervision. Collaborative team supervision is shown through the evidence to foster the agency of
all team members and to build capacity within the team.
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Prologue
As I set out on this journey I am unsure of where exactly I am going, and I am hoping that
the things I have in my kit are going to see me safely through. I have a map, but there is little more
than some guidelines and a start point. As my fellow travellers have pointed out, it’s my map,
distinctly different to anybody else’s. I get to fill in the features along the way. My kit is loaded
with food (for thought) that I can add to, discard and use as it fits my purpose. It’s rich with the
wisdom of others who have walked this terrain before. I have with me some field glasses. These
will help me focus in a particular way, bringing into sharp relief the features I observe. I took a long
time choosing my lenses, testing and discarding many before I felt they fitted my purpose. My
“Swiss Army Knife” has a set of tools, special ones that will help carefully build a substantial body
of information about the topography of this field, and understand what the information really has
to tell me. My travelogue documents the key features of this field, what caught my eye, what I
think will be of interest and value to others. Not everyone will walk this path, but there are things
to learn that may make their path smoother and less troublesome, more joyful and less hazardous.
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Chapter 1: The Map
1.1 The personal journey
Undertaking doctoral studies after many years of working in education has provided an
invaluable opportunity to reflect on aspects of education and working in educational institutions
that perplex and intrigue me. Having been involved in education since the nineteen seventies gives
a deep appreciation of the transition of educational thinking, theories of learning and pedagogies
up to the twenty first century recontexualising of these critical aspects of education. My
experiences as a classroom teacher in primary schools, then secondary schools and finally back to
a primary school as a Principal have provided rich material for reflection on common elements of
teaching and learning. Working through middle and finally senior leadership positions finally
framed the beginnings of my understanding of aspects of social and state controls that classroom
teachers may remain happily oblivious to. Curiosity led me to working in China for a number of
years, setting up an education business and learning to teach English as a foreign language, and
eventually back to Australia to undertake a Master of Applied Linguistics.
Each of these phases of my career as a teacher and overwhelmingly as a learner has
contributed to feeding and nurturing my curiosity about pedagogy. As a classroom teacher it was
clear that every class of students and every context presented new challenges and new
opportunities for developing strategies to open up learning potentials – theirs and mine. At one
point I became an art teacher, and discovered my own talent as a ceramic artist and painter. At
another point I was asked to teach typing, just at the very moment computers hit the school and
was by default the computer teacher with yet another learning trajectory opening up. At each
school I found my way onto the curriculum committee and the school council, driven by a desire to
make learning and student needs the focus of educational programs. The tensions between the
ideal and the realities was a constant provocation for thinking laterally and working
collaboratively. As I worked my way through the ranks in the education system I discovered that
with each promotion I seemed to have less power and control. Being a school Principal meant
having to try to satisfy the demands of the state, the district leadership, school council, parents,
teachers, administrative staff and apparently in last place, the students. Unable to reconcile my
vision of education with what appeared an upside down structure, I left in search of new
opportunities for more personal and satisfying teaching contexts. I found this in great plenty in a
rural city in China where I stayed for five years.
Not wanting to be tied to a school I set up an English language consultancy which opened
up opportunities to teach in a vast array of contexts, from a bilingual kindergarten, private classes
to students of all ages, tertiary colleges and corporate training in international businesses. My
passion for pedagogy found fertile ground. Pedagogies available to small classes of private
students, well away from state controls were limited only by my imagination and the learning
needs of the students. Corporate training was constrained by specific requirements from the
company who mandated attendance, assessment and threw together new recruits, middle and
senior management in a deeply hierarchical society. This was an entirely new proposition for me
and my class members. With deeply entrenched social and professional standing, the potential
loss of face for senior and middle level management was a serious risk. These were also mixed
gender classes, with women mostly new to the company. Competence in business English was the
company requirement and recent university graduates had much higher communicative
2

competence than older senior management. To use pedagogies my class was familiar with could
not work without exposing unequal competence and causing embarrassment to many. Working in
collaborative teams was the only possible way of structuring the class, and setting tasks with many
possible solutions removed the onus of ‘being right’. In this way the power differentials that had
threatened to derail the project could be made to work more productively, though it was new and
somewhat confronting initially. My classes were prepared to make allowances for the foreign
woman, and showed up enthusiastically for classes after working twelve hours. However, living in
China and trying to work as a business with fickle government controls became increasingly
challenging and I returned to Australia.
I had an overwhelming need to make sense of what I had experienced in China as a foreign
language teacher and learner. To this end I embarked on a Master of Applied Linguistics course.
This course exposed me to the theories of language learning and teaching that I had applied
intuitively, and developed an understanding of theoretical frameworks from which I had been
working. I read with great excitement the works of Joe Kincheloe, feeling that I had found the
name for my perspective on a crucial purpose of modern education. My fascination for language
and its embedded cultural underpinnings led me further to examine conversational analysis and
then to Discourse Analysis. In learning foreign languages, the learner attempts to ‘make sense’ of
communication. I was finally making sense of my experience as a teacher and a learner in a far
wider context. My excitement knew no bounds when the opportunity to pursue my passion for
learning, and particularly learning about teaching as a PhD student was offered.
Choosing a supervisor was quite straightforward. I knew Mike from a class he had taught,
felt comfortable with his teaching style, and his friend and colleague volunteered as co-supervisor.
And so began a collaborative team supervision arrangement. Initially my interest focused on
international students attempting doctorates, but as I read further my interest shifted to asking
questions about different arrangements of supervision and how they worked. Sharing an office
with other doctoral students meant sharing what Mewburn (2011) refers to as ‘troubles talk’ (p.
321), the sharing of grumbles and complaints. Much of this troubles talk focused on the trials and
tribulations of our interactions with supervisors and how these interactions were either helping or
hindering progress. Each of us had a different supervisory arrangement, from the traditional dyad
of one supervisor (with a co-supervisor who took no active role) with one student, to a student
with two, then three supervisors. Another student commenced with effectively one supervisor,
but became part of a collaborative supervision team when her co-supervisor returned from an
overseas posting. The question of what approach might work best, in what circumstances and with
who goes to the heart of the relationship between teaching and learning. In my experience as a
teacher and learner the quality of the learning outcomes depends greatly on the quality of the
interactions between teachers and students and peers, supporting socio-cultural theories of
learning that theorise learning as a consequence of interaction in social contexts (Vygotsky, 1978).
My understanding of pedagogy is best expressed by Alexander (2013) who argues
persuasively that pedagogy is:
the act of teaching together with its attendant discourse of educational theories, values,
evidence and justifications. It is what one needs to know, and the skills one needs to
command in order to make and justify the many different kinds of decisions of which
teaching is constituted (p.47).
In this definition we see clearly the purpose of pedagogy as teaching, underpinned by theoretical
understandings of learning, the values embedded in the translation of theory to practice, and
evidence that supports and justifies this translation.
3

Supporting this definition, Alexander (2013) unpacks the inter-related domains and values
that are encompassed within its scope. The first domain addresses the enabling of learning “what
is to be taught, to whom and how” (p. 48). This involves the interrelationship of the students,
learning, teaching and curriculum. The second domain considers those structures that formalise
and legitimise by consideration of the institutional and legal contexts of the particular educational
institution context and governance of that institution. The third domain locates the first and
second domains in the community, the culture and the individual ‘self’. There is an assumption
that a teacher’s choice of pedagogy informs the approach they take to creating a learning
environment that supports and encourages new learning, and that this environment is coconstructed with the learners. The definition and the explanation make clear that all stakeholders
– the teacher, student and community –and contexts from national, local and classroom teaching
environment, are important considerations in determining teaching practice. The linking of
theoretical perspectives and values to the practices of teaching makes pedagogy the overarching
frame of teaching and learning in formal education. Pedagogy may be understood as the domain
of knowledge creation.
Taking a socio-cultural perspective where knowledge is co-constructed opens up
understandings that learning is happening with all participants including the teachers, and this has
certainly been my experience. As a teacher what I was learning may have been different to what
my students were learning, but I was aware that I was as much a recipient as a provider. In China
my students were learning about English language and Australian customs while I was learning
Chinese language and Chinese customs. The ways they learned were different and I needed to
adapt my pedagogy accordingly. The experience was mutually empowering.
Interest in concepts of power and knowledge has been a continuous thread throughout my
personal journey. The high school I attended an awfully long time ago had the motto “Knowledge
is Power”. As a teenager I thought that this meant that if I had knowledge I might have access to a
good job and therefore a reasonable income. I had no idea where the idea came from or where it
would lead me. I’ve given up on the income, but the idea has continued to intrigue me. Having
read a great deal in preparation for this thesis I know more about Foucault and see his
conceptualisation of power and knowledge as a great starting point. Contemporary society and
educational institutions however require the development of a post-Foucauldian
conceptualisation. As power relationships have shifted, with increasing power of governance from
state regulations, contemporary political science conceptions of power have been utilised in this
study.
My approach to this study has been driven by curiosity to understand how team
supervision works and how it can be designed to support learning and knowledge development.
My experience of working in corporate training in China gave some glimmers of ideas about
understanding the different power positioning in supervisory teams. My workplace experience of
team work is diverse – some good, some not so great – but it appears at the outset that this
project based team may be significantly different. The duration alone (from 3 years full time to 8
years part time) allows for the development of potentially enduring relationships as a student
moves from novice to accredited academic. The transition from novice to expert also throws up
different dimensions to the teacher-student relationships in primary, secondary and
undergraduate education. The explicit purpose of the relationship – to develop new knowledge
and /or improved practices in a field – also differs from many workplace team projects that focus
on day to day workplace specific issues. Consequently, to grandly use the words of Moore and
Maton (2001) this study is an endeavour that involves “producing knowledge about the
production of knowledge, [and] it does so within the context and through the field which cannot
4

see knowledge as the object of the study in its own right” (p. 153). It is an attempt to understand
how power may be or become productive and empowering.
One of the first questions posed in research course work is ‘What is knowledge’? There are
many perspectives on both question and answer. From a constructivist perspective knowledge is
how individuals interpret, understand and order their experiences. This is the personal ‘making
sense’ of experience and circumstance that drew me back to study. This involved also reflecting on
the context of my experiences and understanding myself as part of the dialectic with the world
around me, the history and cultures to which I had been exposed. My struggles with aligning my
personal values with bureaucracy and trying to work within vastly different political forces and
conceptions in China challenged my taken-for-granted understandings of power and agency. The
knowledge I had within one context didn’t serve me well in another. To survive and thrive I
needed to reconstruct and recontexualise my knowledge and use different approaches to achieve
my goals. Understanding the deep relationship between knowledge and power clarified for me
that knowledge was a personal construct that is responsive to experience within cultural and
contextual environments. This perspective places my ontological understanding of knowledge as
emergent rather than fixed, and epistemologically as personally constructed rather than
discovered.
At the outset I had hunches but no clear idea of what I would find in this field.
Consequently as I gathered and processed my data, I found my questions shifting and refocussing.
I needed to adapt my interview questions and with growing confidence the interviews became
more like purposeful conversations, with the sequence of questions responding to the flow of the
conversation. In some cases I went back to the interviewee and asked them to expand on some
aspects. I was greatly heartened by the generosity and interest of the supervisors, all busy
academics, many of whom, once the interview concluded discussed my study framing and
findings. At times (often) I felt that I was the best supervised student in Australia with an extended
team of highly knowledgeable and engaged supervisors. The sense of collegiality with the doctoral
students who agreed to be interviewed was affirming both as a fellow student and that the topic
was seen as important to them. There was a need to tell their story, as several said, in the hope
that others might have better experiences from the outset.

1.2 Research gaps
My casual observations were that there were many different supervision arrangements in
social sciences, humanities and education, and conversations with academics indicated that as
supervisors they might be engaged in different arrangements with other supervisors and students
simultaneously. Coming from a primary and secondary school teaching background where there is
a fairly high degree of commonality of pedagogies among staff, the seemingly endless diversity
was both confusing and intriguing. A visit to the chat site on www.thesiswhisperer.com made it
clear that there were some very disturbed and distressed doctoral students experiencing what
appeared to be ineffective supervision. Among the complaints were tales of unread work,
supervisor unavailability, or the other extreme of supervisors seemingly looking over the student’s
shoulder. A number complained about having two or more supervisors who gave contradictory,
confusing advice, had ‘ego-wars’ in front of students that effectively silenced the student, and sent
them running for a good cry in the nearest bathroom. It was clear that having two or more
supervisors might have serious risks, but I could also see that there were potentially great
benefits.
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Through my ‘reading around’ the subject of supervision in doctoral studies a number of
academic writers had commented on the under theorising of supervisor pedagogy (Johnson, Lee &
Green 2000; Pearson, 2005b). In the last decade the context of doctoral studies in Australia has
changed significantly (Yates, 2010). Neumann (2009) makes a detailed argument that government
policy, economic imperatives and internationalising of education have altered funding models,
staff to student ratios, and university policies. The contextual changes will be discussed later in the
Introduction. My line of inquiry took me to investigate how these changes had impacted on
supervisor pedagogy, and what advances had been made with theorising the field. One significant
development has been the acceptance of ‘team’ supervision as standard practice across all
disciplines.
1.2.1 ‘Team’ supervision
In the literature the term ‘team’ supervision is contested and unresolved, with various
broad interpretations. Manathunga (2012b) defines team supervision as “the supervision of one
research higher degree (RDH) student by two or more supervisors” (p. 42). She makes team
supervision distinct from the sole supervision of a research student by one supervisor, the more
traditional model in the social sciences, often described as a dyad. Manathunga’s study of policy
documents relating to team supervision reveals the primary/co-supervision configuration, and the
various roles and positioning of the two parties. This type of policy is evident also at an Innovative
Research University, where the Supervision of Research Students Policy defines the rights and
responsibilities of supervision. It is clearly stated that:
All candidates must have a principal supervisor who is a staff member and is on the
Register of Supervisors, has the qualifications and experience that enables them to direct
the work of the candidate and ensure the candidate meets all administrative and academic
requirements. The principal supervisor will provide training in the planning and execution
of research, be accessible in person to the candidate at mutually agreed times and should
make contact on average once per fortnight and not less than once a month. The
supervisors must ensure that the candidate is making satisfactory academic progress and
where applicable suggesting ways of addressing problems.
Candidates must also have a co-supervisor and may also have an external cosupervisor or associate supervisor who provides additional input and direction to the
research. Co supervisors are members of staff of the University where external cosupervisors or associate supervisors are not members of staff of the University.
("Supervision of Research Students Policy," 2014).
In this statement it is clear that the supervisor takes primary responsibility for the student and
their thesis development, while the co-supervisor or associate supervisor “provides additional
input and direction”. The co-supervisor may be a potential stand-in if the primary supervisor
becomes unavailable for some reason. In this case the co-supervisor needs to have an overview of
the project but only becomes active if the need arises.
Nulty, Kiley, and Meyers (2009) in their examination of excellence in supervisor practices,
discuss a range of supervisory arrangements, including supervision of less experienced supervisors
by experienced supervisors. In this circumstance, it is possible that the student will not actively
engage with the senior, experienced supervisor because their role is principally to advise the
primary supervisor (Blass, Jasman, & Levy, 2012). While this may be considered a ‘team’ there is
limited, if any, collaboration with the student. At the other end of the spectrum are supervisors
who are all actively involved in a collaborative manner, who meet as a team with the student as
often as practicable and perhaps providing different perspectives. Guerin, Green, and Bastalich
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(2011) take a different view, defining team supervision as “two or more supervisors sharing
responsibility for a PhD candidate’s progress” (p. 137). Pole (1998), in reference to extensive
research in the UK uses the term “joint supervision”, observing that in the social sciences this
usually involves two supervisors and on rare occasions three supervisors. The supervisors all
actively collaborate in supervising the doctoral students, with individual roles that are defined by
the nature of the research and the student’s needs. Lee (2008b) does not provide a definition of
‘team’ but her work is based on the assumption that a team has a principal and secondary or cosupervisor/s and or associate supervisors who are actively involved in the supervision of the
doctoral student, and may also include advisers who have specific skills or knowledge to
contribute to the project. The advisers may be part of a panel, an established practice in a number
of Australian universities. Sinclair (2004) discusses the merits of a ‘hands on’ approach of the
Natural Sciences that are essentially collaborative teams supplemented by additional interactions
with the wider academic community. He observes in 2004 that this approach is relatively new and
uncommon in the social sciences and supervisory pedagogies in social sciences may benefit from
the more collaborative approaches of natural sciences. No clear definition of team is provided and
it is unclear if the intention is for collaborative teams of supervision or for collaborative
approaches that include interaction with the wider academic community or both.
Team supervision has implications for doctoral pedagogies and practice because the
multiple inputs and interactions may both enrich and complicate “experiences of supervision for
both students and supervisors” (Manathunga, 2012b, p. 53). While it increases transparency and
accountability, it also adds to the risks. It raises issues of power and how power is negotiated
within the dynamics of multiple stakeholders. The key point is that team supervision pedagogies
potentially increase interactions, at least between the student and a number of supervisors. The
quality of those interactions and the management of increased complexity are moot points,
dependent on productive power relationships.
1.2.2 Power of agency
The nexus between knowledge, power and social control was the subject of Foucault’s
work (Foucault, 1977, 2002). His theories have been taken up and reconsidered in modern,
globalised contexts by many subsequent political theorists such as Giddens, Lukes, Clegg, Gordon
and Haugaard. These concepts have great relevance in considering the function of power
relationships in the supervision of doctoral students, and they form the theoretical framing for this
study. Consequently they are examined in detail in chapter 3.
The notion of agency, the capacity of groups and individuals to express preference, to attempt to
realise individual desires is consistently related to concepts of power (Clegg, 1989, 2009; Foucault,
1977, 2002; Gordon, 2007; Haugaard, 2003, 2009, 2012; Lukes, 2005). In my reading in the subject
there appeared to be some overlaps in definitions of agency and agentic power. Campbell (2009)
makes a strong argument that clarifies this confusing and slippery issue. He points out that agency
and agentic power are not the same and do not have a logical connection to each other, neither
are they contradictory of each other. Simply, one does not presuppose the other. He defines
agency as “an actor's ability to initiate and maintain a program of action” and agentic power as
“an actor's ability to act independently of the constraining power of social structure” (p. 407).
Agency is seen as the individual’s power to act to bring about preferred outcomes. There is an
implication that this is done within the constraints of social structure. Preferred outcomes do not
necessarily imply challenge to social structure. In contrast, agentic power, according to Campbell,
is the effect of those actions that is intended to bring about and achieve structural change.
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Campbell points out that concepts of agency are aligned with concepts of power, where agency is
understood as operating as ‘power to’ in opposition to ‘power over’. However, if as Haugaard
(2012) argues, ‘power to’ and ‘power over’ operate in concert, not as oppositional forces, agency
is then seen to function as a capacity within the social structures that act as both constraint and
emancipation. Agentic power is individual’s action that is intended to challenge and change social
structure. The question this raises then is that if the purpose of a doctoral thesis is understood as
creating new knowledge which may challenge and eventually bring about change in social
structure, can that be understood as agentic power, where the student (and possibly their team)
act as an agent/agents? Does the act of writing a thesis that creates new knowledge necessarily
constitute an action that is independent of the constraint of social structure? Or perhaps this
might be seen as creating a context for agentic power, where action may be taken on the basis of
the new knowledge that does challenge social structure? Since preferred outcomes that doctoral
students and their supervisors might pursue do not ipso facto challenge social structure, and a
thesis may recommend but cannot demand changes to current practices, the concept of agency
(and the power of agency) has more appropriate application in this study than agentic power.
Both Clegg and Gordon consider the role of society or socialisation to play a major role in
the shaping of individuals choices. Clegg sees the role of “agencies and events of interest to these
agencies” as fundamental to two “episodic power circuits” (Clegg, 2009, p. 55). In earlier work
Clegg (1989), expresses the term ‘agent’ as being either an individual or a group empowered by
individuals to act in certain common interests. Agents, through communication seek to adjust
events and circumstances to gain “preferential outcomes” (Clegg, 2009, p. 56). Haugaard exposes
the potential in all dimensions of power for power-sum outcomes. The capacity of individuals to
act as agents to achieve preferential outcomes, within concepts of contextual power is vital to
understanding the capacity of doctoral students within a pedagogic relationship. Doctoral
programs operate within the social structures of universities, subject to numerous policies,
procedures and protocols from various levels of governance. Supervisors and doctoral students
function within these constraints and are not at liberty to act freely of regulation, although there
may be potential future agentic power. There are unresolved questions in the literature about
how team supervision might foster agency and how the power dynamics between individuals in
the pursuit of new knowledge might be structured to be more consistently productive.
There are also connections between desire and agency. Desire, driven by an individual’s
perceived wants and needs create an impetus for identifying and acting towards preferred
outcomes. Foucault sees human desires as fundamental but socially defined. Lukes sees desires as
shaped by society, with desires adapted to what is feasible through coercion. Gordon prefers to
use the idea of rationalisation. That is, people will rationalise their desires, but he notes that
“power shapes what is seen to be rational” (p. 96). There are also tensions in the literature related
to desire as an unconscious field of power (Grant, 2003) or non-conscious (Giddens, 1991) .
Power, agency and desire are contested and unresolved issues in the literature, and
working through them to develop an understanding of power dynamics in team supervision of
doctoral students is a considerable challenge.
1.2.3 Conceptualising power in collaborative team supervision
The positioning of the student and of the supervisors in collaborative team supervision as a
consequence of multi-dimensional interactions in the context of that supervision, are important
considerations for collaborative team supervision pedagogy. Cumming (2010) argues that an
integrative conceptualisation of doctoral practices and arrangements, especially “the
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interrelationships and operational dynamics [provides] another means of developing new
understandings and insights to the doctorate” (p. 37). A close examination of these
interrelationships and the workings of collaborative team supervision may provide further insight
into emerging pedagogies of these arrangements.
There are three key areas that I will focus on in this study. The overarching issue is to
understand how power operates within collaborative supervision teams, however there are two
sub questions. The first is to develop an understanding of how ‘team’ is understood and
performed in practice, and the power dynamics within various team modes. The second is to
examine the principles that underpin the design of doctoral pedagogy of collaborative team
supervision. Valuable theoretical work has been produced on doctoral pedagogy, however the
literature does not clearly articulate how the structure of the pedagogy fosters agency as a means
of supporting new knowledge development. In particular, the asymmetry of power with respective
positioning between supervisors, student and knowledge needs to be examined carefully to
understand how team mode structure impacts on the forms of power available to teams.
For the initial purposes of this study the term ‘collaborative team supervision’ was used to
define a team as two or more supervisors who work actively in collaboration with the student
throughout the period of doctoral study. In the process of data gathering and analysis it became
clear that there was little common understanding of ‘team supervision’ and even less of
‘collaborative team supervision’ among the supervisors. Students on the other hand were much
clearer about their understanding of the terms. Those students hoping for a collaborative mode of
supervision felt enriched and advantaged when this arrangement functioned effectively and
frustrated when it became mired in unsupportive power dynamics. The initial definition used for
collaborative team supervision needs further refinement and elaboration of the characteristics, as
a means of distinguishing it from other modes of team supervision.
The data also highlights the distinctive underlying principles of power distribution in
collaborative team supervision that can foster the agency of all team members. There are both
positive and negative case examples within the data from all cohorts. The data also exposes a gap
between the practices of highly experienced reputable supervisors and the practices experienced
by some students and the early career researcher.

1.3 Aims of the study
The aims of this study are to use a qualitative research methodology to: carefully examine
team supervision of doctoral students studying in Humanities, Social Science and Education
disciplines in Australia, to make visible what the current understandings of team supervision are
and how this translates into practices broadly in the field; to ‘map’ power dynamics of team
supervision as practiced, with a particular focus on collaborative team modes: and to identify
strategies that foster agency for doctoral students and supervisors that builds capacity for
individuals and the team, and has potential flow on benefits for the wider community.

1.4 Research questions
•

1.4.1

•

1.4.2 How does power operate within collaborative team supervision?

•

1.4.3 What pedagogic principles and design strategies increase the productive operation
of collaborative team supervision?

What are the current understandings of ‘team’ supervision in doctoral studies?
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1.5 Locating the study
Recent Australian Government policies such as the Review of the National Innovation
System (Cutler, 2008), the Review of Australian Higher Education (Bradley, Noonan, Nugent, &
Scales, 2008), the Inquiry into Research Training and Research Workforce Issues in Australian
Universities (House of Representatives: Standing Committee on Industry, 2008)- and the
government response (Carr, 2009; DEEWR, 2009) have had a direct impact on setting up the
contemporary context of doctoral education. The recent Report on the review of Research Policy
and Funding Arrangements (Watt, 2015) is intended to further strengthen the direction of research in
Australia, especially that conducted in universities, towards national political and economic interests.
The history and traditions of doctorates in Australia, with limited course work and a strong focus
on research that assumes the student is an independent learner, make this context demonstrably
different to other contexts (Johnson, Lee, & Green, 2000; Kiley, 2011; Neumann, 2009; Yates,
2010). This thesis topic focuses on the understanding of power relationships and the pedagogies
of collaborative team supervision in Australian universities, and specifically how these
relationships and pedagogies support learning.
Collaborative team supervision in the Natural Sciences is relatively well developed (Sinclair,
2004) and will be used as a point of comparison rather than an object of this study. The focus of
disciplines will be confined to the humanities, social sciences and education where collaborative
team supervision pedagogies are emergent (Danby & Lee, 2012a).
In the decade between the production of the Sinclair (2004) report and the present, the
context of doctoral studies has changed and pressure has been placed on supervisor pedagogies.
These changes include a rapid increase in doctoral student numbers, the diversity of this cohort,
government education policies that have affected resources, processes of accountability and
learning outcome expectations, industry demands and research environment (Green, 2005a). In a
discussion paper prepared for the Group of Eight1 (Go8, 2013), issues raised by concerned
stakeholders are discussed, contextualised within the broader trends of education in Australia and
overseas, and some current changes and reforms that have been made to address these concerns
are presented (pp. 23-49).
In Go8 (2013), it is stated that “[o]ver the period 2000 to 2010 alone, the number of
doctoral enrolments at Australian universities grew by 68 per cent from 27,966 to 47,066; and the
number of completions increased from 3,793 to 6,053 per year” (p. 9). It is unclear if these
numbers include professional doctorates such as D.Ed., DBA., DSc. The Department of Industry
confirms that in 2012 there were a total of 53,809 students enrolled in doctoral studies, and this
includes both PhD and Professional doctorates (ABS, 2012b). This data reveals that doctoral
student numbers have almost doubled in a 12 year period. Approximately 40% of the doctoral
student enrolments are in social sciences, humanities and education (Edwards, Radloff, & Coates,
2009).The Go8 paper also reveals that “This rate of growth was greater than the growth in
teaching and research and research only staff numbers” (p. 9). In 2000, there were 25,583 fulltime and fractional full-time teaching and research staff. In 2012 this number had risen to 27,357
(ABS, 2012a). The disparity in growth rates of student numbers and academic staff impacts on the
number of supervisees to supervisors, and the amount of time that supervisors have available for
supervision, consequently challenging traditional pedagogies and potentially raising workload as
an issue.

1

, Group of Eight (Go8) a coalition of leading Australian universities, intensive in research and comprehensive in general and professional education
(http://www.go8.edu.au/.)
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Not only has the number of doctoral students increased. So too has the diversity of this
cohort. Growing numbers of domestic and international students from a vast array of cultures has
added to the complexity of supervision. However the increasing diversity also has potential
benefits with the Go8 report (Go8, 2013) stating that the diversity of the student cohort adds to
the richness of the learning environment with significant non-academic experience, level of
preparation, motivation and background knowledge contributed by students (p. 19). Pearson
(2005a) points out changes to the research environment, citing knowledge specialisation,
increasing interdisciplinary, collaborative, research centre and industry based research. Research
in most forms has been changed by the impact of Information Communication Technologies that
have led to more distributed settings, access to knowledge and ways of knowledge presentation.
These changes have direct effect on doctoral studies, impacting on the relational, intellectual and
physical spaces of supervision (Green, 2005b).
In the same period significant changes in governance of higher education have occurred.
Government regulation and funding models have increased pressure on supervisors and students,
placing the focus on productivity, outcomes and workforce skill development, performativity and
timely completion (Bansel, 2011; Neumann, 2009). While these pressures have existed previously,
enforcement through accountability measures has increased. Time constraints on completion
have created tension in the contemporary concept of doctoral research programs. Business model
research programs of low-risk topics and methodologies limit opportunities for deep research
(Pearson, 2005a; Reidy & Green, 2005). Diversification of doctoral degrees, including professional
degrees and degrees by project add to an already complex research context (Reidy & Green,
2005). However, diversification of doctoral degrees may be seen as a constructive response to the
diversity of the student cohort, providing greater opportunity for flexibility to respond to diverse
needs (Parker, 2009).
Doctoral studies are considered important not only to the economic growth and
development of the country, but also in their core purpose of producing new knowledge and/or
making a significant contribution in an application of a specialised body of knowledge to a range of
research contexts, professional practice and/or as a pathway to further learning (Go8, 2013).
Doctoral students make a significant contribution to the research output of universities, impacting
on university ranking. Along with significant change in the context of doctoral studies in Australia,
there is evidence in the literature that the pedagogy of doctoral supervision has become more
collaborative and interactive as the Sinclair Report (2004) recommended. However, there are also
scholars, for example Manathunga (2012b) who suggest that caution and further scrutiny are
needed as pedagogies of team supervision emerge.

1.6 Theoretical framework
The theoretical framework, the epistemology and paradigm, provide the lens through
which we might understand the interrelationship between the parties engaged in collaborative
team supervision, and how these relationships function. I initially explored Expansive Learning
Theory or third generation Activity Theory as an epistemology. I had worked extensively with the
theory, publishing an article related to pedagogy and additional language teaching (Robertson,
2014b), but decided that using Expansive Learning theory would shift the focus away from the
dynamics of the relationships between team members. Phenomenology was also a consideration.
This would focus the study on the lived experiences of supervisors and students in an empirical
study, and challenge the taken-for-granted assumptions about the interrelationships in team
supervision. However, it would not set the study up to focus closely on the framing of doctoral
studies and the tensions that creates in relation to pedagogies when related to the creation of
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new knowledge. In trying to identify the most appropriate theoretical framework I continually
returned to Bernstein, particularly after reading recent work from Maton, (2000, 2009) and Moore
(2001, 2012) that reinterprets some of the dated terminology used by Bernstein, opening up
application in a more contemporary context. However, Bernstein did not provide a clear
explanation of the agency that was apparent in the data gathered. Critical Constructivism strikes a
chord with me personally, but again I had reservations about its application in this context, and
eventually abandoned it. Ultimately I decided that utilising political science understandings of
power and agency, specifically the work of Haugaard (2012), combined with Bandura’s (Bandura,
1986, 1997, 2000, 2001) socio-cognitive theories would provide a sharp focus on agency. This
theoretical framework is strongly supported by thematic coding and thematic qualitative analysis
(Cresswell, 2007) with a focus on power relationships as a methodology. My background in applied
linguistics was a strong influence in this choice. Communication is a key element in all aspects of
doctoral studies, from the policy documentation and procedures that are embedded in the
structuring to the interpersonal communications between team members. Choosing to use semistructured interviews of independent cohorts of supervisors and doctoral students as my method
would not provide a dialogue between team members during supervision meetings. However the
interview data would provide sufficient information from the respective cohorts on the positioning
of team members in the team and within the structure of doctoral studies. Thematic qualitative
analysis provides the tools to analyse the narrative of the data to reveal power dynamics at play in
collaborative team supervision. Coding in Nvivo allowed me to sort the data into themes.
Political and social philosophers such as Bernstein (1977, 1996) and Foucault (1977, 2002)
place the relationships between teachers and students within formal education settings as a
power struggle. Grant (2003, 2005, 2008) describes the relationship as a triangular power
dynamic, between teacher, student and thesis. Like Grant (2008) I have concerns with using
Foucault’s conception of power to interpret the modern relationship between supervisor and
doctoral student. The concern for me, as for Grant, that much of the power dynamic can be
obscured through the ‘taken-for-granted’ dynamic of supervisor-student relationships. The long
history of Doctorates and supervision endows power as seemingly the natural order of things
(Haugaard, 2012). Familiarity seems to make some things invisible because we simply don’t
question the obvious. Taken-for-granted power has been a significant subject of more recent
political philosophers, and so it is to those (Clegg, 1989, 2009; Giddens, 1984, 1994; Gordon, 2007,
2009; Haugaard, 2003, 2009, 2012) I have turned to assist in the interpretation of the
interrelationship. I have found Haugaard’s (2012) recent work very helpful in exploring concepts of
power as both potentially empowering and disempowering. As Grant (2008) explains supervisor
power may be both problematic and productive. It may be less problematic if the parties are
aware of power dynamics operating within the discourse, with supervisors potentially developing
different techniques, and students encouraged to engage more in critical discussion. Political
science perspectives elaborate the operation of power in a broad social structure framing.
Bandura’s (1986) socio-cognitive theories explain individual and team agency, devolving
the operation of power from social structuring to a more intimate exercise of power. Bandura
examines how the individual is able to develop self-efficacy, particularly through critical selfreflection and the use of socially normative role models. This is particularly helpful in
understanding individual behaviours and interactions in the close confines of team supervision.
Bandura makes the important point that as social beings, we are all subject to and able to use as a
resource, collective agency through vast networks of social interrelationships. This sits well with
the complexity or eco-system (Cumming, 2010) of doctoral studies.
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This study draws on disciplines of political sciences and psychology to elaborate concepts
of power and agency. The data transcribed from semi-structured interviews provides rich material
that exposes the workings of power that is best understood using thematic qualitative analysis.
From the literature (Manathunga, 2012b; Pole, 1998) it is clear that power relationships in
supervision are asymmetric and there are perceptions that this creates imbalances that render
some doctoral students as victims of inappropriate supervision practices (ThesisWhisperer, 2013).
However, other interpretations cast supervision as a highly productive and joyful space.

1.7 Methodological overview
Recent studies have examined various aspects of the field of this study, making valuable
contributions to knowledge of contemporary supervision practices. Nisselle and Duncan (2008) in
examining multidisciplinary supervision with multiple supervisors working collaboratively as a
team discuss both the strengths and challenges of this configuration of supervision. The purpose
of their work is to fill a significant void in practical advice for those engaged in multidisciplinary
research. Willetts, Mitchell, Abeysuriya, and Fam (2012) conducted multi-phase research
commencing with a review of post-graduate program documentation to develop themes relating
to ‘tensions’. Ten supervisors and students with interest in transdisciplinarity interviewed each
other. The data obtained was analysed collaboratively and critically reviewed by a wider cohort of
supervisors and students from the program. They describe the lived experiences of stakeholders of
a doctoral program “strongly, but not exclusively grounded in transdisciplinarity” (p. 128). Grant
(2003) obtained data from a recorded hour long supervision meeting between a supervisor and
student and follow-up notes from both parties. Her study is framed by Foucauldian concepts of
power, establishing the relationships between supervisor, student and knowledge as a powerful
dynamic. This data was analysed using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as a means of mapping the
“complex and unstable character of supervision” (p. 176). Grant identifies four fields of power
within dyadic supervision. This work forms a base from which I build concepts of power
relationships in various forms of team supervision of doctoral students. Manathunga (2012a)
collected data from four collaborative supervisory team’s meetings, recording these meeting on
four consecutive occasions. Following these meetings, participants were asked to respond to
questions designed to prompt reflection, via email. The transcripts and responses were analysed
using post-structuralist discourse analysis. Manathunga was primarily interested in examining “the
issue of how power circulates between supervisors” (p. 29).
A balanced approach is needed to examine the interrelationships of collaborative team
supervision, understand how this supervisory arrangement can be ‘designed’ to optimise learning
outcomes, and to understand the realities of current practices. Obtaining data from both cohorts –
supervisors and students – is necessary and a semi-structured interview with each participant
independently is both logistically and ethically the most appropriate approach. Obtaining the
considered practical advice is most likely to come from experienced practitioners, and for clarity,
those who are accustomed to articulating pedagogy and practice. Consequently, I made the
decision to approach supervisors who have been recognised for the quality of their doctoral
supervision, with experience in collaborative team arrangements. From the student cohort, the
capacity to consider the collaborative arrangements and the impact of these arrangements over a
period of time is important. Supervision is not a static process (Gatfield, 2005), with shifts in the
relationship over the course of time and stages of thesis development. While there are issues with
remembered experiences, taking the long view should give a more complete description of the
interrelationships and the operational dynamics. However, during the course of collecting data it
became clear that there were significant numbers of Early Career supervisors involved in
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collaborative team supervision and issues relating to their relative positioning in the team. A
number of the supervisor cohort had spoken of their experiences either as an Early Career
supervisor or in working with Early Career supervisors on teams. It seemed pertinent to include a
small sample as a means of understanding the fostering of agency of this significant cohort.

1.8 Organisation of the thesis
I set out on my journey with a travel bag of things I needed – a map, food, field glasses and
Swiss army knife. I brought my camera to take snapshots to record the people I met and the main
features observed.
As stated in Chapter 1: The Map, the aims of this study are to: carefully examine team
supervision of doctoral students in Australia, to make visible what the current understandings of
team supervision are and how this translates into practices broadly in the field; to ‘map’ power
dynamics of team supervision as practiced, with a particular focus on collaborative team modes;
and to identify pedagogic design strategies and the principles that underpin these that increase
the capacity building of collaborative teams to make these modes productive. This chapter gives
an overview of the contents and directions of this study.
In Chapter 2: Food for thought, the literature in the field is reviewed. The menu is divided
into sections that present a smorgasbord of themes. The dominant themes emerge from an initial
contextualising of doctoral studies in the current context. Governance and policy necessarily
frames the field, impacting on available pedagogies of supervision. ‘Team’ supervision has become
the main course but this brings with it new complexities, challenges and risks. While delighting
some, it is not a simple pleasure and may be an acquired taste, particularly in collaborative modes.
It raises significant issues of agency: agency for doctoral students; supervisors both novice and
experienced; and agency of teams. Power is a complex ingredient of all relationships, from macro
levels of governance to interpersonal practices. Understanding the dynamics of this component in
team supervision may make the task of fine tuning the recipe for capacity building in collaborative
supervisory teams more readily and reliably available.
Chapter 3: Field glasses delves deeper into my travel bag. The theoretical framing or lens
through which I view the data is explained. Dimensions of power through the lenses of both
political science theories particularly Haugaard’s work (Haugaard, 2012, 2015), recent theory that
casts trust as a form of power (Raffnsøe, 2013), and psychology disciplines with Bandura’s (1986,
2000, 2001) socio-cognitive theory are explored and justified for their contribution to
understanding power dynamics in team supervision.
Chapter 4: Swiss army knife explains the methodology utilised for data collection, handling
and analysis. This study is conducted through a qualitative research approach, with acute
awareness of ethical standards and clearly states my awareness that I am conducting critical social
research in a field of practice in which I am engaged as a participant. The potential and real
impacts of this dimension are elaborated. In-depth interviews of cohorts of supervisors,
(experienced and early career), and late stage or recently completed doctoral students provide the
data for the study. The transcribed data was analysed using coding with Nvivo to determine
themes and patterns, supported by thematic qualitative analysis with a focus on power
relationships.
Chapter 5: Travelogue explores the patterns and themes that became evident from the
snapshots. I have focussed on coalescing the views of the individuals and the cohorts,
demonstrating the points of agreement and differences in perspectives and experience. The
understanding of ‘team’ supervision embeds governance and the interpretation of policy as
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practice. From the language used by experienced supervisors to describe teams in practice I have
put forward definitions of three main groups of team modes – de facto dyads, segmented and
collaborative teams. I then explored more fully collaborative modes with various framings such as
funded research, cross, trans and multi-disciplinary teams, and intra-disciplinary teams. Findings
relating to agency and doctoral students, early career supervisors and supervisors are elaborated.
Gender and power is exposed as a present but largely silent aspect of interpersonal relationships
in team contexts. Finally the design and underpinning principles of collaborative teams as they are
evident in the data, are detailed.
Chapter 6: Plotting my path on the map. In this chapter I join together the main points
revealed along my journey of discovery, discussing the features of the landscapes of team
supervision of doctoral students. My path intersects with paths of others who have previously
explored this terrain. I have observed some of the same features, but there are new observations
from a different perspective, and the lenses of my field glasses reveals some intriguing insights.
There are numerous perspectives in this field and apparent tensions between the differing
vantage points. The foundational work of Grant (2003) is used to build a conceptualisation of
power dynamics in team supervision. Grant’s four fields are recast as four domains of power:
Governance that frames the relationships within supervision; Pedagogic that encapsulates
teaching and learning interactions; Interpersonal relationships that is the primary site of identity
and some of the deeply personal aspects such as gender, age and culture are examined; and
Desires, a fundamental human need to have deep needs met that may be articulated or less
known to self and others. The interrelationship and interactions between these domains is made
apparent throughout.
Chapter 7: Journey’s end. I conclude this thesis with a summation of the major features of
my journey. I have observed some of the features noted by others who have travelled a similar
road and made many new observations. I began with a series of questions I hoped to find answers
to, and approach this chapter by addressing these questions.
The first of my research questions is: What are the current understandings of ‘team’
supervision in doctoral studies? The evidence of supervisor participants provides the terminology
for modes, with the evidence of all participants utilised to determine the current understandings
of ‘team’ supervision. With significantly different lenses the understanding of power and its
dynamic is fundamentally revised for previous interpretations. There are a number of
contributions to knowledge:
 Team framing does not determine team mode or power dynamics, although some
limitations may be imposed by the framing
 identified and defined three main team supervision modes as De facto dyad,
Segmented and Collaborative, with the Collaborative mode divided in into subsets
of Hierarchical and Horizontal modes
 created graphic representations of these four modes based on their structuring;
identified team modes as operating along a continuum from De facto dyad, through
Segmented, Hierarchical to Horizontal collaborative modes, with team modes
oscillating along the continuum depending on such factors as stage of thesis and
personal/professional circumstances of team members
 and identified a spectrum of power that operates along a parallel continuum,
demonstrating individual agency as ‘power to’ and ‘power over’ and team agency
as ‘power with’.
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The second of my questions is: How does power operate within collaborative team
supervision? Working from the basis of Grant (2003) the interpretation of power is radically
revised to accommodate changes in the current context of universities and policy changes that
have impacted on supervision of doctoral students. Grant developed the concept of four fields of
power that I have identified as four domains, adding further substance to the original elaboration.












There are four domains of power in collaborative team supervision: Governance;
Pedagogy; Interpersonal relationships; and Desires. This builds substantially on the work of
Grant (2003), acknowledging the changing context of supervision in universities in the
current political and policy climate.
The 1st domain: Governance, establishes the modal structure of the team. The default
position of policy attributes power asymmetrically to the primary supervisor. The team
members are able to reposition to share power more equitably and productively. Team
mode has a direct impact on the kinds of power available and the way power functions to
increase or diminish agency for team members. In collaborative modes the student is
positioned explicitly as part of the team, not subject to supervision.
The 2nd domain: Pedagogy. In collaborative modes knowledge is robustly challenged and
extends beyond the immediate scope of the thesis topic. Supervisors are seen to be
learning alongside the doctoral student. Team members draw heavily on prior knowledge,
sharing this within the team which builds capacity.
The 3rd domain: Interpersonal relationships is crucial to team function. It is the site of
potential disruption, that is, disruption in this domain is likely to have serious
consequences to the team function overall. It is the primary site of identity transformation
for all team members and as such is sensitive to issues of gender, age/career stage and
cultural characteristics of team members.
The 4th domain: Desires carries the wants and needs of team members that may be
conscious or non-conscious. As such it is highly unstable and unpredictable.
These domains of power are highly interactive with each other. The outcome of
interactions between these domains foster or constrain agency for all team members.
Power through leadership and the exercise of agency can be understood as different
members exercising power at different times and in different ways during the course of the
doctoral project. Power dynamics are fluid and negotiated within the team.

The last of my questions is: What pedagogic principles and design strategies increase the
productive operation of collaborative team supervision? The study confirms and extends the
application of a number of previous studies, and makes a number of contributions to new
knowledge.






Principles of social justice, mutual respect and trust underpin collaborative work. This
extends the findings of Arden et al. (2010) from collaborative academic research to
collaborative team supervision of doctoral students.
Doctoral students are explicitly included as a team member rather than being subject to
supervision.
Learning is transformative, changing beliefs, understanding of self, and developing new
knowledge for all team members.
The pedagogies are reflexive.
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Inclusive and effective communication is crucial to the functionality of the team,
confirming the findings of Guerin et al. (2011).
Establishing pedagogic relationships takes time and needs to be supported by a willingness
of all team members to adapt and respond.
Teams can fail and supervisors need to have the support of procedures to exit gracefully in
the same way as doctoral students.

Based on these findings there are a number of implications for supervision of doctoral
students in the Australian context, and for other similar contexts internationally. There are also
implications for the supervision of other postgraduate researchers. The understandings of team
modes and the forms of power available has some application in industry, particularly where
teams are formed for research purposes.
The evidence from this study supports recommendations that will improve current
practices. Current advice for supervisors and doctoral students at commencement of supervision is
a good first step, but with the elaboration of team modes and greater understanding of power
dynamics in respective modes, more comprehensive conversations are made possible. The
positioning of all parties, and particularly of early career supervisors and students, needs to be
made explicit and pedagogically informed. Exit protocols for supervisors need to be clearly
established, in recognition that teams sometimes fail for supervisors in those teams, not just for
students.
Completing this study into supervision has left me with many more questions in the field.
There is still much work that needs to be done in researching the impacts of specific cohorts of
doctoral students, the mid-career and late-career particularly. More research is needed in
examining strategies for supporting agency for novice supervisors. I am also deeply interested in
establishing if there is any correlation between team mode and thesis quality, completion times
and rates.

1.9 Summary
This chapter has provided an overview of the study as a whole, explaining my particular
perspectives as a starting point on this unique journey. Supervision of doctoral students is a
fascinating field that has great importance for the future development of research and researchers
in Australia and beyond. Team supervision of doctoral students involves intense, sustained
relationships between people, where the stakes are high for all parties. Policies and practices that
make assumptions about human behaviour in pressured environments, risk exposing people to
unproductive and sometimes destructive practices. Understanding power dynamics in these
relationships may provide safeguards to benefit all parties.
The next chapter provides a review of the pertinent literature in the field, critically
evaluating what is already known and establishing evident gaps in knowledge within the field of
doctoral studies.

17

Chapter 2: Food for Thought
2.1 Introduction
The last decade in Australia has seen significant shifts in the policies and pedagogies of
supervision in doctoral studies. Changing national and global pressures have placed a focus on
doctoral studies, with increasing demands from government and industry to improve innovation
and completion rates. There are two competing discourses in doctoral supervision that may be
understood as representing two ends of the spectrum and are not mutually exclusive. One
discourse is neo-liberal with a focus on producing graduates with work-ready skills in a climate of
risk management and accountability. The other discourse focuses on doctoral attributes,
knowledge-making, and developing academic identity with skills embedded in the processes
needed to create a thesis. This discourse is more holistic, focusing on the development of novice
researchers and the creation of new knowledge. While there is general consensus on the skills and
attributes that doctoral students should have at completion, the priorities of skills and attributes is
therefore contested. Debate on doctoral outcomes has included discussion about the most
effective pedagogies to support and enhance student learning, and supervisory arrangements that
scaffold doctoral studies requirements. Collaborative team supervision, common in the natural
sciences and recommended as ‘good’ pedagogy (Sinclair, 2004) is relatively new in the social
sciences, humanities and arts, with these pedagogies being emergent (Danby & Lee, 2012a). The
guidelines for policy from the peak body (Deans and Directors of Graduate Studies, 2010) suggests
supervision of doctoral students by a minimum of two university employed academics, giving rise
to the broad definition of ‘team’ supervision.
However, embedded with these discourses is another discourse about power: power at a
macro level of state and institutions around policy and policy implementation; power of
institutions to mandate policy and the intended and unintended consequences; the operation of
power within supervisory teams; and power at the micro level of individual agency within teams.
The emphasis of this study is on the operation of power in team supervision, and specifically
within collaborative team supervision.
This review of literature will focus on an initial examination and explanation of the current
context of doctoral education in Australia and issues around governance of doctoral studies
programs. I will then review current understandings of the term ‘team’ and pedagogies of team
supervision. The last two sections are concerned with the fostering of agency of team members
inside and outside the team project, before addressing the key issues of power and pedagogy. A
summary of key points will then be made before identifying apparent gaps in the literature. This
will be followed by an explanation of my research focus and the research questions.

2.2 The context of doctoral studies in Australia
Research in Australia is conducted by private businesses, public bodies and universities.
Universities in Australia provide the highest level of accredited education, and are enshrined in
legislation. Modelled largely on the UK education system (Go8, 2013), Doctoral Degrees in
Australia are awarded by universities, under the governance of the Australian Federal
Government. Up until the late 20th century universities were almost entirely publically funded with
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relatively small amounts of funding for research made through private endowments. In recent
times, universities have been required to supplement public monies with full-fee paying (mostly
international) students (Corones, 2012).
In 2010 the Australian Research Council produced a ground-breaking national report
(Excellence in Research for Australia (ERA) 2010) as a “bold endeavour to develop a transparent
and workable system to assess the quality of research in Australia” (Minister’s Foreword). This was
updated in 2011, a second national report published in 2012 (ERA 2012), and update in 2015 (ERA,
2015). These reports merge the national government’s agenda to reform Australia’s higher
education system initially set out in Transforming Australia's Higher Education System and the
agenda to enhance Australia’s capacity for innovation articulated in Powering Ideas: An Innovation
Agenda for the 21st century both published in 2009. The ERA reports draw compressively on
“Australian university research outputs, staffing and activity from 2003 to 2013, and research
income and research application data from 2006 to 2013” (ERA, 2015, p. iii). Data from the ERA
reports are intended to “identify and promote excellence across the full spectrum of research
activity, including both discovery and applied research, within Australian higher education
institutions” (p.2), which in turn will inform budget allocations. It is testament to the national
government’s view of Australia’s position in a global knowledge economy and international
standing. The documents are also a clear statement of intent to improve Australia’s global ranking
in research and innovation.
These government documents have heralded substantially increased investment in higher
education and more specifically in research, and continued to fuel a significant increase in
numbers of university enrolments generally and particularly doctoral studies. The uncapping of
student places and the abolition of the seven year limit to fee support was designed to encourage
higher participation rates in higher education. Universities and ultimately teachers and students
have also been affected by changes to funding models and a greater focus on accountability that
government reforms introduced. Social justice and sustainability are both strong themes in the
Transforming Australia's Higher Education System (2009) document, with access and equity made
part of universities’ accountability measurements, and funding to support marginalised groups.
With the introduction of the Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency a framework for
university accountability was established with performance measures linked to funding, including
specifically research outcomes as completions. These changes came on the back of previous
reforms, most notable the Knowledge and innovation policy statement on research and research
training of 1999 which linked funding for doctoral studies to completion rates, replacing funding
based on student enrolment. The language in this document and the Bradley Report (2008) is
strongly neo-liberal, privileging productivity over process, casting students in terms of economic
units. Neumann (2007) argues that this policy was concerned more with limiting government
investment in doctoral education rather than “the quality and relevance of the outcomes of
doctoral study” (p. 461). Political ideologies play a part in the priorities of social justice and
knowledge for its own sake but the trend has been to strengthen the link between research
outcomes and national interests within sustainable limits. More recent developments in the
relative reduction of university funding from government sources has escalated the need for
universities to supplement their incomes from fee paying students and procuring research grants
from industry and government. This inevitably places universities in a market economy, competing
for students and grants. The most recent government report, The Report on the Research Policy
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and Funding Arrangements (Watt, 2015), is intended to “identify opportunities for the reform of
research policy and funding arrangements within the Education and Training portfolio, and to deliver
on the Australian Government’s Agenda for Action under the Boosting the Commercial Returns from
Research Strategy” (Letter of transmittal). Funding for research training is to be split between student
completion rates and income generated from research with the intention of “increasing collaboration
between universities and business” (Executive summary). A modest increase in overall funding is
recommended. This report underscores the positioning of universities within a market economy.
In the last 15 years in Australia doctoral studies have seen expansion and diversification
along with greater government regulation and control. There is recognition of the importance of
doctoral studies for national social and economic development as a response to globalisation and
the development of a knowledge economy (Neumann & Tan, 2011). The macro level of control
and regulation between the state and universities clearly has a direct impact on the structuring of
doctoral studies and the experiences of supervisors and doctoral students.
This study is focused on supervision conducted in Australian universities within doctoral
studies and excludes doctoral studies that include industry collaborations. The focus is further
narrowed to disciplines within humanities, social sciences and education, referring only to natural
sciences disciplines as a point of comparison. The study is further limited to domestic students.

2.3 Governance of doctoral studies
Affected directly by a cascade of government reforms, doctoral education in the 21 st
century has undergone significant change. Funding levels, accountability frameworks, increasing
numbers and diversity of students have all contributed to pressure being applied to the
management and experience of doctoral studies, from both student and supervisor perspectives.
Government policies and practices are filtered through peak bodies such as Australian Deans and
Council of Graduate Research (ACGRS) that are charged with the responsibility of developing
policies for universities that ensure compliance and quality guarantees for stakeholders. Other
bodies such as the Australian Qualifications Framework Council set standards that describe the
skills and learning outcomes required of the various levels of qualifications.
The Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) was initially developed in 1995 as a national
system of qualifications and guidelines for all levels of education. It places the Doctoral Degree as
the highest level of accredited education. A Doctoral Degree or level 10 of the Australian
Qualifications Framework (AQF) mandates that:
Graduates at this level will have systematic and critical understanding of a complex field of
learning and specialised research skills for the advancement of learning and/or for
professional practice [acquiring a] substantial and complex body of knowledge at the
frontier of a discipline or area of professional practice (AQF, 2013).
The time specified for doctorates is at least 3 years fulltime equivalent (ACGRS, 2010). The AQF
lists the skills and the applications of the knowledge and skills. There has been considerable
discussion about the skills and attitudinal dispositions that doctoral studies should equip students
with, for example Manathunga, Lant, and Mellick (2007), Go8 (2013) and Cumming (2010). The
prioritising of skills or the depth of experience has led to polarised debate of product versus
process (Goode, 2010). There is however general agreement that there are two main components
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of technical skill development and social development as a researcher (Doloriert, Sambrook, &
Stewart, 2012). In Australia examination of the thesis is undertaken by external academics, usually
one domestic and one international, with the option of a third examiner if there is disagreement
on the grading of the thesis, though there is variation of policies across different universities
(Bourke, Holbrook, & Lovat, 2007). This examination is a form of independent peer review
designed to ensure that the thesis meets the standards required, though the descriptive nature of
those standards leads to some variation in interpretation (Holbrook, Bourke, Lovat, & Fairbairn,
2008).
In 2010 the Australian Council of Graduate Research (ACGR) reviewed the updated (2007)
guidelines that expand the AQF (10). These guidelines are explicitly not a substitute for individual
university policies, though they are intended to inform the development of those policies. These
guidelines apply only to research doctorates and support best practice development. This
document lists and provides explanatory notes for guidelines that form the generic framework of
doctoral studies. It covers program outcomes, entry requirements and duration of the program.
The nature of the program is divided into three components: supervised research; advanced
knowledge; and generic skills. It lists the minimum requirements for the research environment,
supervision, resources, progression and timely completion, research integrity, intellectual
property, international research candidates, the award of the degree and appeals (ACGRS, 2010).
It is incumbent on each university to develop their own set of policies that meet these minimum
standards and there is considerable variation between universities as they seek to tailor programs
to distinguish themselves in the market and attract students.
In this market environment universities have engaged in ‘branding’ such as Melbourne
University’s “Melbourne Model” and La Trobe University’s “Future Ready”. Graduate Schools and
other identifiable forms of organisation have waxed and waned in popularity with ANU and
Melbourne University developing these structures some decades ago and now disbanding them,
while other universities are taking up this model. Across Australia doctoral studies appears to be in
a state of constant flux, as universities adapt to changing policy contexts and markets. With the
framework of doctoral studies established within legislation and rights and responsibilities laid
out, universities are acutely aware of accountability, evident in subsections such as progression
and timely completion and risk management evident for example in research integrity, intellectual
property and appeals. Corones (2012) argues that in the changing context of higher education to
generate increasing proportions of revenue many implications are yet to emerge. Full fee paying
students open universities to Commonwealth Consumer laws and universities being held to
account under Trade Practices laws for the provision of products that match the descriptions given
in marketing material. It is within this environment of accountability and risk management, as well
as demands for developing highly skilled researchers that lies behind the development of policies
that relate specifically to team supervision. Ironically, the more universities seek to minimise risk
through explicit policies that outline rights and responsibilities and market their product, the more
they become liable to legal action when promises are not met. The thrust of policy has been about
completion rates and completion times. Very little attention has been given in the discourse to the
quality of theses being produced.
In the Best practice guidelines: Research doctorates (ACGR 2010) the provision of
supervision is described as:
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A principal supervisor coordinates the research and leads the supervisory team for each
candidate. The principal supervisor is assisted by one or more colleagues (such as an
associate supervisor or a supervisory panel) who may have different roles in the
supervision process (p. 3).
This description of a principal supervisor plus others has led to this provisional interpretation as
team supervision, that is, there are at least two qualified academics who supervise each student
thus constituting a team. This suggests that the team is formed of supervisors, but not necessarily
inclusive of the student. This replaces historic arrangements usually referred to as a dyad of one
supervisor for each doctoral student. This type of policy is evident also at LaTrobe University,
where the Supervision of Research students Policy defines the rights and responsibilities of
supervision. It is clearly stated that:
All candidates must have a principal supervisor who is a staff member and is on the
Register of Supervisors, has the qualifications and experience that enables them to direct
the work of the candidate and ensure the candidate meets all administrative and academic
requirements. The principal supervisor will provide training in the planning and execution
of research, be accessible in person to the candidate at mutually agreed times and should
make contact on average once per fortnight and not less than once a month. The
supervisors must ensure that the candidate is making satisfactory academic progress and
where applicable suggesting ways of addressing problems.
Candidates must also have a co-supervisor and may also have an external co-supervisor or
associate supervisor who provides additional input and direction to the research. Cosupervisors are members of staff of the University where external co-supervisors or
associate supervisors are not members of staff of the University. ("Supervision of Research
Students Policy," 2014).
In this statement it is clear that the principal supervisor takes primary responsibility for the
student and their thesis development, while the co-supervisor or associate supervisor “provides
additional input and direction”. Some specific roles and responsibilities are clearly defined, but
there is tacit agreement that the detail of supervisory arrangements beyond the mandated
principal and co-supervisor are left to be determined at some point by the supervisors and
student. Quality Assurance measures student progress against benchmarks, student satisfaction at
national level upon completion and universities themselves often survey student opinion to gauge
performance. There is not however, any data that links the mode of team supervisory
arrangement to learning outcomes or the quality of the thesis, and student satisfaction.
Government policy and legislation have led to changing university policies regarding the
provision of resources and infrastructure that impact on doctoral studies. Neumann (2009) states
that “the introduction of a performance based funding model for research students is altering
supervision practices, as well as the scale and management of research topics” (p. 459). She
argues strongly that accountability and risk management have been the key drivers in significant
changes to approaches in supervision and the experience of doctoral studies, including the
selection of students and topics.
Yates (2010) takes a broader view of changes that impact on learning outcomes and
supervisor and student experiences of doctoral studies. She identifies government policy,
22

international influences within higher education protocols, and changing concepts of knowledge
as important factors. Yates points to the impact of benchmarking such as the Bologna Process, the
European confederation of higher education bodies that has been developing a template for
quality standards of higher education qualifications, of which Australian universities are seeking to
align themselves with. This kind of benchmarking, along with the Australian governments drive to
increase accountability and quality standards is having significant impact on the experience of
supervisors and doctoral students. Yates argues that doctoral study programs have veered
towards research as training, with universities taking steps to ensure that students have access to
more course work to meet quality standards. The expectations of learning outcomes has come to
exceed the production of a thesis, with increasing demands for students, especially in the social
sciences and humanities to publish during candidature, a practice historically common in the
natural sciences. Another significant factor is the interconnectedness of knowledge and
understandings about the nature of knowledge itself and its accelerating rate of change.
Increasing interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary studies have an impact especially in humanities,
social sciences and education disciplines, where supervisors often supervise topics outside or
indirectly aligned to their field of expertise. This increases the workload for supervisors as they are
required to expand their own knowledge to support their (often numerous) students. However
there is little recognition in workload calculations for supervisors. Expectations of what constitutes
a quality thesis have changed course structures, the emphasis on skill development, on the work
of supervision, and modes or configurations of supervisory teams.
Significant changes to government policy, the external, globalised context of higher
education and changing expectations of the quality and purpose of doctoral studies have directly
impacted on university policies that frame supervision of doctoral students and the experiences of
those engaged in this activity. The state has exercised its power through policy and financial
controls to increase productivity by putting pressure on universities to improve completion rates
and times. Appeals by government to increase innovation is more difficult to mandate. What the
government cannot do is determine all the consequences of their intervention. There is clear
intent, but not all outcomes are intended. The introduction of team supervision as a strategy to
accommodate these changes has been surprisingly under examined given the range of significant
impacts.

2.4 Pedagogies of supervision
Supervision pedagogies revolve around the central purpose of knowledge making of which
the thesis is a core component. The curriculum of doctoral studies is study specific, determined by
the project, but contains laminations of disciplinary knowledge and research skills. Pedagogies
available within team supervision are less visible than in forms of instruction from preschool to
undergraduate levels and are supported by input from other sources external to supervision such
as course work or library services. Essentially the fundamental pedagogy is a variety of taskorientated teaching, with the stages of candidature from the proposal, ethics application, data
gathering and so on forming a sequence of tasks. This is not a linear process, with any number of
iterations before a satisfactory outcome is achieved. Tasks such as writing a literature review
chapter may be broken down into smaller tasks or left as one large task depending on the
pedagogy within the supervisory team. The view that supervision is task-oriented is supported by
considering the place of feedback, the most frequent reason for team meetings (Doloriert et al.,
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2012). The concept of team meetings and feedback has also been impacted by the increased use
of communication technologies, with team meetings and feedback online, enabled through
platforms such as Skype and email (Wisker, Robinson, & Shacham, 2007). The pedagogy may take
a conceptual framework (Berman & Smyth, 2013) which operates as a cohesive structure that
keeps the project focused with alignment between the ontology, methodology and epistemology
of doctoral research, with specific articulation of aspects of each dimension (p. 1). In Willetts et al.
(2012) knowledge management becomes a critical issue with epistemological pluralism of
transdisciplinary studies. Working through diverse ontologies, methodologies and epistemologies
to create a cohesive and coherent form of new knowledge requires extraordinary skills in logistics,
communication, perseverance and goodwill on the part of all team members. Each configuration
of the thesis project (intra, cross, multi or transdisciplinary) will need to adapt a pedagogy that
takes into account the topic, team members, the student’s capacities, background, enrolment
status and culture, for example. As noted by Guerin, Kerr, and Green (2015) “there is no one
correct model of supervision that can be imposed on doctoral pedagogy. Rather, we should ensure
that supervisors are aware of a range of possibilities for combining various elements of good
practice relevant to the specific student and project” (p. 116). This creates a multitude of diversity,
with each student’s supervisory team appearing to differ in some aspects to another. There is
more than one way to produce a high quality thesis.
Discussions of pedagogy often involve discussions about supervisors’ approaches. This is a
more visible element of pedagogy. It is the enactment of the “theories, values, evidence and
justifications” (Alexander, 2013, p. 47) that supervisor’s chose to perform their work of
supervision. Supervision pedagogy falls roughly into four ‘styles’ according to Gatfield (2005), from
Laissez-faire style with little support and interaction, highly directive styles with little emotional
engagement, pastoral with high levels of emotional engagement or contractual styles (Gatfield,
2005, pp. 317-318). Importantly, supervisory style is likely to change during the duration of
candidature (Gatfield, 2005; Halse, 2011). These changes might be made during periods of
personal crisis for a candidate, where a more pastoral style is needed, or during more intensive
periods of thesis development. The outcomes of the supervisor/candidate experience are likely to
be more productive if supervisors are able to operate effectively across a range of styles in
response to candidate need at various stages of thesis development. Gatfield’s study presumes a
dyadic relationship. In the context of team supervision there is likely to be more diversity of
approach, where there is the opportunity for complimentary approaches and the risk of clashing
styles.
Lee (2008b), in her guidelines for effective teams strongly suggests that supervisors
identify their approach/es. Lee (2008a) develops a framework of approaches to research
supervision, defining five different approaches - Functional, Enculturation, Critical thinking,
Emancipation and Relationship Development (p. 268). These approaches are not discrete, with
approaches adapted to stages of development and circumstances. A functional approach is
principally project management, with the supervisor acting in a directive manner which may cause
the student to be obedient or organised. Enculturation casts the supervisor as a gatekeeper who
coaches the student and encourages the student to “become a member of the disciplinary
community” (p. 270). The supervisor acts as a role model or the student may perceive this
approach as a form of apprenticeship. A critical thinking approach challenges the student to
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critically evaluate their work through argument and analysis. This may sharpen the student’s
critical skills and empower their academic voice, or erode their confidence making them defensive.
An emancipatory approach views supervision as mentoring and “the student is encouraged to
question and develop themselves” (p. 271). The supervisors use their knowledge and skills to
facilitate and encourage reflection. Students may experience this approach as promoting personal
growth or a cause of disturbance and disorientation if this approach is applied inappropriately.
Relationship development focuses on developing a quality personal relationship, where conflicting
views are managed productively and “the student is enthused, inspired and cared for” (p. 271).
There is an emphasis on team belonging and it requires considerable emotional intelligence on the
part of all team members. Poor relationships however, have been identified as a cause of poor
completion rates (Lee, 2008b, p. 15). There are advantages and disadvantages for all the various
approaches. As Gatfield (2005) points out, it is useful for students and supervisors to discuss
preferred approaches when considering appropriate fit in addition to expertise in the topic area
before a supervisor is selected. Compatible teaching and learning styles are important ingredients
to making pedagogy effective. Supervisory style/s implicitly establish power relationships.
Supervisors may have strengths in any number of these approaches and supervisory teams
benefit from members with complementary skills, allowing for adjustment to context and
circumstances. Supervisors (and students) are advantaged if they are able to critically reflect on
their skills and knowledge and are willing to openly discuss preferred approaches. Pedagogy is the
foundation of supervisory teams. It is “what one needs to know, and the skills one needs to
command in order to make and justify the many different kinds of decisions of which teaching is
constituted” (Alexander, 2013, p. 47). For teams to work harmoniously, supervisors need to have
diverse and complementary skills that cover the range of expertise required for the student’s
research topic. There also needs to be agreement on pedagogy and preferred approaches and
these considerations discussed with the student. There is however, the need to explore more fully
what is meant by the term ‘team’. How ‘team’ is understood by supervisors and students is
fundamental to the way the pedagogy will function. Teams that are segmented, with one
supervisor engaging with a narrow aspect and the other taking the bulk of the workload, make
some approaches more appropriate. Teams that in effect have a silent partner who may simply be
another pair of eyes to read over final drafts may use other pedagogies. Teams that work
collaboratively may use yet another set of approaches. Each team mode has a range of available
pedagogies, each pedagogy has its implicit power relationships and dynamics.

2.5 Understanding ‘team’ as practiced in supervision
In the policy documents already examined there is no attempt to define the term ‘team’
except in its broadest sense. However it is clear throughout the literature I will now discuss that
teams come in many forms or configurations. As Nulty et al. (2009) point out, excellence in
supervisory practices often associated with team supervision, is a nebulous concept. ‘Team’
supervision comes in many guises, some where the co-supervisor is rarely engaged or in some
instances where the principal supervisor is a mentor to an inexperienced supervisor and has little
contact with the student. In these instances ‘teams’ are little different in reality to the traditional
dyadic single supervisor to one student. Teams that involve two or more supervisors who are fully
engaged with the student and their thesis are the focus of this study. Understanding the various
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configurations is important because the pedagogies available to supervisors is strongly influenced
by the team mode, and students setting out on their journey need to be able to find a match for
their study and learning styles. In this section I will first discuss industry team work literature,
discussing its relevance. This will be followed by an examination of the development of team
supervision and the driving forces behind it. I will then examine a number of studies that go some
way to clarifying team configurations, working towards definitions of the various modes.
The concept of team is by no means new. Work teams have been common throughout
industry particularly through the second half of the twentieth century in western countries and
embedded in Organisational Development models (Sinclair, 1992). Sinclair (1992) argues that the
ideology of team work has become a form of tyranny, a pervasive hegemony of the workplace.
Sinclair identifies a number of fundamental assumptions of teamwork that she challenges. Her
concerns are that narrow conceptions that teamwork is necessarily the best model for productive
work “nurture inappropriate expectations” (p. 612). In this ideological framing coercion may
appear as cohesion, conflict may be concealed, conformity displaces creativity and disguise
expediency and personal agendas. Sinclair contests the notion that the work teams are primarily
about collaborative work and are insulated from other motivations, and that teams align their
output with organisational goals more than individuals. Sinclair offers an alternative view stating
that “teams do not necessarily provide fulfilment of individual needs, nor do they necessarily
contribute to individual satisfaction and performance or organisational effectiveness” (p. 617). She
also contests the view that teams are most effective without hierarchical power configurations
and that “power, conflict and emotion are subversive forces” (p. 612). Requirements from
organisations that people work in teams can produce frustration, a sense of disempowerment,
and time in meetings is not necessarily productive. These perceptions may operate as resistance
to the organisation rather than alignment with organisational goals. Sinclair (1992) argues that an
alternative view of team ideology is necessary. Successful teams are highly dependent on the
quality of leadership. She states that “the leader’s prime function in a group is to filter and enact
environmental complexity in a way that the group finds comprehensible” (p. 618). This may be
understood as a leader’s capacity to focus the group on the particulars of the task and the
intended outcomes with manageable coherent pacing and sequencing of the necessary processes.
The key however, is that the team members are comfortable with this conception and that
the expectations are shared and agreed. Sinclair (1992) makes the point strongly that team activity
is “the consuming and irresolvable struggle for power” (p. 617) between individuals. However this
should not be seen necessarily as negative. She states “rather than viewing the urge to exercise
power as a threat to teams, group behaviour could be analysed as conflict between individuals
seeking the exercise of power in different ways” (p. 619). The exercise of power may be seen as
productive, with alternative views and insights debated, avoiding conformity. So too emotion,
often seen in teams as “disruptive”, is potentially a “mobilizing force” (p. 620). In teams there is a
tension for individuals between the need to belong and frustration of conforming, linked deeply to
self-identity. Navigating this complexity of emotion, where identity is not fixed is potentially
empowering.
Silverstone and Cross (2011) add to the discussion of collaborative teams in the workplace.
They observe that collaborative teams come in many forms, not all of which are productive. What
is crucial is that productive collaborative teams are carefully structured at the outset. Silverstone
and Cross (2011) define collaboration as “people working together on things that require
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negotiation of meaning and order” (p. 1). Collaborative teams have two defining characteristics; a
purpose and orientation. The purpose for collaboration in some instances is collaboration that is
“instigated by an intentional search [such as] someone is looking for the solution to a problem or a
partner who can provide much-needed expertise” or in other cases “collaboration results from
discovery of a shared interest in a topic”. The orientation in proactive examples are when “people
assemble to pursue a common goal” and in reactive examples in response to a particular
circumstance especially to avert a potential crisis. Specific purposes and orientation gives rise to a
number of different types of collaboration for example progressive collaboration that occurs
“when an individual's search grows into something larger as collaborators discover a shared need
or passion and recruit others to do it”. This requires “effective, continually-refreshed exchange of
knowledge and a system of rewards that promotes voluntarism and trust” (p. 2). In the case of
collaborative supervisory teams this may apply when a student and primary supervisor discuss the
research project in the early stages, deciding what other expertise may be required to support the
research. It is dependent on other academics who are willing to participate and with whom a
trusting relationship may be formed (or already exists). It also requires a robust approach to the
sharing and discussing of knowledge and ideas. Remedial collaborative teams are formed in
response to situations that are in need of repair. They require the “effective widespread use of
problem-solving methods” (p. 2). These forms of collaborative teams may be found in supervisory
teams where new supervisors need to be added because the existing team lacks particular
expertise (Watts, 2010) or when the interpersonal relationship is not productive. Silverstone and
Cross (2011) argue that collaborative teams are resource intensive and team leaders need to be
clear about what they want from the type of team they require. While collaborative teams present
challenges “collaboration brings a richer, more diverse pool of interests, skills and experiences to
bear on a common topic” (p. 3). Silverstone and Cross’s discussion focuses on collaborative teams
in industry, but it may be argued that experiencing such collaborative team activity in supervision
may prepare students for the workplace as well as for the academic environment. Participation in
and learning about collaborative team work may contribute to training in skills for future
employment. However, not all teams operate collaboratively.
Effective leadership and the understanding that the exercise of power and emotion are
potentially productive may make teams a preferred model in the work place. However Sinclair’s
premise is that individual work should also be considered as a productive model. The main thrust
of the argument is that team ideology need to be carefully examined and contested as the most
effective means of production in work places. Teams in doctoral supervision have similarities to
those in industry, but are also different in key aspects. A doctoral student is enrolled not employed
as a student, significantly altering the social positioning. The final product of the team is
recognised as the original work of the student albeit supervised by other team members. The
credit for the product is given disproportionally to the student, with credit less directly given to
the team. In workplaces the team leader usually claims the greater credit. Leadership in
supervisory teams is at least structurally with the primary supervisor. What does remain
consistent between workplace teams and supervisory teams are the potential risks and benefits of
team work.
Pole (1998), in reference to extensive research in the UK uses the term “joint supervision”
(p. 259), observing that in the social sciences this was relatively rare. In the limited samples
available this usually involved two supervisors and on occasions three supervisors. Pole focuses his
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research on approaches to supervision and codes of practice in response to the Harris Report of
1996 on postgraduate education in the UK. The Harris Report produced a national code of practice
that encompassed all disciplines and providers in an attempt to improve the quality and standards
of post graduate education. The Harris Report and other extensive research has provided
convincing evidence that committed research contexts that provide support and regular
monitoring of students by supervisors, produces high quality outcomes. In addition to a rich
research environment, available evidence suggests that “joint supervision which have worked well
and have provided not only effective support for the doctoral student, but have also acted as a
means of training and support for new supervisors” (p. 262). However, the Harris Report does not
refine the term ‘joint supervision’. From the 18 universities and the 6 disciplines covered by Pole’s
research, a number of different joint supervision arrangements were evident. These variations
were due to factors such as:
the number of people who constitute the joint supervisory arrangement, the attribution of
responsibility for the student vis-a-vis university regulations within the team, the different
skills, knowledge and experiences which different supervisors bring to the relationship, the
relative status of the members of the team, their ethnicity, age and genders and their
physical location vis-a-vis availability to the student” (p.263).
Variables such as the personal and professional characteristics of the stakeholders in joint
supervision and their positioning as well as the logistical issues within university policy frameworks
are key factors that determine the parameters of the potential and the risks of these
collaborations. Other contributing factors are the nature of the study itself, the topic,
methodology and the stage of the study. With such interactivity of elements “joint supervision is
complex, multifaceted and dynamic” (p. 263). There is significant congruence between Pole (1998)
and Sinclair (2004) in their observations of team supervision, with models of these arrangements
uncommon in social sciences but well established in the natural sciences. Those occurring in the
social sciences were largely determined by the nature of the study and its methodology, where
there was a need for additional specialist input. Collaborations also provided a training
opportunity for inexperienced supervisors, and rank positions were clearly defined and therefore
not equal. A clear delineation of roles within collaborative supervision may be both a limitation or
create opportunities for agency, depending on the negotiation of power within those positions.
The wider introduction of team supervision in Australia into social sciences and humanities
is a recommendation made by Sinclair (2004) in the government sponsored report into ‘good’
supervisory practices. The report was commissioned as a response to claims of poor supervisory
practices, “inadequate levels of departmental support and limited access to quality infrastructure”
(p. iii) that impacted negatively on the research training environment, high attrition rates and
extended periods of completion. The Australia wide survey of supervisors in universities (public
and private) was comprehensive, supported by a high number (n=83) of in-depth interviews of
supervisors, and a smaller (n=26) number of recently completed or current PhD students. This
report is based on the largest survey of its kind at that time (1990-1997) on supervisory practices.
The data revealed the predominance of collaborative approaches to research and publication in
the natural sciences, an individualistic approach in the humanities and arts, and a blend of these
approaches in the social sciences. Collaborative approaches gave the natural sciences an
advantage in “more attainable credential, …research support, more effective levels of stakeholder
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investment in candidates success, safer candidate selection criteria and a more established
supervisory pool” (p. vi). These practices are considered to be “good” (p. vi) because they lead to
more timely completions. In addition to this Sinclair notes that a “hands on” (p. vi) structured
approach is instrumental in producing more and faster completions. The structured approach
“involves explicitly negotiating with candidates a firm timetable for completing the candidature”
(p. vii), which includes milestones, project support and logistics, quality checks and conference
presentations and publications. The close contact between supervisors and students in
collaborative ‘hands on’ approaches allows for the development of trust between the parties.
Teamwork approaches:





foster collaborations between candidates via things such as informal coursework and the
organisation of candidates into face-to-face and electronic cohorts
involve academics and other experts additional to the supervisor in candidates’ research
integrate candidates into supervisors’ broader associations with research groups and
teams as well as industry networks
enhance the candidate’s professional development via activities such as joint preparation
of conference presentations and journal papers (p. viii).

While team work approaches clearly have many advantages the characteristics of students
entering doctoral studies differs significantly between the natural sciences and other disciplines
that influence modes of supervision. The focus is on completion rates and times, but there is no
underlying suggestion that the quality of the theses produced as a consequence of team modes of
supervision is any different to dyadic models.
Sinclair (2004) acknowledges that students entering the natural science doctoral programs
are different in many ways to those from non-natural science programs. Natural science
candidates are more likely to be full time and progressing directly from honours and masters
programs. This is not the case for non-natural science programs where there are higher
proportions of part time candidates who are returning to higher degree research after some years
in the workforce, and who do not have recent experience in research techniques. Natural science
theses are more likely have a narrow focus, and present their thesis as a monogram or collection
of published articles, co-authored by other academics. Non-natural science theses have broader
and more ambitious topics and the theses are dissertation or individual productions. Because
natural science candidates are linked to research projects they meet with a cohort of students and
supervisors engaged in the same research, at least weekly. In non-natural science disciplines
students are individually engaged in their own research except in relatively uncommon funded
programs linked to grants such as Australian Research Council (ARC). The Sinclair Report
recommends a ‘hands on’ collaborative approach, however the significant differences in the
characteristics of students entering non-natural science disciplines requires considerably different
strategies to the formation and pedagogy of team supervision in humanities, social sciences and
education. Forming cohorts of students is one strategy, but it does not necessarily imply that
supervision will be conducted in a collaborative mode involving two or more supervisors. The
mode of supervision that applies readily in the natural sciences does not easily transpose itself
into other disciplines, and leaves room for adapted configurations of supervision modes and
pedagogies. Sinclair’s recommendations for a ‘hands on’ approach effected through team work
29

may be wise advice but ultimately does not clarify how the concept of team is understood or
applied in humanities, social sciences and education disciplines.
Both Pole (1998) and Manathunga (2012b) caution against unreflected acceptance of team
or joint supervision as a “means of overcoming problems with the provision of effective
supervision” (Pole, 1998, p. 262). Manathunga (2012b) traces the genealogy of supervision policy
documents to identify how and why team supervision has “come to occupy a privileged position in
policy frameworks” (p. 42) in Australia and elsewhere. Manathunga’s study of policy documents
relating to team supervision reveals the primary/co-supervision configuration, and the various
roles and positioning of the two parties. Manathunga uses the broad definition of team as the
“supervision of one research higher degree (RHD) student by two or more supervisors”. In this
important article Manathunga also considers the implications of team supervision on “supervision
pedagogy and the relations of power and desire inherent within supervision” (p.42). Like
Neumann (2009), Manathunga (2012) identifies risk management and accountability as the driving
forces behind team supervision. Manathunga claims that “team supervision is an attempt to
enhance the accountability of principal supervisors” (p. 49). She notes that there have been
evident attempts in the policy to reinterpret the roles of associate or co-supervisors. In team
supervision they may be seen to act as a regulator of principal supervisor practices, and distributes
more broadly the risks associated with supervision. The actual structuring of a team may have
implications for how the team operates, for power dynamics and how it might be defined.
Watts (2010) makes the link between workplace teams and team supervision in doctoral
studies. In both contexts she argues the success of teams “depends to a large extent on the
mediated management of complex variables such as individual conduct, collective action,
technologies, space and communication” (p. 335). Watts raises a number of issues that directly
impact on the structuring of teams. The increasing number of interdisciplinary studies requires
team expertise across a number of disciplines, increasing the number of supervisors to three and
sometimes four (Nisselle & Duncan, 2008). A model of experienced and novice supervisor has
become more widespread, driven by university policy and faculty need to train early career
supervisors by providing supervised experience. These teams that may be termed ‘coaching’
teams may be highly collaborative, empowering for all team members (Manathunga & Goozee,
2007) and demonstrate hierarchical power structure based on supervision experience. The
interdisciplinary nature of the team described in Manathunga and Goozee provided disciplinary
expertise. There is however also inherent risks in this model whether they are inter- or intra
disciplinary, for all stakeholders. Watts also describes her own positive experiences of
collaborative team supervision with ‘horizontal’ structures that were successful mainly because of
“a shared commitment within the team to student-centred supervisory practice” (p. 337).
Supervisors in horizontal structures share equal status though one supervisor is at least nominally
the principal supervisor for administrative purposes. By placing the student and by implication the
thesis development as the central purpose, the team becomes what Silverstone and Cross (2011)
describe as progressive collaboration.
Midgley, Henderson, and Danaher (2010) underline the complexity of collaborative team
supervision in doctoral studies. Their study addresses the presence of invisible third parties, or
superaddressees, within supervision. Superaddressees are a kind of frame of reference used by a
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person in dialogue that has a perfect understanding of what is intended by the utterance, as
opposed to the listener who may or may not share the understanding. It is a metaphysical
presence, a theoretical frame or vocabulary that the speaker draws on to elaborate a point of
discussion. An example given is the use of a phrase such as ‘raising awareness’ through teaching
calls on critical pedagogy as a superaddressee (p. 91). It implies a set of values and beliefs
pertinent to that theoretical framing. The study utilises data from a recorded supervisory meeting.
A short extract of the transcribed data was subjected to an analysis through a metalinguistic
framework to “explore the influences of the superaddressee in the conversation” (p. 93). They
found evidence of calling on, acknowledging and listening for superaddressees. Each member of
the team (including the student) then reflected on the conversations. Superaddressees in the
extract referenced varied from knowledge from prior experience, institutional policies, theories in
the field of study, ethical and cultural practices. They are all in some way a recognition of an
external authority or power that the speaker regards as accepted as reasonable. The
superaddressee might be understood as a form of social or intellectual capital the speaker (or
writer) claims for themselves. In this context the superaddressee may act also as a means of
imposing self-regulation in that the speaker attempts to accurately represent that framing or
vocabulary. The implication is that the productivity of collaboration is influenced by shared
understanding of superaddressees being referenced. A lack of shared understanding is likely to
cause miscommunication, where shared understanding will facilitate communication. Developing
shared understandings between the physical parties becomes crucial in supporting productive
collaboration. This will be challenging in any context of supervision but even more so in
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary collaborative teams where frames of reference may be quite
different.
Interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary and trans-disciplinary arrangements have become
increasingly common as domains of knowledge cross traditional boundaries. Team supervision
that introduces additional stakeholders (and therefore interactions) into the activity needs careful
management to achieve the potentially great benefits. Manathunga, Lant, and Mellick (2006), in
response to these developments (complexity and configurations) lay the groundwork for the
development of pedagogy, a task still in developmental stages, especially in social sciences and
humanities disciplines. Their study involved an interdisciplinary, collaborative teaching team. They
suggest that there are four major dimensions that need to be considered in pedagogies for these
configurations:
relational, mediated, transformative and situated learning experiences; opportunities to
develop intercultural knowledge and skills; learning activities that enhance students’ higher
order thinking and metacognitive skills; and research tasks that build upon students’
epistemological understandings of disciplines and interdisciplinary knowledge (pp. 376-7).
These four dimensions stress critical, reflective thinking, conceptual frameworks, intercultural
learning and contextual, interactive learning experiences. These dimensions are congruent with
Alexander (2013) in that the relationships between supervisors and students is learning focused
and builds on prior knowledge, and the context is seen as mediating learning.
Nisselle and Duncan (2008) in examining multidisciplinary supervision with multiple
supervisors working collaboratively as a team discuss both the strengths and challenges of this
configuration of supervision. Different disciplines have varying traditions and protocols that
surround thesis production. Core issues such as epistemological concerns such as the purpose of
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the PhD in terms of product or process disciplinary interpretation of academic rigour and
supervisory styles can be problematic. There are practical considerations of administration,
enrolment, management, scheduling, and location of meetings. Academic issues such as writing
and presentation styles, data gathering, research dissemination, formatting and the
acknowledgement of original contribution, and markers’ discipline need to be addressed (p. 151).
In the challenges raised by Nisselle and Duncan (2008), the issue of pedagogy is implicit. How the
doctoral student is taught, the educational theories and values, evidence, justification, and the
skills to inform the translation of this arrangement into practice requires the development of
common ground between multiple disciplines. Students are exposed to an increased number of
interactions with sometimes contradictory advice. Learning to navigate and make sense of
differing advice and perspectives, and managing the power that underlies them may create
opportunities for greater learning.
Multidisciplinary research differs from trans-disciplinary in that in the former the student
opts to favour one discipline. Trans-disciplinary “transcends disciplinary boundaries” (Willetts et
al., 2012, p. 128) by the development of “epistemological pluralism” (p. 129). Willetts et al. (2012)
discuss the complexities of supervision from both student and supervisor perspectives and it is by
inference rather than clear statement that supervisors form a collaborative team. The
complexities of research that creates spaces between and outside disciplinary boundaries also
creates complex challenges for supervisors and students, requiring collaboration from industry or
community outside the academic world. Willett et al.’s (2012) heuristic work is presented
explicitly as a contribution to the development of a pedagogy that will underpin these
configurations of doctoral research. In similar ways to Nisselle and Duncan (2008), the negotiation
of complex interactions exposes students to many opportunities. The challenge is to make sense
of disparate, possibly conflicting information and managing these complex interactions.
Transdisciplinary collaborative supervision teams present challenges and risks, but the potential
for creating ground-breaking new knowledge is exciting.
Guerin et al. (2011) use as their definition of team supervision as “two or more supervisors
sharing responsibility for a PhD candidate’s progress” (p. 138). They identify pragmatic
considerations for the development and implementation of the policy: the need to provide
supervised training for novice supervisors; the provision of an extensive network for the student
throughout candidature: and a “response to the increased specialisation of knowledge, cross
disciplinary projects and professional doctorates which require a diversity of expertise” (p. 138).
Taking the student perspective they draw their qualitative data from eight doctoral students
experiencing team supervision. They conclude that “team supervision refers to a range of
structural and operational types” (p. 146). These teams range from de facto dyads where the
student is in reality engaging with one supervisor to “team supervision [involving] a multi-pronged,
collaborative approach to the student’s research program, dispensing with many of the traditional
notions of supervisory mastery and control” (p. 147). The teams described vary in structure from a
pyramidal hierarchy to the horizontal structure described by Manathunga and Goozee (2007).
While they do not refine their definition of team, collaborative approaches to team supervision is
described as being “less hierarchical” (p. 146). Further they state that their findings reveal that
“within the team setting, the complexity of dynamics involved and the centrality of the student
within the team, means that the student, rather than the supervisors, must assume the role of
project manager”. This finding challenges previous positioning of the student as a “passive novice”
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(p. 151). They admit that their sample is drawn from students who are proactive, outgoing and
widely engaged in academic networks. There is also a hint that there may be a fourth
consideration for collaborative team supervision: that is the approach to knowledge creation in
collaborative teams is dynamic, enriching and capacity building. Lee (2008b) list as advantages of
working in a supervisory team the opportunity to problem solve with the potential to find new
insights and solutions, and that work from teams may contribute to supervisors own research,
thus increasing the capacity of all team members.
Collaboration argues Evans (2010) “is endemic in education research” (p. 151). Evans takes
the literal form of collaboration to mean to co-labour, which may be seen in the initiating and
preparatory stages of a research project and in the “co-labouring or working together required to
imagine and create a piece of research through designing, planning, implementing and analysing,
and then disseminating the findings” (p. 150). He makes a very important point about the
opportunity of collaborative research to enable “researchers to achieve more than they can
alone”. Evans argues that collaboration is “not just shared labour to achieve the same ends, but
also working together to achieve an outcome that is greater than the sum of its parts” (p. 151).
There are potentials in collaborative team work for the development of the capacities of the team
members. Midgley and Danaher (2010) address this point in as they conceptualise capacity
building in collaborative research as “a process of empowering, equipping, informing and inspiring
one another to continue to explore new dimensions in one another’s fields of interest” (p. 25).
Midgley and Danaher explain a number of key aspects of capacity building in collaborative teams:
capacity building as a form of learning requires the individuals to also engage in learning as a team
throughout the project; to maintain synergies and an appreciation by each member of the
contribution the research makes to their capital relationships of power and influence work
productively; capacity-building in one research project has a transformative effect into other team
projects, becoming a form of “community development and the empowerment of others as well
as self”; and “capacity building is risky” (p. 34). Collaborative teams take work, good
communication and time to develop trust and appreciation of differences. They require an
engagement with learning through the research project, an appreciation of power dynamics, and
may have flow-on effects of community development and empowerment. Being cognisant of the
risks puts a focus on the structuring and development of the team as a cohesive group.
Arden et al. (2010) distil the principles and practices of collaborative research. They argue
that the relationships in collaborative research need to be ethical, reflexive, scholarly, sustainable,
transformative and synergistic. Elaborating these points they state interactions between all
stakeholders (team members, participants and potential beneficiaries) are “clearly and
demonstrably based on ideals of mutual respect, beneficence and facilitation” (p. 7), in
accordance with ethical principles. Collaborative research also needs to be reflexive with team
members “willing and able to submit their interaction and relationships to ongoing scrutiny to
monitor the impact and effectiveness of their collaboration” (p. 7). The research needs to be
scholarly with team members “committed to engaging in and publishing research about their
interactions and relationships” (p.7) as a way of building community knowledge. Collaborative
research should be sustainable, meaning the “benefits and outcomes of such research must
exceed the labour and other inputs required to undertake and publish the research” (p. 7).
Collaborative research also needs to be transformative meaning that “team members must be
committed to positive and productive change within the team as well as in their interactions with
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multiple others”. Their final point is that collaborative research needs to be synergistic, meaning
that “insights and understandings gleaned from the activities of the research must be genuinely
collective and unattainable by individuals” (p. 7). In the development of a thesis as an outcome of
collaborative team supervision the “insight and understandings” (p. 7) contained within the thesis
are attributed to the student, even though they may be shared in their development and
understanding with the supervisors. In this chapter Arden et al. (2010) refer to a significant body
of literature that, in summary, make three main points. Collaborative research involves team
members, participants and other stakeholders. There is a common purpose that binds the team,
sharing an agreed set of rules and expectations. Additionally, this mode of research involves the
“pooling of resources” which includes “time and skills” (p. 4). There is considerable congruence
between these observations and those made by Silverstone and Cross (2011).
In the range of possible models for collaborative team supervision discussed the
structuring of the teams regardless of whether they are hierarchical or horizontal is important.
Teams need to be structured according to a number of principles based on ethical behaviours and
common purpose with expectations discussed and managed. Collaborative teams need to share
an interest in the research, be willing to participate and commitment to mutual and shared
learning about self and the topic. Team members also need appropriate expertise and skills, and
be cognisant of and sensitive to power dynamics. Effective communication is crucial for success.
Often mentioned explicitly or implied is that collaborative teams that work well foster agency of
all team members and nurture identities.

2.6 Fostering agency in supervisory teams
Agency is variously defined and is explored as a concept of power in the following chapter,
as a crucial part of the theoretical framing for this study. Agency may be understood as “a person’s
ability to shape and control their own lives, freeing self from the oppression of power” (Kincheloe,
2004, p. 2). Power lies at the heart of relationships, in the way teams operate and the way social
structures such as educational institutions operate (Bernstein 2000). Power may be used to
oppress, but it may also be exercised as empowerment (Haugaard, 2012). Kincheloe’s definition of
agency is personal empowerment that allows members of collaborative teams to exercise power
in different ways (Sinclair, 1992). Edwards (2005) argues that relational agency “involves a
capacity to offer support and to ask for support from others” (p. 168). Relational agency allows us
to work together productively and actively to solve common problems or to work on collaborative
tasks in teams, seeking support from outside the team as required. The fostering of agency is
important within the team for the individuals and for the coherence of the team itself to achieve a
common purpose.
Context is an important aspect to understanding agency. In all the definitions of agency
there is an implicit reference to context. Oppression in one context may be completely different in
another, depending on the political structures and practices at play. Relational agency in one
culture will differ greatly from another. Campbell (2009) makes a clear distinction between agency
and agentic power, stating that agency is an “actor's ability to initiate and maintain a program of
action” and agentic power is “actor's ability to act independently of the constraining power of
social structure” (p. 407). In doctoral studies there are numerous constraints from various levels of
governance and social structure. Both agency and identity are transactional, products of
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interaction with others and rely on mutual reciprocity. As Bernstein (2000) states identity “arises
out of a particular social order, through relations which the identity enters into with other
identities of reciprocal recognition, support, mutual legitimisation and finally through a negotiated
collective purpose” (p. 59) . Identity is how we see ourselves in relation to others in particular
contexts. Agency is the performance of that identity within the context. Identity and
transformation of identity plays a key role in agency that is enabled and enables through
transitions and transformations of identity (Danby & Lee, 2012b; Kiley, 2009), “creating the
potential for conflict between the identities individuals claim for themselves and those assigned by
others, as well as between the identities individuals perform in different settings”(Cotterall,
2013b, p. 2). Supervisors, in the performance of their identity as academics (Bernstein 2000),
exercise their agency. In collaborative team work, synergy depends on mutual support and mutual
intellectual growth (Arden et al., 2010). It may also be argued that successful collaborative team
supervision depends on mutual fostering of agency in the team and in accessing wider networks.
In the previous section the crucial elements of collaborative team work have been
discussed, and in the following section issues relating to pedagogy and power will further examine
the structuring of collaborative teams and how agency may be nurtured within the team. In this
section I am going to examine relational agency outside the team, the help and support provided
by the wider networks available to team members. The fostering of agency within the team itself
will then be examined.
Capacity-building evident in collaborative teams is seen as having a potential ‘flow on’
effect to the community. It may also be said that a community of practice has a ‘flow in’ effect of
fostering agency. Supervision teams in doctoral studies are part of the wider academic
community, locally, nationally and internationally. Supervisors and students are part of various
communities, some of which may be described as communities of practice. Communities of
practice may take many forms, and individuals in collaborative teams may be involved in a number
of such communities during the student’s candidature. These communities have three key
elements: “a domain of knowledge, which defines a set of issues; a community of people who care
about this domain; and the shared practice that they are developing to be effective in their
domain” (Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002, p. 27). Communities of practice may be formal
such as faculty staff members or classes that might be attended by students for course work or for
early career supervisors to gain qualification to become a primary supervisor. Communities of
practice may also be semi-formal or informal with membership optional such as networks of
fellow students or colleagues from other faculties or universities. On a wider scale are professional
networks developed through conferences. These communities of practice are great resources
available to students and supervisors and play an important part in the development of agency.
2.6.1 Doctoral Students
Doctoral studies in social sciences, humanities and education are essentially individual
projects determined by the students. Topic selection may be negotiated with supervisors and
panels to ensure that the project is manageable and ethically conceived. Much of the advice for
students commencing doctoral studies revolves around finding a suitable primary supervisor to
begin the process. Students are advised to ‘manage’ their supervisors (Kearns, Gardiner, &
Marshall, 2008), which from the outset seems to be fairly brave advice for the novice researcher in
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an asymmetric power distribution. However, research by Guerin et al. (2011) and Hopwood (2010)
indicates that there are advantages for students if they are able to exercise their agency. As Goode
(2010) states clearly “students can, and need to be, highly proactive agents within supervision, not
only managing their own time, tasks, identity and career construction, and the production of the
requisite ‘artefacts’ – but also their supervisors, and their interactions with them” (p. 47).
However student’s need support to develop their agency. This support may come from within the
team and from other sources such as communities of practice.
Barnacle and Mewburn (2010) state succinctly that “completing a PhD does not just involve
becoming an expert in a particular topic area, but comprises a transformation of identity: that of
becoming a scholar or researcher” (p. 433). This article draws on the lived experience of a doctoral
student, positioning the student as part of a complex web of interactions theorised as an actornetwork. The network of relationships goes well beyond the immediate relationships within the
supervisory team. Students exercise agency in the way they “actively utilise, initiate and interface
with myriad associations of people and things that populate what might be called the ‘research
landscape’” (p. 434). These relationships include family, colleagues and university administration
in various contexts. The transformation of identity of “becoming doctor” (p. 433) is complex,
sometimes fraught and directly related to a relationship with knowledge of self, others and
discipline. They point to the “complexity of relations between knowers and knowledge or
knowledge enabling artefacts” (p. 441). The doctoral student is cast as an active rather than
passive actor, stressing agency in identity transformation.
Where Barnacle and Mewburn situate the student as part of a network, Hopwood (2010)
positions them at the centre of a “constellation” (p. 104) of relationships. He conceptualises the
student as “agentically shaping their own learning, practices or wider social environments” (p.
104). Hopwood argues that students develop and maintain relationships during their doctorate as
a means of providing specific forms of support, such as from administrative services, peers and the
wider academic community. These relationships are intentional and purposeful, suggesting that
agency is exercised by students to develop and nurture relationships that further their learning
and sense of agency. Drawing on data from three UK universities this mixed methods study
engaged doctoral students in questionnaires and in-depth interviews (n=33). The work is theorised
using sociocultural perspectives, recognising the mediation of history and culture in learning and
transformation from the known to the unknown. Hopwood acknowledges that participants selfselected themselves, potentially influencing data validity. While the data is drawn from the UK
context, there are many similarities to Australian doctoral studies programs.
Hopwood (2010) and Barnacle and Mewburn (2010) both explore the relationships and
communities that doctoral students engage in. These relationships are intentionally sought out
and maintained agentically. Examples of informal communities that students engage with can be
found in on-line virtual spaces (Mewburn, 2011) and peer study groups (Devenish et al., 2009).
Mewburn (2011) used two on-line sites directed at HDR candidates to obtain data from an
international cohort. The on-line forums are virtual communities of practice. She postulates that
‘troubles talk’ between candidates plays an important role in the development of academic
identity. Troubles talk is defined as “where one or more people gather to tell stories of situations
that have caused some kind of discomfort or disruption”. By telling the stories encountered in the
process of thesis development, candidates might use this to “come to terms with an altered
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identity” (p. 322). Mewburn bases much of her work on the notion that doctoral work is an
‘assemblage’ of “various practices, academic and other” (p. 323). Successful assemblage
underlines the complexity of the lives of candidates with each component dependent on another
– availability of resources, developing academic identity, balancing competing demands of family,
social activities and work. Troubles talk plays an important role in getting this assemblage to hang
together, the community of practice providing an outlet and affirmation of identity, the sharing of
experience that defines the candidate as a part of this community.
The study group described in Devenish et al. (2009) comprised mature age individuals from
a diverse range of professional backgrounds. They met monthly over breakfast, additionally
communicating by email and phone. Group members had different topics and different
supervisors but commonly adopted qualitative research methodologies. Inclusion in the group
gave members a sense of belonging in the research community and opportunities to “collaborate,
share learning and develop new learning and skills quickly” (p. 62). Collaborative peer support is a
“valuable enabler” in thesis development but is not recognised in annual progress reporting.
Mutual support and encouragement of fellow candidates contributes to “learning, knowledge and
participation in the academic world” (p. 61). Devenish et al. suggest that the mutual
empowerment of study groups plays an integral role in successful completion for many
candidates. Peer support in these informal communities of practice reaffirms identity and
contributes to learning. Agency is demonstrated in seeking out these informal communities,
nurturing the relationships, and it should also be noted that participation also fosters student
agency.
There are also examples of semi-formal communities that offer generic support in
response to perceived needs of doctoral students. These tend to be organised around a specific
purpose such as writing groups (Parker, 2009) or study groups that may be faculty based or
provided more generally at the university as specific workshops. In some universities generic
programs have evolved into comprehensive courses, directed primarily at students in their first
year of study as preparation for candidature. These groups are scheduled but attendance, while
strongly encouraged, is not compulsory. Some study groups make it the responsibility of the
student to run the sessions to “encourage independence and the exercise of agency in the move
from ‘student’ to ‘researcher’” (Carter, Laurs, Guerin, Brailsford, & Webb, 2014, p. 22). Generic
programs are provided by universities for the benefit of the doctoral students to develop
academic skills required for thesis development, but also provide a safe space to practice their
academic voice orally or in written form. The students’ participation is free of any constraints that
might be perceived if the class was conducted by their supervisor. The opportunity to develop
academic skills and scholarly voice in these semi-formal communities fosters agency.
Like Hopwood (2010), Guerin et al. (2011) challenge the notion that students merely
cooperate with or are resistant to the structures of doctoral studies, placing them in relatively
passive positions. Guerin et al (2011) noted that data from their cohort of students experiencing
collaborative team supervision found benefits “at least in the long run, from observing academic
debate” and responded actively “to the variety of perspectives, collating and balancing conflicting
opinions, and finding resolutions that are satisfactory to all team members” (p. 147). They did not
consider that their “research had been compromised” as a consequence of conflict resulting from
personality and paradigm clashes, differing opinions on project direction and advice on writing (p.
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148). By positioning themselves as project managers students in this data set were able to develop
their own agency. The research highlighted the importance of managing team relations, conflict,
the logistics of feedback, and communication. Different strategies were employed in the various
examples that responded to the context of the study (intra, inter and transdisciplinary), and the
personalities and skills of team members. Students were proactive in the initial structuring of the
team with priority given to finding “compatible members [who could] contribute complementary,
relevant expertise” (p. 147). Once the teams were established the students worked actively on
“the cohesion of that team” (p. 147), acknowledging the contribution of team members,
maintaining communication by strategies such as circulating agendas for meetings, sending
summaries and reporting other discussions to keep all team members in the loop. Conflicting
perspectives were “resolved in a group setting” (p. 147). These strategies do not necessarily solve
issues of supervisor absences, limitations of expertise and oppressive exercises of power seen
sometimes also in traditional dyadic supervision. However, proactively managing the team
increases the likelihood of successful outcomes in collaborative teams.
Guerin et al. (2011) deliberately selected students for their sample who were wellnetworked and proactive in their doctoral development. As argued in Robertson (2014a) career
stage has significant impact on the doctoral journey. With extensive professional knowledge
backgrounds, mid-late career candidates may expect to have input into the shaping of their
learning process. The hierarchy of knowledge presumed in traditional pedagogies, is being
challenged by diversity of candidates and pressured by knowledgeable candidates. Issues raised by
candidature of this increasing cohort are different to those who follow the more traditional path
through Honour’s and Master’s courses at the outset of their careers. Mid-late career stage
candidates may experience a loss of control and risk loss of face if they are not seen to be
immediately successful (Petersen, 2012). The emergence of Professional Doctorates opened up
increased opportunities for mid-career professionals to return to study (Morley, 2005). Morley
points out a number of differences in supervising PhD and Professional Doctorate students.
Generally Professional Doctorate students are older, and to be accepted into the doctoral program
they need to have professional qualifications and substantial professional experience. These
students, drawing on their professional experience are prepared to challenge academic theories,
are confident of their professional expertise but are concerned about meeting academic
standards. Academic writing can prove a challenge as there is a degree of ‘unlearning’ as the
students are accustomed to writing for a different audience. Professional doctorates are
supported by course work that supports their academic development, providing collaborative
interaction with other students and academics.
Berman and Smyth (2013) state that many of their professional students have come to
doctoral study with “ideas which are best described as ‘theorising from practice’” (p.7). Ryan
(2012), in her collections of reflections of mid to later-career students acknowledge that they bring
with them a substantial professional body of knowledge and life experience which contributes to
their research and thesis. Their learning is largely self-directed towards the production of a thesis,
facilitated by supervisors, university and in some cases industry infrastructure, with curriculum
focused on the development of research and production skills. This would suggest that mid-career
students exercise considerable agency in returning to study with an agenda formed by their prior
knowledge and experience.
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The collection of reflections in Ryan (2012) reveals the connection between professional
background with topic, and methodology selection. Reflections 12, 15 and 16 are from candidates
with teaching backgrounds who chose topics within education directly related to their work. One
chose auto-ethnography in qualitative methodology, the other used narrative and a/r/tography,
described as pedagogy for artistry. Reflection 13 was written by a former public servant who
examined disenfranchised public servants, telling the stories of perceptions of work, suffering and
injustice. Reflection 14 was by a palliative care nurse who completed her thesis on palliative care
nursing in rural areas and trends in aging. She chose mixed methods, as she not only wanted to tell
the stories, but provide statistical data that could be used within the industry. However, Neumann
(2009) suggests that whilst topics may derive from a candidates employment, there appeared to
be a “lack of close involvement with industry or profession” (p. 217). The doctoral journey is often
a lonely one and of limited interest to others at work, home or socially. The deeply personal
nature of doctoral studies creates tensions between existing work and life networks, making
support from supervisors and communities of practice crucially important (Robertson, 2014a).
Pang (1999), in a short, poignant account of his student experience of collaborative team
supervision, makes a number of significant points. As an international student, the level of
difficulty was significantly greater as he grappled with language, isolation and cultural difference.
Pang recounts that he selected the university according to his research topic and prepared himself
well by working hard on his English and attended Master’s courses at his home university with the
dual purpose of updating his topic pertinent knowledge, literature in the field and language skills
through interaction with English speakers. Once enrolled, the department head advised three
supervisors according to expertise in aspects of the topic. Initially reluctant because of fears of
conflict and confusion that multiple perspectives might create, the need for expert advice was
seen as the greater issue. Describing collaborative team supervision as an “organic process”
(p.159), Pang attributes the successful outcomes to all four participants. He enumerates five key
factors to the success. Firstly a good start where mutual expectations were established, meeting
formats and compostion detailed, and work-in-progress submission protocols and schedules
discussed. Most importantly, Pang was frank about his concerns about team supervision and these
were discussed openly. Secondly, trust and respect between all participants was very important.
The diverse perspectives were all considered by Pang, and he made the decisions himself if
compromise could not be reached. Avoiding the politics that are inevitable within organisations
was the third factor. Pang and his supervisors saw no place for his involvement in department
politics. Pang also keep a clear distinction between the social aspects of occasional non-work
interaction with his supervisors, and the work of his thesis. The fifth factor is to be sensible,
reasonable and supportive. Pang was appreciative of the support and consideration shown him by
his supervisors, which enabled him to interact freely with team members. Pang supported his
thesis development by extensive reading, taking the advice from his supervisory team seriously,
exposing himself to public comment by writing and presenting papers at conferences, and in
forums provided by the university (Pang, 1999, pp. 159-160). Throughout Pang’s account is a clear
sense that he saw himself as being in control of his study and thesis, and he approached the
undertaking with maturity and confidence.
According to Manathunga (2012) there are a number of implications of the move to team
supervision. There are some potentially positive impacts on subjectivities, giving students the
opportunity to “develop and rehearse their scholarly voices” (p. 50). Collaborative meetings create
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opportunities for robust discussions and debates that are characteristic of contested approaches
to knowledge of western academic traditions. The interconnected knowledges of cross and
transdisciplinary nature of increasing numbers of studies, noted by Yates (2010) may be more fully
explored leading to exciting new insights into the fields of study. However subjectivity may also
become a point of tension, as argued by Yates (2010) as the increasing demands of producing a
quality thesis raise questions for the student that the work is “good enough” (p.301). There is a
degree of protection from becoming “doctoral ‘orphans’” (Wisker & Robinson, 2013, p. 300)
afforded by team supervision, where the loss of one supervisor may be compensated for with the
support of the remaining team member as a new supervisory relationship is established.
Manathunga (2012) also argues that team supervision can “complicate matters” (p. 51), increasing
student’s sense of powerlessness if supervisors appear to collude against the student, contesting
the student’s perspective. There are also risks and challenges for supervisors.
While they may also benefit from the exploration of new knowledge and academic debate,
the power relationship between supervisors is potentially complex and not necessarily supportive.
Increased numbers in the supervisory team places more emphasis on communication and the
need to keep everyone in the loop. Manathunga warns that it is not safe to assume that relations
between supervisors are “free of power dynamics, personality clashes, intellectual or personal
jealousies and so on” (p. 48). While team supervision has been a characteristic of supervision in
the sciences for a long time, the policy that now applies to all faculties raises many different issues
in the social science, humanities and education disciplines.
2.6.2 Experienced Supervisors
Identity and agency are fostered by productive and supportive relationships within teams
and communities of practice. Supervisors are linked to professional networks within their faculties
with colleagues that share an interest and care about disciplinary knowledge (Danby & Lee,
2012b). Annual supervisor workshops held in faculties provide an opportunity to discuss
supervision and the doctoral students as a whole of department responsibility with each staff
member doing their part to fulfil the departments objectives, of doing good research and training
good researchers (Annual ARCSHS supervisors' workshop & progress panel, 2015). This may not
occur in all faculties in universities but it is an excellent way of making transparent the workloads
and providing a forum to discuss issues in general or in specific cases. Student presentations to
faculties such as proposals or work in progress reports also open opportunities to reflect on
supervision, providing in some cases early warning signs that problems may exist. Knowledge in
the field can be enhanced through such practices as examination of theses (Wisker & Kiley, 2012).
Professional networks are extended through professional contact with other academics in the
same fields through conferences and symposiums. Cross and transdisciplinary studies offer the
opportunity to expand knowledge and skills by working collaboratively with other supervisors
from other disciplines within the institution and on occasion at other universities (Willetts et al.,
2012). Research opportunities through grants such as Australian Research Council (ARC) offer the
opportunity to work collaboratively with academics in other institutions and industry. Professional
networks are often shared with doctoral students as a means of supporting students in their
transformation to ‘becoming doctor’.
In the context of policy changes discussed in an earlier section, universities began to
address apparent needs to provide training programs for supervisors. Previously supervisors had
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learned about supervision by supervising, often falling back on approaches they had experienced
as doctoral students (Johnson et al., 2000). The direct link between supervisor quality and
completion rates is well established and there has been a significant move across universities to
provide training programs and develop resources for supervisors to guide ‘best practice’, for
example The Higher Degree by Research students: Supervisor Resource Book produced by the
Office of Learning and Teaching (undated). There are also on-line resources from sites such as
http://altcresearchsupervisionproject.ming.com/. Under the regulations for the Research Training
Scheme universities are required to report annually a Research and Research Training
Management Plan that details programs and other resources provided for supervisor
development. A number of studies have been conducted to examine supervisor training.
Kiley (2011) used a sample of data from eight universities (Group of Eight) supervisor development
programs to identify the “pedagogical and theoretical issues the universities considered important
to address with their supervisory staff as a means of improving quality” (p. 585). This study focuses
on an examination of sample universities’ policies. Many of the universities had programs that
were primarily directed at skilling and / or accrediting early career supervisors but Kiley notes “a
lack of programs for experienced academics in most of the universities in the sample” (p. 594).
Most of the universities had policies that required experienced supervisors to update their training
every few years. Kiley’s data indicated increased attention on the pedagogies of supervision. One
aspect of training provided that was not commonly addressed was mentoring other supervisors.
Where most universities have policies of accrediting new supervisors through supervised
experience and courses, the lack of training in mentoring other supervisors suggests that there is
an assumption that experienced supervisors already know how to do this or that it is not an
important skill. Another deficit in the training is on building research teams. With policies across
universities for team supervision, skills on building and maintaining teams surely should feature
more consistently in training programs for supervisors of all levels.
Manathunga (2005) is critical of the training programs offered that focus largely on
administrative issues and responsibilities. Programs that focus on these aspects are perceived as
reinforcing control through accountability measurements and intrude into what has been
traditionally considered as a “private pedagogical space” (p. 17). The privacy of supervision is also
being challenged through the introduction of team supervision. Alternatives to instrumental
approaches have been evident at a number of universities, and these focus more on reflective
practices, acknowledging what supervisors already know and encouraging the exploration of
understandings of paradigms that lie behind chosen pedagogies. Manathunga examines two
programs that she has developed. The first program was designed for critical reflective
engagement and collaboration in supervisor training at two universities. The second program
focused on the “cognitive domain”, emphasising both compassion (personal empathy and
support) and rigor (constructive intellectual support). These programs helped to “raise an
awareness that educational development is not a politically neutral pedagogy” (p. 25). Feedback
data was inconclusive but did suggest that these approaches were perceived by participants as
more productive than instrumental training programs. Framing supervisor training on critical
reflective practice and cognitive development are more supportive of supervisor agency,
acknowledging identity through knowledge already held and encouraging greater self-knowledge.
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In a study undertaken by Halse (2011) the issue of training and development for
experienced supervisors is examined. Halse argues that it is learning through the performance of
supervision that “shape[s] their subjectivities and identities [and that] supervision is an ongoing
ontological process of ‘becoming a supervisor’” (p. 557). Halse’s qualitative study was conducted
in one large metropolitan university with in-depth interviews with highly experienced supervisors
(n=26). The data indicated “that doctoral supervisors were invested in accumulating practical,
personally significant knowledge about the practice of supervision” (p. 568). They learned to
navigate strategically around the context and procedural demands of their workplace. They also
learned about themselves and others in the context of supervision and developed insights into
their disciplinary field. Halse recasts supervisor learning through the performance of supervision as
both “‘becoming a supervisor’ and on ‘supervision as becoming’” (p. 569). The framing of
supervisor learning in this way echoes the view of doctoral student ‘becoming doctor’ and
suggests that there is a similar fostering of agency through practice.
2.6.3 Early career supervisors
The opportunity to supervise ranks a relatively low eight out of thirteen motivations for
becoming an academic (Edwards, Bexley, & Richardson, 2011), indicating that this is not a high
consideration in choosing an academic career. However it may be considered as a way of
advancing career prospects in the academic workforce. For those who exercise this opportunity, in
recent years, induction and accreditation programs have become more common (Kiley, 2011). For
those who progress in their own institution, networks are likely to exist at the local level. For those
entering supervision at a new institution, building support networks is work to be undertaken. It is
possible to speculate that finding a compatible experienced supervisor to mentor them may be
similar to a doctoral student finding a suitable supervisor.
Early career supervisors are also in a process of ‘becoming’ as they transition from doctoral
graduate to accredited supervisor. Usually this involves supervised practice with inclusion in team
supervision with an experienced supervisor, occasionally in situations where the principal
supervisor has little contact with the student, acting as mentor to the novice supervisor
(Amundsen & McAlpine, 2009). There are also examples such as Blass et al. (2012) where access to
experienced supervisors was not available, and a group of novice supervisors worked together to
support each other to develop their supervisory practices. Team supervision, as a means of
training for early career supervisors involves their inclusion in collaborative teams. This is
supported more consistently in recent times by training programs. However, many of these
training programs are generic, attempting to cater for supervisors at all levels of experience, and
many of these are provided on-line as a series of modules (Brew & Peseta, 2004). Some programs
offer ‘learning circles’ (Manathunga, 2005) providing an opportunity for small groups of
supervisors to reflect on and discuss their supervisory practices. Pearson and Kayrooz (2004)
discuss the development of the Reflective Supervisor Questionnaire (RSQ) as an instrument to
promote critical self-reflection and provide much needed feedback to supervisors to develop their
supervisory capacities. There is little doubt that the development of instruments such as this offer
opportunities for supervisors to hone their skills. This research underlines the importance of
“intellectual development and inquiry … to research supervision and it reasserts the
interrelationship between the emotional and intellectual aspects of facilitative leadership” (p.
113). Study groups offer early career supervisors the opportunity to develop communities of
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practice, sharing strategies that enable their practice. These communities may support the
development of the voice and identity of novice supervisors.
Kiley (2011) in her study of policy noted that the most common topics covered in
supervisor training included “relationships between supervisors and candidates, the need for
clarification of various expectations and roles, milestones and monitoring of student progress,
roles and responsibilities of supervisors, and an overview of university policies, e.g. monitoring
and reporting progress” (p. 594). There is a strong bias in this list towards instrumentality directed
at ensuring quality of process. Already mentioned as less common topics, were team building and
mentorship. Other less common topics included “how to handle the breakdown of
student/supervisor relationships, cross-cultural relationships, doctoral examination process
including selecting examiners, intellectual property and authorship of publications” (p. 594).
Programs that develop supervisor learning about the work of supervision are valuable as they
enable agency in the performance of their role as supervisor. However there is relatively little
information available that addresses training programs specifically for early career academics,
though many universities offer generalist Teaching Induction Programs.
It is within the operation of the supervisory team itself, in the performance of supervision
that voice and identity may be challenged or enabled for supervisors and early career supervisors,
much like it is for the student.
2.6.4 Fostering agency in the team
Supervisory teams are structured in many different ways, taking the student’s needs, their
topic and the availability of co-supervisors with relevant expertise and compatibility with other
team members. There is excellent advice available for establishing teams to increase the likelihood
that the team will be productive and supportive for all members. Much of the structuring occurs in
the early stages of the project, in selecting the team members, and in establishing expectations
and operating protocols.
Lee (2008b) sets out a simple, straightforward recipe for successful team supervision. She
is clear about the advantages and the risks involved in team supervision and points out that there
are in fact many influences on the doctoral student outside supervision. With outside influences
and support external to the teams, Lee states that “there are often more people in a supervisory
team than we realise” (p. 35). Lee advises that there are questions that the supervisors need to
discuss with colleagues to clarify their understandings on the nature of doctoral studies, the
purpose of these programs and ethical issues. Ideally seminars addressing such issues may be
available for students to participate in. Supervisors also need to be aware of their approach to
supervision and the kinds of support they are prepared to offer students and discuss this within
the team. Such self-knowledge is also important in the development of supervisor identity and
agency. Being clear about goals and expectations, as already noted in Arden et al. (2010) is critical.
Lee states that “a supervisory team can only fully achieve its goals if every member of the team
has signed up to them and each individual feels that their personal objectives will be enhanced by
participating in the overall teamwork” (p. 11). Implicit in this statement is the expectation that the
team will discuss openly their goals, role allocation, modes of communication, frequency and
purposes of meetings, milestones and forward planned next steps. Throughout this Lee’s guide
book is a statement that acts as an overriding caveat: “A supervisory team can only exist
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successfully if it meets and discusses key issues” (pages 7, 11, 17, 35). The guidelines offered by
Lee are very similar to those given by Pang (1999). What underlies both of these authors work is
that for teams to collaborate effectively mutual trust and respect is essential.
Collaborative teams are organic (Cumming, 2010) and transit through stages from
establishment to completion (and sometimes beyond). Sambrook, Stewart, and Roberts (2008)
explore the ingredients for the success of their collaborative team. There had been a pre-existing
relationship prior to the commencement of the PhD project and this meant that trust,
acknowledged as “an important criterion” (p 73), and interpersonal compatibility were established
at the outset. For students and supervisors where there is no pre-existing relationship, trust as for
any significant relationship, takes time to develop. Sambrook et al. also make the point that
learning to give and receive critical feedback is a necessary skill. Doloriert et al. (2012) in their
study established that feedback is the most common reason for team meetings. Consequently
“students and supervisors need to see feedback as being positive for self-development, but also
need to be aware of the power and emotion dimensions of this sensitive aspect of doctoral
supervision” (p. 732). Establishing the protocols for feedback in the establishment phase of
collaborative teams supports the agency of both the giver and receiver of feedback, and
contributes to mutual trust and respect. In somewhat surprising results, attributed in part by the
majority of their student cohort being in the later stages of their candidature, was the revelation
that “students perceived their supervisors as having less power than the supervisors perceived
themselves as having” (p. 741). This supports the view that over the course of candidature there is
a shift in the “locus of control’ over the project towards the student. Power is seen as being
exercised in different ways (Sinclair, 1992) at different stages by team members. It also “supports
the notion of the supervisor as a collaborator, supervising through facilitation …where the power
becomes facilitation centred thus making a supervisor seem less powerful” (Doloriert et al., p.
741). This is a point also made by Bernstein (2000) that the weaker framing of collaborative
pedagogies reduces the “apparent control” (p. 13) of the supervisor. Doloriert et al. (2012) draw
on data from cohorts of supervisors and doctoral students for their mixed methods study in the
UK. By their own admission it is a small sample and the narrow context limits their findings. Their
findings however raise interesting questions about how power operates in collaborative teams.
What is clear however, is that supervision as facilitation in collaborative teams creates an
environment that supports the agency of all team members.
Individual agency that is supported by communities of practice, training and within wellstructured teams that discuss openly the issues that can be anticipated and arise during the life of
the research project, are more likely to be productive and empowering.

2.7 Power and pedagogy in supervision
Traditional models of supervision have often been cast in hierarchical power relations as
master/apprentice with strong inferences that power is used by the supervisor to oppress the
student, and the student is a passive novice, willing slave to the superior knowledge of the master.
This view, even within the traditional dyadic model of single supervisor is contested by Bartlett &
Mercer (2000) and by Grant (2003). However there is a tension embedded within the relationship
between supervisors and students in the pedagogy of supervision. Manathunga (2009) explains
this tension as the duality of roles played by the supervisors where “supervisors must act as both
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the student’s mentor and supporter and, at the same time, the gatekeeper of the discipline” (p.
343). Johnson et al. (2000) describe doctoral studies as a paradox of constraint and freedom,
exploring this conceptualisation in a number of supervision pedagogies. In the respective roles and
responsibilities between supervisors and students, however they may be structured, power
dynamics operate. In team supervision and particularly with collaborative team supervision, power
dynamics become more complex and problematic.
The complexity of the supervisory relationship is addressed by Cumming (2010). In his
mixed methods study, he conducted a comprehensive national survey of doctoral students (n =
5395), supplementing this with ten semi-structured interviews across a range of disciplines from
one university, and added further data from individuals identified by the student interviewees as
having significant influence on their research and learning, developing a series of ‘case narratives’.
Cumming argues for an integrative model of doctoral studies and arrangements that
acknowledges the complexity of ‘doctoral enterprise’. This complexity includes not only the
activities of doctoral studies but “reflect an appreciation of additional factors such as historical
developments, cultural understandings and professional protocols that impact on all those
engaged in doctoral work” (p.31). This complexity needs to be understood within the context of
the enterprise, and supported by arrangements that are the “diverse range of relationships,
networks, resources and artefacts, within which doctoral practices are embedded” (p.33). As
Cumming points out there are limitations to a holistic and integrative conceptualisation of
doctoral enterprise. In its generality it is not a blueprint for action, and does not pretend to reflect
a particular reality. Rather it is to be considered a prompt for further dialogue in the field of
doctoral studies. There are however, important implications. In acknowledging a higher level of
complexity, the concept of an understanding of an “‘ecosystem’ of many components that are
interdependent as well as interrelated” (p.36) needs to be developed. In recognition of the fluid
and multidimensional interactions “quality enhancement as well as quality assurance” (p. 36)
needs to be considered, a point also made by Yates (2010). So too the means, methods and sites
of interaction and engagement during the course of study need to be more open, flexible and
distributed. A further implication is a shift from skills acquisition to performativity of attributes
and effective practice in “unfamiliar settings or particularly challenging circumstances” (p.37).
Translating the conceptualisation of an ‘ecosystem’ that is fluid, dynamic and continually adapting
into practices and arrangements that support doctoral student learning is a considerable challenge
that has been approached in various ways in recent literature such as Willetts et al. (2012) and
Sambrook et al. (2008) that focus on pedagogies of supervision. With the increased complexity of
interactions in collaborative team supervision in any arrangement, the management of this
complexity is a key to optimal learning outcomes for students. For students who are active within
the collaboration and are able to make sense of different and sometimes contradictory advice and
negotiate from an empowered position are likely to thrive within these arrangements.
Bartlett and Mercer (2000) explore three metaphors to create an image of supervision and
doctoral studies. All three metaphors emphasise “the notion of knowledge construction, the
developing of different knowledges through a creative process of research and writing” (p. 200). In
examining their own dyadic supervisor/student relationship they initially cast themselves into a
mother/daughter position, revising it later to older/younger sister, reflecting better a less
hierarchical relationship. Whether the supervision of a doctoral thesis is described as cooking up a
feast in the kitchen, gardening or bushwalking, the overriding theme is of collaboration in a richly
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rewarding creative endeavour. The relationship between supervisor and student is not fixed,
moving progressively as the stages of thesis development are transited. This is expressed as ‘the
shifting power differential between the two parties” (p. 203). In Bartlett and Mercer’s account
power is portrayed as a resource that is shared, and as the student becomes more empowered
there is no sense that the supervisor becomes less so. In this description we see power
conceptualised as productive not oppressive, and leads to “feeling as if we had seriously and
joyously learned from one another” (p. 203).
Grant (2003) also conceptualises power as potentially dynamic and productive in
supervision. In tentatively mapping the relationships of power and desire in supervision, Grant
presents “a view of supervision as a complex and unstable process, one filled with pleasures and
risks” (p. 175). The complexity of relationships in supervision is seen as being a form of teaching
with “peculiarly intense and negotiated character, as well as in its requirements for a blend of
pedagogical and personal relationship skills” (p. 175). Drawing on her own experiences as a
doctoral student, supervisor and academic developer, Grant develops a conceptual ‘map’ of the
relationships between the supervisor (singular), the doctoral student and knowledge. Using two
textual sources (a transcript of a supervisory meeting and notes made by both the supervisor and
master’s student) she uses Critical Discourse Analysis to analyse the power dynamics. Grant
conceptualises four layers that are interwoven, creating fields of power, between socially
positioned individuals with their own agencies. One field of power pertains to the institutionally
prescribed relationships with stable positions, another described as “variable, complex, unstable
therefore unpredictable relationships” (p. 183). The graphic image used is a triangle with the
supervisor in the superior position, with the student and thesis (knowledge) on the inferior axis.
There is interaction between the two fields, as there is between the supervisor, student and
knowledge. The term ‘individuals’ is used as a move away from seeing the power relationship as
oppressive. These individuals “are implicated in mutual power relations that, produced through
the workings of identity and their stereotypes, derive meaning from broader life experiences and
social positionings” (p. 182).
The importance of considering the role of identity and fostering of agency, emphasised by
Grant (2003), an aspect discussed in the previous section of this review, and the interplay of social
interaction between the socially positioned individuals creates a third layer. Communication in the
interactions both on a social and institution level is critically important and may act potentially
productively or jeopardise the relationships. A fourth layer, described as the “eruptions of desire”
further complicates the relationship. These desires are seen in the “unconscious responses to each
other” (p. 185), products of the life experiences and personal characteristics of the individuals.
Desire is irrational and adds to the instability of the relationships, juxtaposed with the rational
elements of academic research. The complexity of the map of supervisory relationships is
described by Grant:
This is the map I want to offer, a map anchored to the stable institutional positions of
supervisor, student, and thesis, but criss-crossed by unpredictable relations between selves
and social positions, between reason and desire, between past experiences, present
actions, and future hopes. These relations overlap and intersect, confuse and interfere with
each other. Crucially for our understanding of pedagogy, the map expands pedagogical
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relations beyond the supervisor–student horizon in several directions. In one direction, it
expands them to include the social positions of those who take up the places of supervisor
and student. These positions exert their own ‘truths’ of the self, shaping the ways in which
individuals enact themselves as student and supervisor as well as the expectations and
desires they have of each other (p. 187).
The map created by Grant goes a considerable way to exploring and explaining power dynamics
embedded in supervision. However this explanation is based on the relationships between a single
supervisor and student. In considering team supervision the relationships become increasingly
complex as additional supervisor(s) are added into the dynamics. Grant acknowledges the framing
of the institutionalised relationship between supervisor and student. However the context of
supervision has shifted considerably further towards accountability and risk management, placing
supervisory relationships under considerable pressure as timely completion and academic
workloads have intensified. The field of power exercised by the state, interpreted and enforced
through institutions as regulatory bodies in the framing supervisory practices of doctoral studies
needs further examination.
In a study conducted by Manathunga (2012a) on team supervision her focus was primarily
on “how power circulates between supervisors”(p. 29). She drew on data collected from four
supervisory team meetings; two from social sciences and two from humanities. Most of the team
meetings were recorded over four consecutive meetings (one team only twice). Following the
meetings supervisors and students were asked to reflect and respond to a small number of
questions. These responses were independent of each other and obtained through email. The
reflections provided “valuable indications of each participant’s thoughts, feelings and experiences
of each meeting” (p. 32). Manathunga’s findings provide deep insight that has been absent from
the field. She reveals “how team supervision produces self-regulation and peer-regulation
between supervisors and how intersections of gender and power emerge” from the data. She also
explores “how the operations of power between supervisors can be both generative and
problematic” (p. 30). Manathunga argues that in team supervision supervisors are not only
‘watching’ the student but also critically observing each other. In this context “Supervisors become
simultaneously more powerful and less powerful when subjected to the scrutiny of their
colleagues as well as that of their students. So too, students also become both less and more
powerful in these team interactions” (p. 32). This is clearly a very substantial impact for all team
members. Manathunga found evidence of supervisors “censoring themselves”, selecting their
words carefully and adapting their responses to the audience of student and colleague/s. The
colleague may be viewed as a sources of criticism and Manathunga uses the term “under
surveillance” (p. 34), and this has the effect of shifting the student from the central focus to a
concern with how ‘self’ is being perceived by other/s. There was also evidence of peer-regulation,
where one supervisor’s comments act on the other supervisor in a moderating way. In
Manathunga’s data the sample demonstrates a positive effect of peer-regulation. A comment
from one supervisor had “the effect of reducing the student’s defensiveness or confusion in each
of the cases respectively and allows them to regain their composure or their understanding of the
feedback being given” (p. 36). However, there is also the possibility where intervention might act
as silencing, creating a negative and disempowering effect. Much of the complexity of interactions
between supervisors and students operates in the field of interpersonal relationships, however
there it is also evident that supervisors exercise power contesting knowledge in these team
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contexts. In the ‘chaotic’ complexity of collaborative supervision as Manathunga’s data reveals
there are many layers within the interactions and each layer is worthy of considerably more
research, such as gender as mentioned in the article. The data is drawn from a small sample,
though it is rigorously obtained and examined. The focus on the circulation of power between
supervisors leaves many questions unanswered about the effects on students.
In other work on team supervision Manathunga (2012b) noted that there is an assumption
in the policy documents that team members will behave altruistically towards co-supervisors and
students in the context of supervision. Unfortunately sites such as thethesiswhisperer.com
(ThesisWhisperer, 2013) tell all too often, another story (though such sites are likely to attract
complaints rather than endorsements). Clearly, in the accounts given by some, for example Pang
(1999) and Sambrook et al. (2008) there are many potential benefits for team members in
collaborative supervision. There are also considerable risks, some of which may have serious
consequences such as students dropping out if the dynamics become unworkable. Given that
team supervision has become accepted practice, the issue then becomes one of structure and
management. Not all teams are collaborative, and nor should they be, as this is not the preferred
learning context for all students or supervisors. As Pole (1998) notes, some teams are scarcely
removed from the traditional dyad. Other teams may ‘segment’ supervision, with responsibility
delineated into specific expertise areas such that one supervisor will mentor the student for
statistics for example, and only engage in that way. Where agreements exist between universities
domestically or internationally, students may commence at one university and spend time at
another university. In these cases the supervisory team is a kind of ‘tag team’. In segmented tag
and de facto dyads the circulation of power is less complex, and Grant’s (2003) model serves well.
However, the collaborative model of supervision, needs further investigation. There is certainly
wise advice available on structuring teams, discussed earlier in the chapter, but there is not yet a
comprehensive understanding of how power operates.

2.8 Gender and power in team supervision
Team supervision inevitably raises issues of gender and power. Teams will often involve
both males and females, either as supervisors and / or doctoral students. As Duerst-Lahti and Kelly
(1995) state “the interpersonal interactions between men and women involve gender power” (p.
165). They also note that “men and women generally approach communication differently” (p.
165). In team supervision, interpersonal communication is the primary vehicle for supporting the
development of a doctoral student and their thesis. It is reasonable to assume therefore that
gender determined social positioning and performance of identity will be apparent in team
supervision interactions where both genders are represented. Connell (1987) notes that taken for
granted power structuration or “naturalization” is a “profoundly political” process (p. 246)
embedded in social practices. Devos (2004) argues that the discourse of the academy is highly
gendered, and that “has profound implications for women seeking success in academic work” (p.
72). Success in the academy is linked in many cases to academics successful doctoral student
completions, which means that to achieve academic ranking, supervision is a core component.
Seagram, Gould, and Pyke (1998) in their cross disciplinary UK study of 154 recent doctoral
graduates, note that there were no significant differences between gender in time to completion,
the level of satisfaction with their supervision experiences was lower for females than males.
48

Females were less likely to collaborate in joint publications with their supervisors. Females
expected to complete more rapidly than they did, giving rise to a level of frustration and
dissatisfaction, which suggest that women had higher expectations of themselves than their male
counterparts. Women also articulated annoyance with slow feedback. There was greater variation
between disciplines in completion times, establishing supervisory relationships and the quality of
the graduate experience than between genders. The study suggests that for females, the actual
experience of post graduate research is less likely to meet preconceived ideas of relationships and
progression than it does for males. More women attributed their gender as a factor in their
progress and were more likely to be aware of internal conflicts in their supervisory teams. The
concern is that more males were given opportunities to collaborate on publications than women,
although the study does not put forward reasons for this. This study is somewhat dated given the
changes to supervision arrangement in the UK in the intervening period, however comparative
studies in the Australian context may be illuminating.
Johnson et al. (2000) examined the “gendered character of the independent, autonomous
scholar that lies at the heart of the pedagogic practices and regularity regimes of the PhD” (p.137).
Traditional models of supervision are framed in terms of rational, critical independent scholarship
that eschew emotional engagement and caring for the doctoral student. In their data from
interviews with female supervisors, it was evident that female supervisors struggle to develop
pedagogies more attuned to collaborative forms of knowledge making, and recognition that
doctoral students are forming and learning to perform new identities rather than being ‘readyalready’ autonomous scholars. Firth and Martens (2008) argue that “supervisors are best
equipped for their roles by a process of personal self-transformation which allows them to achieve
an appropriate balance between emotional and rational elements in their supervisory practice” (p.
279). Supervision can thus be seen as a site of tensions as individuals, either supervisors or
doctoral students seek to form and perform identities in their respective roles. Identity is a
fundamentally gendered social construction, and agency the performance of that identity. In
mixed gender supervisory teams gender and power are inescapable elements of power dynamics.
However, as Manathunga (2012a) notes in her analysis of three mixed gender supervisory teams,
power and gender may be difficult to separate from the effects of rank, experience and
personality.

2.9 Summary of literature in the field
In the last 15 years higher education has become the focus of increasing government
attention, with numerous policy changes that have gone to the heart of higher degree research
programs. The changes have affected funding structures, staff student ratios, increased the
number and diversity of doctoral student enrolments, and created a climate of accountability and
risk management (Neumann, 2007). There has been significant polarising debate about the central
purpose of doctoral studies, and an overall shift to make universities and the programs they offer
part of the market economy (Goode, 2010). This has pushed universities to restructure and shift
their focus in order to adjust to a kind of new world order of market driven decision making to
draw in funds (Corones, 2012). University policies relating to doctoral studies have become more
regulatory, with much tighter constraints, and as such have become a larger factor in considering
power and control at the micro level of supervisory teams. At the same time in a globalised
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context knowledge creation has shifted from disciplinary boundaries to a greater emphasis on
cross and multidisciplinary research as the appreciation of interconnectedness of global issues has
increased (Go8, 2013). Technology and particularly information communication technology has
enabled interconnectedness (Wisker et al., 2007). It has also contributed to how supervisory
teams operate with the use of email and virtual presence through tools such as Skype. Team
members may be widely distributed for periods of time, but may still participate.
The policy of team supervision of doctoral students is a point of tension, caught between
the two discourses that focus on the purpose of doctoral studies – on the one hand serving
national economic interests and on the other developing research, researchers and creating new
knowledge.
The pedagogy of supervision is adjusted for the team configuration and the disciplinary
context of the topic. It is adapted for the student’s background knowledge, culture, capacity and
enrolment status. It is dependent on how supervisors understand their role and the approaches
they prefer (Guerin et al., 2015). The pedagogy revolves around the central task or project of
thesis development. Available pedagogies also depend on the structure of the supervisory team.
How the pedagogy is applied is also dependent on the structure of the supervisory team, and the
range of skills, knowledge and personal characteristics of the supervisors. It is also dependent on
the stage of the thesis (Gatfield, 2005; Halse, 2011). Essentially the pedagogy of supervision is
highly adaptive and reflexive, with a multiplicity of factors to consider for supervisors and
students.
In the policy context across universities in Australia team supervision has become the
norm, identified as ‘good practice’ (Manathunga, 2012b). This term is broad, and in social sciences,
humanities and education teams take many configurations. Team configurations are often
affected by the disciplinary nature of the topic, with increasing numbers of teams formed from the
necessity of having multiple supervisors to provide expertise from a number of disciplines(Guerin
et al., 2011; Willetts et al., 2012). The way teams function reflects supervisor pedagogies, the
needs of the students, university and faculty policies. Literature from industry is helpful in
informing key characteristics of collaborative team work (Silverstone & Cross, 2011; Sinclair,
1992), though there are some important differences between the industry and doctoral studies in
university contexts.
An important common element between collaborative teams in industry and doctoral
studies is the fostering of agency. Agency is the performance of identity and may be supported at
an individual level by communities of practices and other support networks external to supervision
(Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010). It should also be supported within the team. It seems clear
throughout the literature that the fostering of agency is an important feature of productive
collaborative teams. Well-structured collaborative teams build the capacity of team members and
have a flow-on effect to the academic and wider community (Arden et al., 2010). There are
effective strategies that nurture agency and support harmonious functioning of the team. Good
communication, clarity of roles and expectations, positive and supportive work practices and
mutual trust and respect are characteristics of strong collaborative teams (Lee, 2008b).
Doctoral studies are a highly complex eco-system, with supervisors and students
interdependent on networks of relationships (Cumming, 2010). The purpose of doctoral studies is
on the creation of new knowledge and/or practices in the field. The purpose of supervision is to
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enable the student to develop as an independent, highly skilled researcher who is able to conduct
research in an ethical manner. The end product of the supervisory relationship with the student is
a thesis that meets the standards of disciplinary knowledge. Fundamental to the relationship
between the student, supervisor and knowledge is a power dynamic (Grant, 2003). Power,
understood as agency is dynamic, redistributed over the course of candidature. In harmonious
teams power is cumulative, not taken at the expensive of another and may be understood as
capacity building (Evans, 2010).
Power and pedagogy are inextricably linked. The approach taken by the supervisor and the
way the team is structured have a significant bearing on how power is shared and nurtured.
Grant’s (2003) work provides an insightful conceptualisation of power dynamics that operates in
dyadic supervision. Her explication of the four interactive layers and fields of power that operate
between the supervisor, the student and knowledge (thesis) provides a basis for thinking about
how power circulation may differ with the inclusion of additional supervisors. Manathunga’s work
(2012 a, 2012 b) warns that team supervision presents both risks and opportunities. Her study of
power dynamics between supervisors in teams opens up discussion of power circulation in
collaborative teams.
There are numerous points of tension in the literature of the field of doctoral studies.








Governance largely addresses the national interests of producing skilled researchers
who can contribute to national economic and political advantage in a framework that
ensures legal obligations, constrains costs and shifts higher education into a market
context (Edwards et al., 2009; Go8, 2013; Sinclair, 2004). This discourse is resisted by
practitioners in the field who consider that doctoral studies is much more about the
social and ethical development of academic researchers that goes beyond the
production of a thesis (Goode, 2010; Neumann, 2009; Yates, 2010).
The shift to team supervision in disciplines outside the natural sciences is a direct effect
of policy and of increasing numbers of cross and inter-disciplinary studies. There are
broad interpretations in the literature about the term ‘team’ and how the performance
of team supervision impacts on team members. This has two interrelated implications:
the pedagogies of team supervision are emergent (Danby & Lee, 2012b; Guerin et al.,
2011; Lee, 2008a, 2008b; Manathunga et al., 2006; Willetts et al., 2012); and team
supervision presents both challenges and opportunities and requires on-going scrutiny
(Manathunga, 2012a, 2012b; Pole, 1998).
Collaborative team work in any workplace context – business teams Edwards et al.,
2009; Go8, 2013; Sinclair, 2004), academic research teams (Arden et al., 2010; Midgley
& Danaher, 2010) or supervisory teams (Guerin et al., 2011; Nisselle & Duncan, 2008) –
need to be understood in terms of power relationships that require considerable
negotiation to be successful. There are however some fundamental differences
between workplace teams and supervisory teams in the positioning of the student.
Student agency has been the focus of significant literature (Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010;
Carter et al., 2014; Hopwood, 2010) which positions the doctoral student as proactive
in developing and managing relationships within supervisory teams. However the
agency of early career supervisors and experienced supervisors within supervision
teams has received less attention, with indications that there are shortfalls in the
preparation of both these cohorts for team supervision as a pedagogic space (Brew &
Peseta, 2004; Kiley, 2011; Pearson & Kayrooz, 2004). The literature on supervisory
teams has focused on conceptualising the space as complex and organic (Cumming,
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2010), based on shared understandings and trust (Lee, 2008b; Sambrook et al., 2008)
rather than addressing agency in the team. Doloriert et al. (2012) challenges
assumptions of perceptions of supervisor power in supervisory teams.
The duality of roles played by supervisors (Manathunga, 2009), paradoxes of constraint
and freedom (Johnson et al., 2000), complex web of interrelationships (Cumming,
2010) and diversity of student needs, characteristics and topics (Guerin et al., 2015)
present challenges in ‘mapping’ power relationships in team supervision of doctoral
students. Grant’s work (Grant, 2003) provides a credible ‘map’ for power dynamics in
dyadic supervisory relationships as a useful start point.
Gender and power are inescapable elements of mixed gender teams, and add an
additional layer of complexity to the circulation of power (Manathunga, 2012a). It may
be difficult to disentangle gender and power dynamics from other dynamics involving
seniority and personality. Traditional gendered conceptions of doctoral supervision
(Johnson et al., 2000) present challenges in the modern context of supervision and
doctoral pedagogies (Firth & Martens, 2008).

Given what is already known about doctoral supervision, and in particular collaborative
team supervision this study is designed in order to address the following gaps.

2.10 Gaps in the literature
There is an assumption that there is an understanding of what ‘team’ means to supervisors
and students, and yet there is an absence of clear definitions for what appears to be some
identifiable modes.
Power circulation in supervision is addressed in dyadic teams, and between supervisors in
collaborative teams. Characteristics and strategies of collaborative research by academic
colleagues have been identified and frames collaborative teamwork as capacity building. However
there is a significant gap in the literature that addresses how power circulates between all the
members of collaborative teams and knowledge. Little attention has been paid to the relationships
between supervisors and how this impacts on team dynamics. With a clearer understanding of
how power may be shared and fostered, it may be possible to identify underpinning principles and
strategies that increase the capacity of individual team members and the team itself.

2.11 Research focus and aims
In the light of the review of literature and what is already known, the focus of this study is
on adding to the body of knowledge about team supervision in doctoral studies in Australia. This
study is confined to team supervision in disciplines within social sciences, humanities and
education. The intention is to develop a definition and taxonomy of team supervision modes. In
particular the intention is to examine the circulation of power in collaborative supervisory teams.
It is hoped that by understanding better how power circulates in the course of thesis development
successful strategies may be identified that lead to capacity building for the team members and
the wider community.

52

2.12 Research questions
2.12.1 What are the current understandings of ‘team’ supervision in doctoral studies?
2.12.2 How does power operate within collaborative team supervision?
2.12.3 What pedagogic design strategies increase the productive operation of
collaborative team supervision?

In the following chapter I present the theoretical framing of this study that draws on
political science and socio-cognitive concepts of power.
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Chapter 3: Field glasses
3.1 Introduction
In this chapter I explain the theoretical framework for the study (field glasses). Concepts
of power and specifically agency are examined for their contribution to understanding and
mapping the dynamics of power in supervisory teams - particularly collaborative teams. Concepts
of power frame relationships of supervisory teams. This provides an elaboration of how power
functions in the dynamics of social structures, and particularly how power may be seen to
simultaneously constrain and emancipate (Haugaard, 2012). This section is followed by a close
examination of concepts of agency, drawing on socio-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986, 2000,
2001) and recent theory on the function of trust as power (Raffnsøe, 2013). Socio-cognitive
theories devolve understanding of agency from the social structuring of teams to the interpersonal
performance of agency as individual agency and team agency. There is a strong resonance
between these theoretical perspectives with their mutual focus on identifying power and
constraint within social structures, and by exposing the workings of power to exploit the potential,
making access to power more equitable. This study is an attempt to map how power dynamics
function within the field and to identify strategies that are empowering and produce optimal
learning outcomes. I complete this chapter with an explanation of the concepts of power and
terms chosen to support my research into team supervision.
Below is a diagram that lays out the epistemology, paradigm, methodology and methods
used in this study.
Study Design
Discourses of power and agency
↓
Socio-cognitive theories
↓
In-depth Interviews
(Supervisors, & doctoral students)
↓
Coding
↓
Thematic qualitative analysis
(with a focus on power relationships)
Figure 3-1: Theoretical framing and methodological overview

3.2 The problem
Framed in neo-liberal paradigms that have come to dominate the discourses of
management in higher education in Australia, team supervision of doctoral students has become
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accepted as good practice. Team supervision has been traditionally practiced in the sciences, but is
relatively new in humanities, social sciences and education (Sinclair, 2004). The policy for team
supervision is widely seen as driven by risk management and accountability concerns that focuses
on the rate and time to completion of doctoral theses (Manathunga, 2012b). The complexity of
team supervision and the risks and opportunities afforded by such modes of supervision, raised by
Manathunga (2012a) have received inadequate attention. The pedagogy of team supervision is
emergent with both opportunities and risks for students and supervisors as they try to make sense
of multiple dimensions to new modes of collaborative team supervision. The relationships
between stakeholders of higher education research, from government to institutions, supervisors
and doctoral students and their relationships to knowledge are fundamentally relationships of
power. However understanding and mapping these power dynamics is not fully informed by the
literature in the field. There is value in attempting this task. By understanding these dynamics it
may be possible to make this deeply personal, intense and sustained relationship that is focused
on the core task of creating new knowledge, more reliably structured and maintained to build the
capacity for team members individually and collectively.
To address the problem of inadequate understanding and mapping of team supervision
and ways of enhancing the arrangement, the study posed three research questions:
1

What are the current understandings of ‘team’ supervision in doctoral studies?

2

How does power operate within collaborative team supervision?

3

What pedagogic design strategies increase the productive operation of
collaborative team supervision?

3.3 Introducing power and agency
In this section I discuss concepts of power in the modern context of democratic
institutions, drawing on the discipline of political science. The focus is on the ways power is seen
to function as a social dynamic in democratic contexts within social structures. I explain how these
understandings apply in the context of higher education institutions – universities – and more
specifically within the framework of the supervision of doctoral students in the development of a
thesis. The performance of power in multiple dimensions is ultimately about social relationships,
shaped by and shaping people at all levels in complex and interdependent interactions. There are
complex dualities of constraint and freedom that enable agency for individuals and groups to act
to create preferred futures, and fulfil desires; and dualities of knowledge and power.

3.4 Concepts of power
Modern institutions in democratic societies operate in a significantly more complex
globalised and interconnected context than in the past, which has reshaped the way they function.
These changes have significant impact on the personal experiences of individuals within these
institutions (Giddens, 1991). Power in education institutions, including specifically universities, is
deeply embedded in traditions and enshrined in laws and policies that inform not only the
curriculum (Pennycook, 2010), the language (Fairclough, 2001), but also the relationships between
the various actors – student-student, student-teacher, teacher-teacher. It is wedged deep in the
curriculum, in teaching styles and assessment forms, in the construction of legitimate texts
(Bernstein, 1996). Education institutions are instruments of the state, (Foucault, 2002; Lukes,
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2005) reproducing hegemonic power paradigms. Within these structures, with traditions of critical
thinking and discursive practice, there are opportunities for empowerment (Bernstein, 1996;
Foucault, 2002). This study, with its focus on team supervision in doctoral studies, is within the
contexts of universities as social institutions and instruments of state. This framing establishes
relationships between layers of governance and individual actors that are fundamentally about
power. Grant (2003) argues convincingly that there is a power relationship between the
supervisor, the student and knowledge (thesis). The interactions between these three agencies
need to be productive, active, adaptive and transformed through pedagogy.
Contemporary discussion over concepts of power invoke “overlapping dualities”, the nexus
or separation of knowledge and power, ‘power over’ or ‘power to’, domination or empowerment
(Haugaard, 2009, p. 254). Within the context of higher education in a liberal western hegemony,
political theorists like Foucault (Foucault, 2002), Giddens (Giddens, 1984, 1991, 1994), Lukes
(Lukes, 2005), Gordon (Gordon, 2007, 2009), Haugaard (Haugaard, 2003, 2009, 2012) and Clegg
(Clegg, 1989, 2009) are more appropriate to understanding power as more subtle and pervasive
rather than violent and coercive, predominantly enabling and productive of new knowledge and
new truths. Giddens (1984) in his theory of structuration, considers the constraint of power in
everyday practices, as a form of practical consciousness and later (Giddens, 1994) interprets the
expansion of globalisation as a greatly enabling discursive practice. The organisational /social
structural concepts of power are pertinent to higher educational institutions. Collectively, these
political philosophers look at concepts of power as practice rather than as idealised concepts
(Gordon, 2007, 2009; Lukes, 2005). Haugaard, strongly influenced by Giddens, deconstructs power
relationships in terms of social structures. This has strong application in this examination of
doctoral studies that occur in universities in Australia.
Foucault (1997, 2002) focused his attention on history and sciences rather than on
education as he developed his political theories, but his thinking has application to education
contexts, albeit limited. Schools and universities are neither asylums nor places of incarceration
but power relationships and “techniques of power” (p.116) exist in these institutions. Lukes (2005)
was primarily concerned with “how to think about power theoretically and how to study it
empirically” (p.1). His contribution is largely in explicating further Foucault’s ‘taken-for-granted’
forms of power, and power demonstrated through acquiescence rather than contestation.
Gordon’s elaboration of rationalisation of internal ‘truths’ is useful in understanding contemporary
complex organisations. Clegg has much to contribute in illuminating organisational power.
Haugaard’s examination of the debates of power and his concept of hegemonic power add clarity
to the effects of university culture. His recent work, (Haugaard, 2012) presents a substantial and
convincing rethink on the dimensions of power, giving far greater weight to the positive and
enabling forms of power. Supervisory teams are charged with the task of creating new knowledge,
a task that demands considerable productive power.
Knowledge is an interpretation of the world, in which there are no universal ‘truths’
(Gordon, 2007, 2009; Lukes, 2005). Foucault takes knowledge as a form of perspective, the
elements of which may appear as universals, but in fact “belong to the order of results, events,
effects” (Foucault, 2002, p. 13). Clegg (2009) identifies the pragmatist view of knowledge “as
socially constructed and thus culturally significant and context dependent, used as resources in
strategic local games of politics” (p.52). By this interpretation power may be either enabling or
dominating, depending on socio-political forces in that time and context. Haugaard (2012) takes
issue with Foucault and Lukes who regard the nexus between power and knowledge as a means of
domination. Haugaard instead states that the “relationship between power and knowledge is
simultaneously the key to emancipatory concerted power” (p. 42). As researchers, students and
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supervisors are mutually engaged in the development of knowledge, an appreciation of the
contextual and cultural aspects to the interpretation and conceptualisation of knowledge is
important.
Power and knowledge according to Foucault are inseparable. “Power and knowledge
directly imply one another” (Foucault, 1977, p. 27). Knowledge is a product of power and it is in
the struggle and processes that determine “the forms and possible domains of knowledge” (p.28).
It is in the context of the interpretation of our world that some forms of knowledge and truth are
privileged or acknowledged and in this acknowledgement given power. It is power that determines
what will be acknowledged. Lukes (2005) likewise sees the nexus between knowledge and power,
introducing his concept of the third dimension of power, “the power to decide what is decided”.
This power is a means of “securing consent”, a means of “averting both conflict and grievance”
(p.111). Gordon exposes the nexus between power and knowledge, as a local truth, as an almost
unassailable power “deeply embedded in an organisations social system and [that] become the
‘natural order of things’” (p. 14). Haugaard (2012) explains the concept of “natural order” as
“practical consciousness knowledge” (p.45), knowledge that we use for regular interactions.
Practical consciousness knowledge is used to create systems of thought or categorisation that
allow us to include and exclude information as we make sense of our world, or ‘structuration
practices’. Because this knowledge is conscious knowledge it is discursive, open to argument.
These practices are “embedded in systems of meaning that make certain acts appear reasonable
and others unreasonable” (p.45). In an organisation such as a university, long established systems
of meaning define what may be included or excluded, based on what is interpreted as reasonable
or unreasonable. This power, however, should not necessarily be seen as domination. By moving
“practical consciousness into discursive consciousness” (p.47) it is possible to examine the tacit
knowledge and challenge the natural order, to “problematize[d] as discursive knowledge” (p.46)
the embedded power dynamics of established categories of relationships such as those between
supervisors and doctoral students.
Universities are large modern institutions with long and legitimate traditions; traditions of
relationships, of communication, of research and knowledge with “a set of values, norms, beliefs
and behaviours” (Dunne, 2011, p. 616). Universities have traditions of apprenticeship, “divisions of
labor and … hierarchy of tasks” that “permit the exercise of power”, (Foucault, 2002, p. 338) and
‘codes of order’ that are the accepted order of things. Lukes refers to ‘dispositional’ power, “an
ability or capacity of an agent or agents, which may or may not be exercised” (p.63), to social
structures and cultural patterning of groups and ‘practices of institutions’, that reflect a dominant
world view. Gordon (2007) exposed the social culture of a police force that maintained
acquiescence through a system of local knowledge, in “people’s knowledge of power relations and
how they need to act within these relations in order to legitimise their “voice”, power both
surrounds and pervades them” (p. 98). To gain legitimacy, to be acknowledged, to have your
version of knowledge acknowledged, an understanding and ability to manipulate local paradigms
of power is necessary. Set within policies, procedures and traditions that define what constitutes a
legitimate thesis, supervision is an exercise of power that enables (or silences) the student’s voice.
However, it is possible to resist these forces (Clegg, 1989, 2009; Foucault, 2002; Gordon,
2007; Haugaard, 2009; Lukes, 2005). The concept of hegemony contains both dominance and
autonomy (Haugaard, 2009). By giving consent to the dominant ideologies, refusal is implicit. It is
the possibility of resistance that makes power a potentially positive and enabling force. Change, or
replacing a “manifest truth” with newer ones, occurs when “the familiarities that served as its
support, the darknesses that brought about its clarity, and all those faraway things that secretly
sustained it and made it ‘go without saying’” (Foucault, 2002, p. 447) are exposed. Gordon’s work
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on the NSW police force reveal that until the nature of the local knowledge regimes of power were
exposed, all attempts to bring about significant changes of culture, were unsuccessful. Once the
regimes of power were exposed, they could be addressed. It is only by examining the ‘taken for
granted’ powers in a particular context, explained in various ways by Foucault, Lukes, Haugaard
and Gordon that it may be evaluated and challenged. The challenge in this study is to expose the
regimes of power within team supervision in order to address apparent concerns.
Haugaard (2012) reconceives power as existing in four dimensions. It is Haugaard’s
contention that viewing power in terms of ‘power over, ‘power to’ and ‘power with’ obscures the
mutuality of ‘power over’ and ‘power to’. ‘Power over’ and ‘power to’ operate hand in glove, that
is, while ‘power over’ in all dimensions works to constrain, it simultaneously creates the potential
for agency or ‘power to’. As a dialectic it contains within it the antithesis, simultaneously creating
constraint and emancipation. Haugaard prefers the terms zero-sum and positive-sum. The first
dimension, usually regarded as the ‘power over’ another is reinterpreted as zero-sum/positivesum depending on whether the power is structure dependent like democratic elections, or nonstructure dependent or goal oriented –‘give me your money or I’ll shoot you’. Structures may be
either enabling and/or constraining. Elections allow for a winner and a loser, but the loser accepts
defeat (graciously or not), in the knowledge that there may be another opportunity. Power is
ceded from one to another and is not cumulative or productive of increased power. However,
these structures are reproduced through acceptance, and the more frequent the reproduction,
the more they become the ‘natural order of things’, and in doing so, become dependable (p. 3538). A university operates on legitimised established structures. There are clearly defined
procedures and requirements that both constrain by defining parameters, and enable through
traditions of critical practice. This is positive-sum power where power is not at the expense of
another, but serves to expand power through the creation of agency.
Haugaard’s second dimension is described as dispositional power. Dispositional power is
the power of structures, the rules or parameters that are embedded in social and political
systems. These “structures are modes of limiting interaction, which create conditions of
possibility” (p38). They both constrain and enable by creating stability. Haugaard uses the justice
system as an example, explaining that laws constrain (punish what is unreasonable with a society)
and enable by ensuring safety and security (pp. 38-42). An important point is that reasonableness
is defined within its context. What might be considered reasonable in one context, may not be
considered reasonable within another, and this has relevance to some students who may need to
adjust to a new set of parameters, socially, physically, emotionally and academically. Dispositional
power that students take for granted in the context of their prior knowledge and life experience
may be quite different to that where they chose to undertake their study, making a transition of
identity of ‘becoming’ an academic (Cotterall, 2013a) a negotiation of power.
The third dimension of power is “the relationship between the social consciousness of
social actors and the reproduction of relations of power” (Haugaard, 2012, p. 42). Lukes (2005)
interprets this power as domination through the imposition of ‘natural order’ on individuals and
groups, it is the power of knowledge in a social or cultural context, a coercive force that seeks to
avoid conflict and resistance. Haugaard regards this power as potentially “emancipatory concerted
power” (p.47). It is emancipatory because of its discursive nature. We are conscious of the
existence of a natural order and we may reflect on and question the assumptions. Bandura (1997)
notes that “knowledge structures representing the rules and strategies of effective action serve as
cognitive guides for the construction of complex modes of behaviour” (p. 34). Knowing the rules
within a social context enables individuals and groups to exploit opportunities to effect change, to
take advantage of possibilities to achieve preferred outcomes. It is within this dimension that the
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roles and responsibilities in a context may be negotiated as the relationships of power between
social actors is discursive. In collaborative team supervision, the roles and positions of the
stakeholders are dynamic, developing during the stages of the study (Manathunga, 2012b) but
subject throughout to the positioning of the stakeholders. Where power is more symmetrical and
shared, it becomes emancipatory (Grant, 2005).
Haugaard’s development of the concept of a fourth dimension of power is a significant
contribution to our understanding of power, though the elements of this dimension are implicit in
Foucault, Lukes, Gordon and Clegg. It is the process of ‘normalisation’ of individuals, where
individuals are regarded as subjects. It is the power that as individuals we gauge ourselves within
our own context, we internalise social concepts of what is reasonable or unreasonable, and
constrain or enable our behaviour within those parameters. It is the judgement of what is ‘normal’
practise within a particular context. This dimension of power may be understood as selfregulation, an individual’s exercise of agency to regulate their behaviour in a given context,
responding appropriately (Bandura, 1986). The importance of communities of practice in doctoral
studies is underlined in this dimension. Through membership in a community of practice, students
are able to gauge concepts of ‘normal’ within their context accepting or rejecting what is
‘reasonable’ and developing their identity in response to the context.
In western academic traditions, disagreement with dominant ideas is legitimised by
evidence, evidence that takes the form of data from inquiry using established or justified
methodologies. This “quintessentially Western phenomena” (Ellis, 1992, p. 25) of self-questioning
by theorists maintain the “power of ideas to move the world” (p. 29). Systems of peer review
embedded in academic tradition, processes of international interrogation by acknowledged
experts of doctoral dissertations, legitimise disagreement, and contest interpretations. Rooted
firmly in history, universities are cultural settings which Foucault regarded to be systems of
meaning, a form of language that was ultimately about power.

3.5 Concepts of agency
In this section I examine various concepts of agency. There have been significant shifts in
concepts of agency from Foucault (1997, 2002) to the current concepts of Haugaard (2012).
Theorists have in common an understanding that agency is the act of an individual or individuals
acting in concert with each other as groups to effect changing environments or circumstances to
create more favourable or preferred outcomes. There is general agreement that agency operates
within complex social structures. What is contested is the effects of dominant social powers to
shape or constrain agency. The concept of agency is intimately associated with the fulfilment of
human desires, consciously expressed or otherwise. Desire drives the choices that individuals
strive to make.
Power exists only as a performance and is interpreted and understood by individuals and
groups. As individuals or groups we may experience actions of others or ourselves, interpreting
those actions as having power. In essence “power is inherently relational and characterizes social
relations” (Raffnsøe, 2013, p. 250). Giddens (1991) makes clear that changes to institutions in
modernity have direct impact on the development of self-identity of the individual. Giddens
characterisation of agency is in the relationship of individuals to social structures, and as such
becomes agentic power. As the social structures change, so too will agency, and the individual’s
capacity to exercise or exploit opportunities for agency. Historical conceptions of power have
portrayed power as oppressive, as power ‘over’ which in its benign exercise may be understood as
coercion with a subject agreeing to a position of being dominated by another. In this context,
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agency is in the hands of the ‘oppressor’ who may allow a limited exercise of agency by the
subject. In traditional forms of dyadic supervision this conception of power has some resonance,
though in practice there are examples of the relationship between supervisor and doctoral
student moving towards collaboration in final stages (Bartlett & Mercer, 2000). As a doctoral
student exercises greater agency, power becomes ‘power to’ or positive-sum power. The notion of
agency, the capacity of groups and individuals to express preference, to attempt to realise
individual desires is consistently related to concepts of power (Clegg, 1989, 2009; Foucault, 1977,
2002; Gordon, 2007; Haugaard, 2003, 2009, 2012; Lukes, 2005). Dowding (2011) states that
“agency has an obvious relationship to certain understandings of power” (p. 6). Agency can be
understood as a capacity of individuals or groups of individuals acting in concert to effect a
preferred outcome or desire and to avoid undesirable outcomes.
Foucault sees human desires as fundamental but socially defined. Lukes (2005) sees desires
as shaped by society, with desires adapted to what is feasible through coercion. Gordon (2007)
prefers to use the idea of rationalisation. That is, people will rationalise their desires, but he notes
that “power shapes what is seen to be rational” (p. 96). Giddens (1991) challenges the concept of
‘unconscious desires’, claiming that humans continually self-monitor their behaviour and actions
and within this there “discursive features” (p. 35). Individuals are usually able to articulate in some
way justifications or reasons for their actions, making their desires “non-conscious” (p.36) in their
social activities. Since there are “no cognitive barriers separating discursive and practical
consciousness” (p.36), both forms of consciousness may be applied to the task at hand. Giddens
argument rests on the definitive nature of “unconscious modes of cognition and emotional
governance… [that] specifically resist being brought into consciousness and appear only in a
distorted or transposed way” (p.36). Grant (2003) states that “in the relative intensity and privacy
of supervision, supervisor and student make unconscious responses to each other” (p. 185).
However, in the examples given by Grant, it may be possible that supervisor and student, if asked
to examine their responses, may be able to articulate some reasons for their actions or
behaviours. While not overtly aware of their responses in the context of supervision, the capacity
to discuss these would suggest that these are non-conscious rather than unconscious desires.
Desire, non-conscious and conscious, underlies the choices that individuals make in
determining their preferred outcomes. However, these choices are within social limitations. Both
Clegg and Gordon consider the role of society or socialisation to play a major role in the shaping of
individuals choices. Clegg, with a focus on organisational structures, defines the term ‘agent’ as
being either an individual or a group empowered by individuals to act in certain common interests.
Agents, through communication seek to adjust events and circumstances to gain “preferential
outcomes” (Clegg, 2009, p. 56). Within the workforce, agency is often endowed by social status or
employment position. Dowding (2011) states that “agents have effects on the world through their
actions” (p. 6). There is acknowledgement that individuals have the capacity to act in their own
interests, but that these interests are also shaped and constrained by society. These two views
then positions the individual as being both shaped by their context and in turn shaping their
environment, in a reflexive manner. Self-identity, as an individual’s concept of themselves, “is a
reflexive achievement. The narrative of self-identity has to be shaped, altered and reflexively
sustained in relation to rapidly changing circumstances of social life, on a local and global scale”
(Giddens, 1991, p. 215). The interplay between individual and social context is highly complex and
demands of the individual an integration of information from multiple sources, that connects past
self to future self “in a reasonably coherent fashion” (p. 215). The work of self-identity is an
ongoing transformation, a perpetual ‘becoming’, in response to social context, a negotiation
between desires and the possible.
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Haugaard (2012) exposes the potential in all dimensions of power for power-sum
outcomes, or productive of agency, referred to in this study as both ‘power over’ and ‘power to’.
The capacity of individuals to act as agents to achieve preferred outcomes, within concepts of
contextual power is vital to understanding the agency of doctoral students and supervisors within
a pedagogic relationship of supervision.

3.6 Socio-cognitive theory and supervision teams
In this section I explore Bandura’s socio-cognitive theories (1986, 1997, 2000, 2001), and
explain how these theories may be understood in the context of doctoral supervision. Of particular
interest in the study of collaborative team supervision are the concepts of self-regulation, self and
collective efficacy. Self-regulation underpins self-efficacy and self-efficacy is crucial for individuals
operating within team contexts, to develop collective efficacy. They are effectively contingent
upon each other.
Political scientists such as Haugaard, Gordon, Clegg, Lukes, and Foucault provide a framing
of understanding the function of power within modern democratic societies, political and social
institutions. Concepts such as ‘power over’ and ‘power to’ distil the opportunities for individuals
within society and social institutions to exercise personal power, or agency to effect preferred
personal outcomes. Keeping the balance of ‘power over’ and ‘power to’ enables agency. If ‘power
over’ is excessive, agency is diminished. Socio-cognitive theories draw on psychological
understandings of the influences on the capacity of individuals to exercise agency. These theories
provide the how and why of agentic behaviours of individual. Bandura’s (Bandura, 1986) early
work develops understandings of human behaviour within social contexts. In the preface, Bandura
explains that social cognitive theory provides a means of “analyzising human motivation, thought,
and action [that] embraces an interactional model of causation in which environmental events,
personal factors and behaviour all operate as interacting determinants of each other” (p. xi).
Human behaviour is seen as contextual and interactive performance, drawing on personal
characteristics and cultural backgrounds to inform responses. As Bandura (2000) explains “Social
structures are created by human activity, and sociostructural practices, in turn, impose constraints
and provide resources and opportunities for personal development and functioning” (p. 77). This
statement crystallises the synergy of political science theories of power, particularly recent
conceptualisation (Haugaard, 2012) and socio-cognitive theories of agency.
Self-regulation contains three subprocesses: self-observation, judgemental process and
self-reaction (Bandura, 1986). Self-regulation commences with critical self-reflection,
understanding of personal motivations and values and the performance of these attributes.
Personal performance is informed by feedback particularly from significant others that allows the
individual to make judgements about their social operation. Role models provide internal
performance standards, they provide a social comparison. However, the social standing of the role
model needs to be seen as realistically achievable to have a positive effect. By making comparison
with others in a social context, the individual is able to make judgements about themselves, and
model or regulate their behaviour accordingly. The implication is that in the processes of selfregulation, the critical self-reflection, role models and comparisons and judgements made about
self-performance may be potentially positive or negative. Environments that are supportive of
positive self-regulation, where role models and standards of behaviour are achievable will enable
greater self-efficacy. For doctoral students and early career supervisors in team supervision
contexts the role model is clearly the principal supervisor. This individual has a higher social
position, sometimes significantly higher such as a dean. If the principal supervisor highlights or
enacts their higher social standing to the extent that the position was not perceived as realistically
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attainable, the student and novice co-supervisor may be less able to develop self-regulation, and
consequently opportunities for self-efficacy are similarly reduced. It creates a social distance that
acts as a barrier to those with less power, emphasising the asymmetric power distribution.
There is congruence between Haugaard’s explanation of the “process of subjectification”
(p. 47), the fourth dimension of power, where individuals adapt their behaviours to become social
subjects and Bandura’s explanation of self-regulation. In both explanations the subject or
individual applies a process of self-normative behaviour, a process of internal standard setting in
response to the social context. There is the potential for individuals to be “social subjects capable
of occupying complex social roles that entail discipline in the sense of self-restraint” (Haugaard,
2012, p.51). Self-restraint (Haugaard) and self-regulation (Bandura) are the precursors to the
power of agency. Haugaard expresses this as emancipatory or concerted power or ‘power to’,
Bandura expresses this power as efficacy or agency.
Bandura (2001) defines agency as the embodiment of an individual’s “endowments, belief
systems, self-regulatory capabilities and distributed structures and functions through which
personal influence is exercised” (p. 2). Simply expressed “the power to originate actions for given
purposes is the key feature of personal agency” (p. 6). Agency is thus understood as the
intentional actions undertaken by an individual to achieve preferred outcomes. The inability to
“exert influence” over circumstances that impact on the individual leads to “apprehension, apathy,
or despair” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2). Bandura is careful to note that outcomes are the consequence
of the exercise of agency and may be intended or unintended. Nor are people the “sole
determiners” of their behaviours and outcomes, rather they are “contributors to” the many
interacting factors (Bandura, 1997, p. 3). As discussed previously, desires are shaped and
constrained by what is considered reasonable in a social context, by the local truths. Self-efficacy is
central to human agency and “competent functioning requires both skills and self-belief of efficacy
to use them” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Self-belief is dependent on critical self-reflection, judgment
of personal capabilities that are established through success or failure in social contexts gauged in
response to social context. Repeated success, the view that the individual is capable of similar
attainments of other role models, the expressed belief of significant others in the individual’s
capabilities and an environment that is perceived as safe and supportive are all key ingredients to
self-belief. As Bandura (1986) explains, “self-regulatory capabilities require tools of personal
agency and self-assurance to use them effectively” (p. 437). ‘Power over’ self works to enable
personal agency, creating ‘power to’ achieve personal goals. ‘Power to’ is understood as a
combination of both the opportunity to act to achieve desired outcomes and the self-belief to take
action.
Personal agency and an environment that supports that agency are essential to working in
collective or team contexts. Bandura (1986) states that “collective efficacy is rooted in selfefficacy” (p. 449). Bandura (2000) notes that the “growing interdependence of human functioning
is placing a premium on the exercise of collective agency through shared beliefs in the power to
produce effects by collective action” (p. 75). Interdependence is highlighted in policies for team
supervision, as a form of insurance and assurance that obligations to doctoral students are met,
and that these obligations are constrained and limited in duration. Agency to meet these intended
outcomes is vested in collective forms of institutions, disciplines and supervisory teams. The
strength of collective organisations “lies partly in people’s sense of collective efficacy that can
solve their problems and improve their lives through concerted effort” (Bandura 1986, p. 449).
This statement dovetails with Haugaard’s (Haugaard, 2012) elaboration of the second and third
dimensions of power, the security of stable social structures and the consciousness of a natural
order that frames interaction with the social structures. These social structures and the
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relationship with these structures frames and constrains as a ‘power over’ but provides the
stability and security that enables individual and collective ‘power to’. A team that is structured
within the policy of team supervision has a taken-for-granted power as a legitimate social
structure, and potentially collective efficacy if there is a shared belief that working together will
serve individual goals.
However, collective efficacy operates as a potential, on the assumption that the individuals
within a team each have individual agency, and this agency is mutually supported and selfinterests merge with others in the team “in support of common goals” (Bandura, 1986, p. 451).
For a team to operate successfully there must be “shared beliefs in their collective power to
produce desired results” (Bandura, 2000, p. 75). There needs to be a fundamental understanding
shared between team members that the individual’s goals are congruous with the team goals, and
that working collectively will bring about fruition of those goals. As Bandura (1986) points out “the
unifying purposes must be explicit and attainable through concerted effort” (p. 453). To work
collaboratively there needs to be an understanding that a “group’s attainments are the product
not only of shared knowledge and skills of its different members, but also of the interactive,
coordinative, and synergistic dynamics of their transactions” (Bandura, 2000, pp. 75-76). Arden et
al. (2010) express a similar view in their discussion on the principles and practices of collaborative
research. The explication of common goals, expectations, the way the team will operate and a
shared belief that working together will be individually and collectively productive of preferred
outcomes underpin collective agency.
Bandura (1986, 1997, 2000, 2001) maintains that in any social context, individuals do not
act alone, but as part of collective and interdependent systems. In higher degree research doctoral
students draw support from multiple sources within and outside supervision (Barnacle &
Mewburn, 2010). Even in dyadic supervision mode, the doctoral student is engaged in collective
agency. However, as a means of drawing a distinction between modes of supervision, where there
is significantly greater focus on the team endeavour, the term ‘power with’ is used to describe
team agency. This acknowledges that individual agency incorporates collective agency as an
interdependent social being. Team agency similarly incorporates collective agency and individual
agency with the distinction that team member’s act in concert to mediate knowledge creation.
In doctoral studies relationships between the team members are intended to endure for
the time span of the project, typically from three years full time and to up to eight years part-time,
though in some instances changes to team memberships will occur. As Bandura (1986) states,
“because success calls for sustained effort over a long time, proximal goals are needed to provide
incentives and evidence of progress along the way” (p. 453). This highlights the importance of
periodic reviews and milestones as a means of noting and celebrating progress. Within the policies
of team supervision universities are increasingly policing milestones such as confirmation of
candidature and research progress panel review as a means of ensuring adequacy of supervision
and timely completion. Effectively this supports Bandura’s observation that teams need proximal
goals to sustain collective agency. Bandura (2000) also notes that “the higher the perceived
collective efficacy, the higher the groups’ motivational investment in their undertakings, the
stronger their staying power in the face of impediments and setbacks, and the greater their
performance accomplishments” (p. 78). In supervisory teams individual agency that is supported
through shared beliefs and goals, in turn supports team agency which creates greater resilience in
the face of difficulties, and the greater the outcomes for individuals and the team. In supervisory
team contexts there are constraints, both in terms of personal behaviour and in the social
structure and purpose of the team defined in policy. There are various domains of ‘power over’
within these constraints and at the same time these constraints work to enable the individuals
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within the team and the team itself to exercise agency. ‘Power over’ functions with ‘power to’ for
the individual, and ‘power with’ as a team. It is also reasonable to suggest that where there is a
lack of shared goals and understanding, there is increased risk that individuals will experience
diminished agency and the team will be less productive of intended goals.
3.6.1 The power of trust in teams
Trust is an important form of power. In society, people endow social structures and
institutions with power through acknowledgement. These institutions are seen as reliable, as
trustworthy. If democratically elected governments become untrustworthy or unreliable, they lose
power rapidly. For teams to function effectively mutual trust is also crucial. Raffnsøe (2015)
explores the mutuality of trust and power, defining trust as “the active resolve to rely and gamble
on the reliability of other people or circumstances, despite experienced uncertainty and
unpredictability (p. 252). Trust is seen as a capability or a capacity to intentionally act in concert
with others “as an anticipatory affect” (p. 243). Understanding trust in this way it is possible to see
“trust as an active and deliberate exercise of power” (p. 243). Because of the affective nature of
trust, it becomes a reciprocal influence, part of the interactive and interdependent social context
that supports self-regulation and individual agency. Working in collaborative teams means that
individuals enter into a trust relationship. Raffnsøe (2015) observes that: “Entrusting ourselves to
others, we hand over part of ourselves to others and thus let others gain power over us” (p. 253).
Trust is given in the anticipation of reciprocity, which creates a sense of mutual obligation.
Raffnsøe reasons that: “Since this mutual obligation affects the dispositions to act and works as a
virtual force that is operative and felt through its effects, showing trust can most decidedly be
conceived of as a way to exercise power” (p. 254). Trust may be understood to contribute to team
and individual agency. In willingly handing over trust to team members, both ‘power over’ is given,
but in reciprocal action ‘power to’ and ‘power with’ are enhanced.

3.7 Conceptualising power in collaborative team supervision
In the context of this study power is understood as productive. The terms ‘power to’ is
used to describe the agency and self-belief of individuals to act to shape their preferred outcomes.
The term is used to incorporate positive-sum power in that it is emancipatory rather than
oppressive. The term ‘power with’ is used to describe team agency, again incorporating positivesum power concepts. ‘Power with’ describes the agency of the team to act to shape shared goals.
Both of these definitions are made with the understanding that ‘power over’ operates mutually
with ‘power to’ and ‘power with’. Zero-sum power is used to describe those rare events in team
supervision where ‘power over’ is used to substantially reduce the agency of the doctoral student
or early career supervisor, effectively silencing them or in the case of two doctoral student
participants, causing them to withdraw from their doctoral program completely. While their
agency is greatly diminished, they retain the capacity to resist, and the resistance takes the form
of withdrawal.
The duality of ‘power over’ and ‘power to’ combine to enable individual agency, bearing in
mind that individuals are interdependent on other factors that influence their behaviours as part
of collective agency. ‘Power with’ becomes available when individuals exercise agency in concert
with others to form a team in pursuit of common goals. It may be visually presented in the
following figure.
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Figure 3-2: Individual and team agency
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Chapter 4: Swiss Army Knife
4.1 Introduction
In this chapter I explain and justify the choices I made for the procedures of my research. I
explain the methodology for data gathering (in-depth interviews) and the way I have sought to
understand and interpret the data. This chapter is framed within the ethical considerations
necessary for the safe conduct of the research.
Framing the research in a combination of political science and socio-cognitive theories,
my intention is to reveal and understand the ways individuals respond to the circumstances of
doctoral supervision within the context of the policies that frame it. To understand not only what
their experiences are but how they make sense of these experiences and to examine underpinning
discourses that impact on individual experiences. From this examination I hope to identify
strategies that work productively and build capacity for the individuals involved in teams in the
context of supervision. I elected to use a qualitative research methodology with in-depth
interviews as the means of gathering rich data to develop a thick description to represent the
complexity of the context (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2011, p. 17). The scope of the enquiry is
defined and the sources of data explained and justified. The construct validity of these procedures
in this social science research is examined, as is the reliability of the data. The limitations and
transferability of findings is discussed. I complete this chapter with consideration of the potential
contribution this study may make to this field of knowledge and professional practices.

4.2 Qualitative Research
I chose to conduct my study using qualitative research methods. I am aware that in using
this approach my own personal biases will influence my interpretation of the data, however
carefully I attempt to mitigate this effect. My problematizing of power dynamics in collaborative
team supervision is indicative of my desire to see ways of improving the experience for those
engaged in the work of supervision now and in the future, and those doctoral students yet to
embark on the journey. I am acutely aware that I am conducting critical social research in a field of
practice in which I am engaged as a participant.
There are both positives and negatives with being engaged in the field of qualitative
research. It gives a deep connection to the issues at stake, and enables me to evaluate data in
some respects according to my own experiences. The risk is that the data is filtered rather than
evaluated according to similarities and differences. Filtering may cause me to screen out data that
does not ‘fit’ with my experience. I am also mindful that as a researcher I am very much present in
my study. I am present in the questions asked of participants, the phrasing, tone and prompts, in
the questions I use to probe further. While the transcripts were member checked (Lincoln & Guba,
1985), as a researcher I then take control of the data. I choose what to use and what to leave out. I
choose how it is used, how one data source may be juxtaposed with another. I decide on how the
story of the stories is told. This awareness emphasises the importance of ethical safeguards. I have
no desire to harm another, least of all my participants to whom I am most grateful for sharing
their stories. I am intrigued by this topic rather than having a particular viewpoint. The presence of
the researcher in qualitative research may enable deep exploration of the subject, so too may it
impose limitations.
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Lichtman (2012) describes qualitative research as “a general term”. She defines it as “a
way of knowing in which a researcher gathers, organizes, and interprets information obtained
from humans using his or her eyes and ears as filters” (p. 5). She states that there are ten critical
elements of qualitative research (pp. 5-19). Firstly, ‘it is the role of the researcher to bring
understanding, interpretation and meaning” (p. 5) to the descriptions of the phenomena,
interactions and discourse encompassed by the research. Secondly, qualitative research is
dynamic, adaptive and responsive to the actual context of the data gathering. In this study a set of
questions has been developed, but may be adjusted to the flow of the conversations with
participants. Thirdly, there is recognition that there is no single way of doing and understanding
information, and that the data is open to numerous interpretations. Fourthly, “qualitative research
moves from the concrete to the abstract” (p. 14). Once data is gathered, the information was
coded to seek out common themes. Fifthly, the data is interpreted holistically, more with a focus
on understanding and empowering individuals than seeking out cause and effect or testing a
hypothesis. Sixthly, the study examines the existing context and the experiences of those currently
involved in doctoral studies, with interviews conducted in natural settings such as participants
offices or places they nominate. The role of the researcher and their particular lens and bias is the
seventh element. The researcher “is the primary instrument of data collection” (p. 16), and
through the personal interaction in the process of conducting the interviews may have an effect
on the data obtained. Additionally, the data is interpreted and presented according to personal
bias. The eighth element involves an in-depth study. The numbers of the cohorts are relatively
small compared to the total pool of potential participants with the intention of understanding in
depth and as fully as possible the experiences of the participants. Producing a thick or detailed
description of the culture “in order to see underlying meanings and understandings” (p. 18) is the
ninth element. Finally, qualitative research is nonlinear or iterative, moving back and forth
between data collection and analysis, and in some instances returning to a participant to explore
more fully issues raised in the initial interview for further analysis.
In-depth interviews were selected as the data gathering tool to inform the study of the
current practices of collaborative team supervision. In-depth interviews reveal the lived human
experiences of practices within the current context. The interviews were conducted as face to
face, interviewer/participant conversations in a semi-structured format. The questions were
developed from themes and issues raised in the literature review that focus on obtaining
information on the experience and understandings of the participants related to collaborative
team supervision. Questions were framed in an open manner to enable respondents “to answer in
their own words”. Using Bloom’s Taxonomy, a mix of questions types from simple recall that
reveal attitudes, and complex questions that were “more suitable for asking questions about
behaviour” (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 176) was used. Lower order questions were also more useful for
obtaining specific information (recall) such as establishing experience of supervision, for example
‘Can you tell me about the collaborative team supervision experiences you have had?’ or ‘How
was supervision arranged for your study?’ Higher order questions (evaluation) were designed to
prompt reflection on practices, for example ‘What advice would you give to team supervisors
inexperienced with collaborative team supervision? Are there recommendations that you would
make about this supervisory arrangement to make it more effective? or ‘What advice would you
give to new students seeking collaborative team supervision to ensure it works well for them? The
questions were considered indicative rather than prescriptive to make the interviews adaptive and
responsive. The questions were made available on request prior to the interviews and two
supervisors made this request. The actual flow and sequencing of the questions was responsive to
the direction of the conversations and issues raised by the participants, so that there is
commonality of questions between the various interviews, but not conformity.
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The indicative questions focused on supervisor and doctoral student recollections of their
experiences of collaborative team supervision. According to Cohen et al. (2011).
1. Remembered information might be faulty, selective and inaccurate.
2. People might forget, supress or fail to remember certain factors.
3. Individuals might interpret past behaviour in the light of subsequent events, i.e. the
interpretations are not contemporaneous with the actual events.
4. The roots and causes of the end state may be multiple, diverse, complex, unidentified
and unstraightforward to unravel.
5. Simple causality is unlikely.
6. Cause may be an effect and vice versa.
7. It is difficult to separate real from perceived or putative causes.
8. It is seldom easily falsifiable or confirmable (p. 273).
Experienced supervisors drew on their experiences and recollections of these over a period of
many years. My preference for doctoral students just prior to or shortly after submission meant
that some drew on their recollections over a period of up to eight years in the case of part time
students. In two instances with students, they had commenced doctoral studies and withdrawn,
recommencing with different topics and supervision arrangements at different universities,
extending their total experience to over ten years. In all instances recollections need to be
understood as being subject to some or all of the issues raised by Cohen et al (2011).

4.3 Ethical considerations
Conversational interactions are never neutral (Fairclough, 2013) and using semi-structured
in-depth interviews as the data gathering tool raises ethical issues (Cohen et al., 2011). There are
the issues related to identifying who and how many will be interviewed, and how participants will
be approached (Creswell, 2012). There are also ethical issues relating to fully informing and
gaining consent from participants, the conduct of the interviews, and processes and protocols for
the handling and dissemination of data. There is above all else a need to ensure that harm is not
caused to another person in the collection and eventual writing up of the data (Cohen et al.,
2011). The other prime consideration is to ensure that the data accurately reflects as far as
possible the context of the field (Cresswell, 2007; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Bias in research is
inevitable, and design and approach to a particular study needs to be alert to and minimise the
effects of bias.
This research accords with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research
(2007), jointly authored by the National Health and Medical Research Council, the Australian
Research Council and Universities Australia. This study was categorized as Low Risk and all
necessary procedures to secure approval were completed. This included a Modification
Application, when it became apparent that an additional cohort of participants (Early Career
Supervisors) was necessary to more fully inform the discussion.
The following sections describe the processes and protocols of my study and report on
challenges and modifications made to the initial design. Throughout the sections consideration of
ethical issues and trustworthiness of the study are discussed.

68

4.4 Participant selection
4.4.1 Aims of the study
In order to create a comprehensive understanding of the current practices and the
operation of collaborative team supervision of doctoral studies, I believed that it was necessary to
hear the experiences of both supervisors and students who had experienced this mode of
supervision. Purposive sampling, that is, defining criteria for inclusion to limit variables and to
ensure that respondents are able to reflect on experiences relevant to the topic, was used. It was
also expected that each participant’s experience would be unique, but common threads might be
identifiable. There was expected to be some diverse interpretation of the term ‘collaborative team
supervision’ because there is not yet a clear agreed definition of the term. The diversity of
understanding may assist in the development of a definition. To ensure that there is no potential
conflict of interest or power dynamic between any supervisor and their student, these two cohorts
are independent from each other. Such a relationship may cause the data to contain bias, limit
disclosure, or potentially place a participant at risk. In conformity with the scope of the study the
samples will be drawn from a range of faculties within the social science, humanities and
education disciplines. The initial samples were drawn from two cohorts: supervisors and doctoral
students. The aim was for both cohorts to contain a sample size of ten to twelve to develop
minimal reliability of patterns (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 148).
4.4.2 Supervisors
I was looking for advice on ‘best practice’ in supervision, which was most likely to come
from highly experienced supervisors who were recognised by their institutions or peers for
excellence in their practices. I also identified supervisors who may have had less experience of
supervision (in terms of the numbers of student completions) but who had published extensively
in the field. Supervisors with this profile would be accustomed to articulating the issues from the
perspective of their research as well as their experience. Supervisors also needed to have
experience with collaborative supervision. These two approaches are forms of “reputational case
sampling” (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 157). I was mindful that supervision practices vary between
universities and between faculties (Sinclair, 2004), so it was necessary to balance university types
and disciplines within social sciences, humanities and education as much as possible. Gender had
been raised as a potential issue, for example by Manathunga (2012a), so I attempted to balance
the number of males and female supervisors in order to minimise the impact of gender bias or
potentially to identify this as a theme.
4.4.3 Doctoral students
For the student cohort the criteria were for domestic students, who were within six
months pre- or post-submission, who had experienced collaborative team supervision. In targeting
domestic students I wanted to reduce the impact of culture, language, adjustment to unfamiliar
procedures and other complexities that are common additional hurdles faced by international
students (Ingleton & Cadman, 2002). With the multicultural nature of the Australian domestic
population, the effect of diverse cultural aspects can only be minimised, not excluded. Students
nearing completion or having recently completed would be able to reflect on their experiences of
candidature giving a more complete perspective on their experiences over time. From students I
was looking for a range of experiences from different disciplines and universities and for
experiences of intra, cross and transdisciplinary supervision to understand the impact of multiple
and diverse interactions on students. Gender balance, for the same reasons as the supervisor
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cohort, was strived for, but not achieved. Forms of snowball sampling were used to recruit
doctoral student participants.

4.5 Selecting and recruiting participants
Two approaches to identifying supervisor participants by reputation in the field were
used. My initial strategy was to identify academics who had published books or journal articles
directly related to my topic. A list was compiled and of a list of about 20, five responded
affirmatively. Several indicated that they were not available but recommended other highly skilled
supervisors, a form of snowballing. The second strategy was to approach academics from within
my professional network. These academics made recommendations, and emails were sent inviting
these academics to participate. The participant information sheet was sent to all supervisors in the
initial email to provide information on the project, with the offer to provide any other information
they may need to make the decision to participate or not.
I had anticipated some difficulty in finding supervisors to participate, given current
workloads. In fact, I found that there was great enthusiasm in the academic community to
participate. The topic was well received, with all supervisor participants articulating the urgent
need for an investigation of this type. Supervisor participants were incredibly generous with their
time. Consequently I had the luxury of being able to identify and select participants in this cohort
to adequately address gender balance (5 female and 7 male), disciplines and university type.
Recruiting doctoral student participants was considerably more problematic. Emails were
sent to post-graduate research offices at 10 universities, requesting that they circulate an email
asking for participants. Six universities accommodated the request, but only three students
responded, and two of these did not fit the criteria according to the ethics approval. They were
international students or had just commenced their doctoral studies. A post was put on the
thesiswhisperer.com website, and the Australian PhD student Facebook page, with a further three
responses, none of which fitted the criteria. I then approached supervisor participants asking if
they knew of students they were not supervising who might fit the criteria and gained one
additional student participant. I also approached other academics in my professional network that
approached peers in their networks and located an additional five. Another three participants
were located through the students who had already been interviewed. Despite further attempts to
identify additional students, particularly male students, no additional participants could be found.
Consequently the sample of eight females and two males is not equally representative of gender.
Most student participants come from Education faculties (n=7) though three of these conducted
cross disciplinary studies (health sciences, and social sciences). It is likely that doctoral students in
the final stages of thesis writing are focused on completion, and those recently completed are
focused on adjusting to new contexts. It may also be possible that the experience of supervision is
too recent (or current) and some may be unwilling to reflect on their experiences at this point. It
was suggested by one highly experienced supervisor that it was more common for females to seek
collaborative modes of supervision, than males. There is no data available to do more than
speculate on this issue. At the time of the interview two students had completed their thesis and
submitted. The remaining eight were within six months of completion, with three of these having
given notice of intention to submit. Three students were early career, having completed masters
or honours with less than three years in the workforce. Two students had retired from active
employment, though they remain active in their professional networks. The remaining five were
mid-career (between 35-50 years of age), with four of these remaining in paid employment
throughout their study. Seven were full-time students, and six of these supplemented their
income through contract academic work. Three students were part-time. Students came from
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universities in four states. Five students came from Group of 8 universities, three from Innovative
Research universities and two from Australian University Technology networks.
In Australia universities are grouped in a number of categories. The Group of Eight
represents itself as Australia’s Leading Universities with reputations based on “research outputs,
industry links, graduate outcomes, and the standing of their academic staff”
(http://www.australianuniversities.com.au/directory/group-of-eight). This group is sometimes
referred to as the sandstone universities making reference to their early establishment. The
Australian Technology Network “is a coalition of … Australian universities that share a common
focus on the practical application of tertiary studies and research”
(http://www.australianuniversities.com.au/directory/australian-technology-network), with a focus
on practical research and claiming to have close links with industry and wider society. Innovative
Research Universities is a network of universities that “share a common mode of operation and
who believe that by coming together they will be better able to deliver value to their
stakeholders” (http://www.australianuniversities.com.au/directory/innovative-researchuniversities). This network is used for collaboration in research, on-line curriculum delivery,
professional development, industrial issues and income generation. This group is sometimes
referred to as the ‘gumtree’ universities (Snyder, Marginson, & Lewis, 2007) in recognition of their
uniquely Australian character and more recent establishment. The Regional Universities Network
are universities situated in regional cities and most recently established. They largely cater for
students in rural areas. These groupings “represent universities which have a similar style and
focus” (http://www.australianuniversities.com.au/directory/australian-university-groupings) .
According to these broad groupings supervisory practices may differ though the data did not
indicate this.
In all, thirteen interviews were conducted with experienced supervisors. One of these
interviews was with a retired academic from Canada. He had worked in an Australian university for
periods of a year whilst on sabbatical and had co-supervised Australian doctoral students. He has
been recognised in Canada for his work in supervision. Data from this interview has not been used.
Of the remaining twelve interviews, three states and one territory are represented. Supervisors
are from a wide range of university groupings: Innovative Research University (n=3), Group of 8
(n=6), Australian University Technology Network (n=3). No supervisors or students were from the
Regional Universities Network.
My initial plan was for two cohorts, one of supervisors and one of doctoral students.
However, during the course of interviews of both cohorts, the issue of involvement of early career
supervisors in collaborative teams became apparent. In the literature, for example Brew and
Peseta (2004) explain that supervisory experience for early career supervisors is obtained through
team supervision with more experienced supervisors as the primary supervisor. This was identified
in a number of interviews as having an impact on how the collaborative teams functioned, both
positively and negatively. A number of supervisors had reflected on their experiences as early
career supervisors in collaborative team supervision. I considered that it would be useful to
include the voice of a small cohort of early career supervisors. This change in design required
modification to my ethics approval and that was subsequently sought and given (Appendix 2). I
then contacted a supervisor participant who had spoken at length in his interview about the issues
for early career supervisors and he referred a number of his colleagues to me. Three responded
but two were from science faculties and were therefore not appropriate. One interview was
conducted with an early career supervisor engaged in collaborative supervision. A single sample
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cannot be reflective of common experiences, but is balanced to some degree by drawing on data
from other supervisor respondents.
The Participant Information Sheet (Appendix 3) was sent to all respondents – students
and supervisors – however it became apparent during interviews that there were diverse
interpretations of the term ‘collaborative’. Some took the term to mean team supervision in its
broadest interpretation, others were aware of collaboration as a specific dynamic in team
interaction. This was not problematic because it exposed the underlying lack of clarity in the
description of ‘team’ in policy documents. One student accepted the invitation with a clear
understanding of ‘collaboration’ but had only in the final stages of his candidature been working
with two supervisors and had only met twice with both supervisors at the time of the interview.
Two students accepted the invitation to participate because they were angry that they had
wanted collaborative team supervision but had been frustrated by university mismanagement,
academic mobility, and academics who agreed to co-supervise but who in fact never participated.
4.5.1 Informed consent
Cohen et al. (2011) state that “the principle of informed consent arises from the subject’s
right to freedom and self-determination” (p. 77). It is one of the procedures, along with deidentification, to protect the participants from any potential harm in providing their information
for the research project (Creswell, 2008). Providing full information on the project and the
intentions of the research participants are able to carefully consider their involvement. On
contacting participants, the Participant Information Sheet that had been approved through the
university ethics committee was provided. This document provided a description and statement of
purpose of the study, along with the criteria for participation. When participants had agreed to be
interviewed, the Consent and Withdrawal from the study forms were provided. In the case of face
to face in person interviews these documents were provided before the interview commenced,
allowing time for reading and signing. In the small number of interviews conducted using Skype,
the forms were emailed, signed, scanned and returned before the interviews were conducted. A
small number of participants also requested a copy of the questions prior to the interview and
these were provided.
In the information provided to participants, the procedures for securing the data and the
purposes for which the data was intended were explained. The procedures conform to university
standards and were approved as part of the ethics application procedures (NHMRC, 2007).

4.6 Data gathering
All interviews were conducted by the researcher, as was subsequent data treatment and
analysis, giving rise to potential investigator-phenomenon on the data and bias of data
interpretation. Lincoln and Guba (1985) point out that that the “investigator and respondent
together create the data of the research”. In the natural course of interaction each party
influences the other, responding also to the information already collected. This investigatorrespondent dyad is “transitiv[e], a continuous unfolding, a series of iterations” (p. 100). With such
relationships personal factors have the potential to impact on the data obtained. It is difficult to
avoid personal interaction impacts, so it is imperative to consider these influences in the data
analysis. The effect may be reduced by using common formats of interview topic guides. While this
presents challenges in terms of bias, it also creates opportunities.
Lincoln and Guba (1985) argue that it is through interaction between the investigator and
the ‘object’ or “entity being studied” (p. 93) that adds great value to qualitative studies. It is
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through interaction that framework theories are tested against the data which in turn supports
the development of sound judgement. Purposive sampling and the adaptive design of this study
are highly dependent on interaction between the investigator and the participants. Identifying
through reputational sampling and snowballing requires the investigator to interact with potential
participants, even before data is recorded. The participants will only engage with the investigation
if they are confident that the research is of value and their rights will be respected and protected.
The data was gathered over a period of months as interviews was subject to participant
availability, so that some data was processed before additional data was collected. This led to
deeper investigation of some aspects, and a change of question phrasing as it became apparent
that the responses did not match the intention of the question. It was through interaction that the
design needed some modification, both in the way questions were worded, but also additional
information was required. Interaction needs to be understood on two levels: on one level is
interaction between the investigator and the participants, a social and emotional interaction; on
another level is interaction between the investigator and the data, a more objective, rational
interaction. These two levels are interactive, iterative and dialectical (Bernstein, 2000). To
understand the lived experiences of supervisors and doctoral students, and the diversity of these
experiences, inevitably there will be contradictions and conflicting information, between and
within the cohorts. As Bernstein (2000) points out, contradiction and conflict are fertile ground for
developing new insights. It is the researchers responsibility to create some synthesis “that includes
and accounts for the contradiction” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 104). To optimise the advantage of
interaction in data gathering, the quality of the relationship between investigator and participants
needs to be established at the outset. Establishing rapport and trust is crucial in the
investigator/participant relationship.
In arranging the interview times, mode and locations, participants were asked to
nominate their preferences. Of the twenty-two interviews, two supervisors and one student
preferred Skype. The remainder were all conducted face to face. Locations were all nominated by
participants. Most of these were in the participant’s office or public spaces at universities. Two
were held in cafes and one in a public library. This approach of accommodating participants
preferences was to indicate that I was most appreciative of the effort being made on my behalf
and also to develop rapport and trust. Prior to the commencement of the interview I explained
that the interview was being recorded (indicated on the Participant Information Sheet), and that
the full transcript would be sent to them to check for accuracy and de-identification. I also made it
clear that I would abide by all amendments they felt necessary. This established that the
participant was in control of their data to that point. Respondent validation also ensures that the
raw data is accurate. It is a means of establishing the veracity and integrity of the data by giving
participants the opportunity to check the data for error; it creates the opportunity for participants
to clarify and/or add information; and by confirming veracity at each phase, builds a solid base on
which to develop subsequent data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). De-identification of participants is
essential to protect rights of privacy and anonymity (Privacy Act 1988). In telling their personal
experiences, information that is essentially deeply personal was revealed. In a small number of
cases, practices that push the boundaries of acceptable professional behaviour were revealed.
Some students were highly critical of their supervisors and institutions. To protect the individuals
and the integrity of the data, all information that may allow readers to identify any individual or
institution has been scrupulously removed.
Face to face interviews with an equivalent number of supervisors and students were
conducted. The intention was to design in a balanced representation of the field with an
equivalent number of accounts. At the outset it was not possible to predict how diverse or similar
the accounts within each cohort might be. Topics and themes derived from the literature review
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were specified in advance, in outline form. The interviewer decided the sequence and wording of
questions in the course of the interview, but maintained as much as possible, a common line of
questioning and approach to address data reliability issues. The indicative questions have been
included as Appendix 1. Interviews were conducted as approximately one hour sessions to allow
for comprehensive responses but not impose for too long on the time of participants. The original
intention was to conduct the interviews in two sessions to provide an opportunity for the
interviewee to consider what has been said in the first session (respondent validation) and add to
or revise their initial response, and provide the researcher with the opportunity to follow up on
issues raised by either the initial interview, or issues raised by other interview data (member
checking). However, the initial interviews lasted for about an hour in most cases. In one instance
the interview was conducted in three separate sessions because the participant (a supervisor) was
juggling an enormous workload which involved substantial periods of international travel and was
only available for short periods. Each of the sessions was limited to between 15 to 25 minutes,
totalling 65 minutes. After each session the interview was transcribed, allowing the participant to
check the material covered for accuracy. In one instance a supervisor requested the questions in
advance, responded to the questions in writing, which then allowed the interview to focus on
issues that were raised in the written responses. In another instance, a doctoral student gave an
initial interview of about 40 minutes. There were several aspects of the data that required further
elaboration, and the student willingly agreed to a subsequent interview that lasted for another 40
minutes. Another student participant made a comment after the interview terminated, and
agreed to write a paragraph detailing the information.
4.6.1 Data reduction
Data reduction is an implicit and explicit process of “selecting, focusing, simplifying,
abstracting and transforming the data” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 11) from transcription of the
audio recorded interviews. There is a process of selection from the complete data set to those
aspects that are relevant to the research questions. Some of the data is paraphrased and
summarised. Establishing how much data is required to adequately address the research questions
is challenging for novice researchers. As already stated there was a problem of interpretation of
the term ‘collaborative’ among supervisors and students, which meant that data was obtained
from some students and supervisors who did not experience or rarely practiced collaborative
supervision. However, the data from these participants was useful in making comparisons.
4.6.2 Trustworthiness
Qualitative research reveals different kinds of data than quantitative research, focusing
more on understanding the human experience than on statistical representations of information.
As such qualitative research is questioned about bias and trustworthiness. While it is not possible
to guarantee a complete absence of bias, there are valuable techniques which provide checks and
balances. These techniques include member checks and respondent validation, regular debriefing
by peers, use of multiple data sources, negative case analysis and independent audit. Lincoln and
Guba (1985) also argue that establishing trustworthiness in qualitative research depends on a
number of factors - the internal validity, external validity, and reliability (p. 290).
Internal validity is supported by authenticity and cogency of the data, a sound research
design, data credibility, confirmability and auditability of data (Cohen et al., 2011, p. 184). Data
authenticity includes fairness achieved through a balanced representation in sample selection,
ensuring that views are widely represented. In my study design I have recruited principally from
two cohorts (supervisors and doctoral students) to understand the experiences of both
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representatives of stakeholders in collaborative team supervision. I also modified my study design
to take into account the experience of an early career supervisor to broaden understanding of a
specific issue that became apparent during the data gathering phase of my study. I was able to
balance the supervisor cohort in terms of gender, university type and discipline to some degree,
and through reputational sampling was able to draw on a wealth of highly informed and
experienced participants. For the student cohort I was less able to balance the sample, including
all those who fitted the criteria. By using two main and a minor cohorts the results are tested
against each other or triangulated. The sample size was sufficient to meet minimum levels of
reliability (Cohen et al., 2011), and in the later interviews no new themes were being generated in
either cohort. This indicates that representative information available has been gathered in the
interviews. All data, with the exception of a Canadian participant (as previously explained) has
been included, with no attempt to filter the narratives to support any particular view. Ontological
authenticity has been supported through careful examination of the literature in the field and peer
debriefing (Creswell, 2007). I noted in the introduction the happy experience of enjoying the
support of many of the supervisors who were interviewed. Many of these interviews concluded
with discussions about the study design and probing questions testing both ontological and
educative authenticity. This was in addition to my own supervision experience of robust three-way
discussions. Respondent validation or member checking, already discussed as part of the
procedures of data gathering, is important. Firstly it creates confidence and trust between the
investigator and participant, ensuring that participants understand that they have a measure of
control of their raw data. It is a measure that confirms that the transcription is a representation of
the respondent’s recollection of the interview and de-identification meets their perceived needs.
All amendments made by participants were accepted, and only after this process was completed
was the transcript subject to analysis. Member checking in this study design serves a number of
additional functions in trustworthiness, credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability
(Creswell, 2007). The participants verified that the data was accurate, and allowed for the
respondents and investigator to add or seek further information to add depth and detail to the
accounts. Supervisors (my own in this case) also play an important role in checking the adequacy
of analysis of data as part of the review process. Additionally the structure of doctoral studies and
university processes provide for auditing of research projects. Part of the training of novice
researchers is directed at data management and maintaining a paper trail to verify at any point
that correct procedures have been followed. Throughout this study a comprehensive journal has
been maintained.
External validity, or the extent that the results can be generalised to the wider context of
higher degree research is problematic. The data sample has been drawn from a number of states,
university types and disciplines. M. Sinclair (2004) observed that there was greater variation in
supervision practices between disciplines than between universities. The context of the study is
specifically Australian. There are similarities and differences between the Australian context, New
Zealand, the UK and Canada, and the transferability of the data findings are limited to contexts
with the greatest cultural similarities. Each participant has a unique narrative based on their
personal experiences and the results, if different individuals were interviewed may or may not be
similar. The data is presented as thick description that reveals the complexities of collaborative
team supervision, and the perspectives are those of the participants.
Reliability is a challenging proposition in qualitative research, and the term
‘dependability’ is sometimes preferred. Cohen et al. (2011) state that “reliability can be regarded
as a fit between what the researcher records as data and what actually occurs in the actual setting
that is being researched” (p. 202). Strategies such as respondent validation, member checks, and
audit trails that support internal validity also support reliability. As a doctoral research student
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experiencing collaborative team supervision, it may be considered that bias is a serious risk. It may
also be considered a unique opportunity as the narratives of supervisor and student respondents
can be tested somewhat against my own experience. This places me as the research as emic or
insider and well placed to obtain reliable data, most certainly from the student participants
(Creswell, 2007, p. 72). This positions the researcher well in that there is a deep awareness and
understanding of the context being experienced by participants. This means that the questions
asked were likely to be well targeted, the rapport between interviewer and participant was
enhanced, and the interpretation contains “contextual, situated understandings” (Denzin, 1994, p.
506). As a doctoral student I am subject to established power relationships within the context of
the university and of doctoral studies. I am “at the receiving end of the consequences”. This then
positions me as coming from “a position of estrangement or alienation from the text it is easier to
read against rather than with the text” (Janks, 1997, p. 330). This may make reading the text for
thematic qualitative analysis somewhat easier. As a native English speaker as are all my
participants, with similar levels of education, I am familiar with the culture of higher education and
academic language. As both engaged and estranged in the context, hopefully it is possible to avoid
the potential for entrapment at either end and find a point of balance.

4.7 Data Analysis
4.7.1 Analytical tools: Thematic qualitative analysis (with a focus on power relationships)
Qualitative data obtained through recorded interviews was transcribed and verified by
participants. The transcription technique used (Poland, 2001) was selected because the recordings
are transcribed verbatim, including for example the pauses, overlapping speech, conversation
markers, discontinuous sentences and audible gestures like laughing. This is valuable information
when using thematic qualitative analysis as an analytical tool because the words are not the only
indications of positioning and emotion. The message is sometimes hidden in the spaces, the
emphasis given and the care with which words are chosen or discarded. However, when it came to
writing up much of the text has been ‘tidied up’ to make it more readable, except where the
verbatim extract is required to elaborate power and response to power.
Attempting to code the data through Nvivo proved to be a frustrating experience. Some
of the ‘themes’ related to questions that had been asked, and very large chunks of interviews – in
some cases up to 80% - had been coded into the ‘power’ theme. Word search counts threw up
phrases such as ‘it depends’, ‘it’s very fluid’ but that in itself was not particularly helpful. Nvivo
was providing a means of sorting some of the data, and increased my familiarity with the data, but
wasn’t helping to make the data form a coherent discussion. I changed my strategy and simply
used a form of linguistic analysis that focused on power to examine each interview. These
transcripts were written up as separate stories. This was infinitely more useful for developing an
understanding of what the data had to say about power dynamics in teams, with positive and
negative case analyses. I drew heavily on my background in Applied Linguistics. Studying second
language literacies and linguistics in the context of English as an additional language places a focus
on what is said, how it is said and what the discourse actually means. Much of my understanding
comes from the seminal work of Halliday and Matthiessen (2013). The use of personal pronouns
and conversation markers for example all carry meaning beyond the surface of the text. Emphasis
and repetition along with the sequencing of statements all belie levels of unconscious narrative.
What becomes evident in the individual texts are “patterns that emerge across … linguistic
functions which confirm or contradict one another (p. 335). These patterns then confirm and
contradict other texts.
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The following is a short sample of the analysis on a doctoral student’s interview.
Annette’s supervision team had fractured from a cohesive team to two supervisory relationships.
“as things went on things deteriorated rapidly (laughs)”(DS03, line 37). “Deteriorated rapidly” is a
strong statement that concludes with a nervous laugh. This indicates a high level of discomfort,
which becomes more apparent with the flow of the conversation. Annette attempts to explain her
supervisors different perspectives (different styles) but follows this with “but they also clearly
didn’t like each other (laughs)” (DS03, line 45). Annette had previously explained that the discord
was a flow on from the larger project where the two academics had professional disagreements,
but “clearly didn’t like each other” is personal not professional. Annette subsequently agreed with
analysis:
Interviewer: Ok so that’s a kind of personal rather than professional
DS. 03: Yeah (laughs) (DS03, lines 68-69)
The statement is again followed by the nervous laugh. Annette then positions herself as being “a
bit stuck in the middle” (DS03, lines 45-46) of her two supervisors, as an uncomfortable barrier
between them. Later in the interview Annette states “I was just being used in the middle you
know…so (laughs)” (DS03, line 273). The word “used” is particularly revealing. Annette is
describing herself as some kind of object that is being utilised as a weapon against the other. The
nervous laugh reinforces the message that this is not a particularly satisfactory arrangement for
Annette. The use of “you know” implies complicity and shared knowledge with the interviewer.
There is clearly a tension for Annette between a discourse of intellectual interaction and an
interpersonal discourse between supervisors that is dysfunctional. This distracts the pedagogy of
supervision from the student’s thesis and becomes an issue of interpersonal discord. Annette is
able to retain sufficient control through managing her supervisors separately, engaging intellectual
contribution from both and maintaining an interpersonal relationship with each supervisor.
The linguistic analysis provided information on relational and dialectical positioning in
several fields: relationships to knowledge and the development of knowledge understood in this
study as the thesis; social positioning of supervisors and student; and supervisor and student
relationship to the institutional policy and practices. Attention was paid to evidence of power
dynamics involved in other interactions between the students and the wider academic community
during the course of their study, and between supervisors and students with administrative
frameworks. This enabled identifying the perceived obstacles. Examples of effective strategies
used by individual supervisors and students gave insight into changes or adjustments that might
be useful at more systemic levels. Recommendations for change will be made in the final chapter.
For the students in reality all supervisions were successful in that students had reached
final stages of their candidature, and now at the point of submission of my thesis, all successfully
completed. However, it was apparent that some students had been greatly enriched by their
supervision experience and others frustrated and disappointed. It also became apparent that
there was a gap between the wise counsel of highly experienced and reputable practitioners, and
the experiences of some of the students. No student had an untroubled experience and all faced
challenges of some kind. Seven of the ten students had changes with their supervision teams. One
student may take legal action against one co-supervisor.

4.8 Significance and limitations
The aims of this research are to examine how the policies of supervision are
interpreted in practice in doctoral supervision in Australia; develop an understanding of power
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functions in teams, with a specific focus on collaborative modes; and to examine the pedagogic
principles of collaborative team supervision in doctoral studies. The overarching purpose is to
add to discussion of how team supervision structures impact on the fostering of agency and
capacity building for team members. The context of this study is tightly defined in Australian
universities, with its unique combination of policies and procedures, and focused doctoral
students. Findings from this study with its qualitative data will be limited in transferability in
significantly different contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 316). Parallels may be drawn in similar
contexts. As a qualitative study there is awareness that each story is unique. In the context of
doctoral studies there are many variables to consider, and each team ideally is tailored to the
student and their study and the expertise of supervisors. The interpersonal characteristics of
team members also needs to be factored into team composition. Patterns that emerge through
the data may not reveal the whole weft and weave of a complex fabric. It is hoped that the
study makes a useful contribution to the discourse of team supervision, particularly the
pedagogy of collaborative team supervision in doctoral studies.
With the development of collaborative team supervision in Australian doctoral studies
over the last decades, the pedagogy is largely emergent. This study responds to Manathunga’s
(2012b) caution that team supervision needs careful and ongoing scrutiny to ensure that learning
outcomes for students and supervisors are well supported by pedagogy and its practices. Mapping
the operation of power in collaborative team supervision may provide insight into practices and
strategies that foster agency and build the capacity of team members, with flow on effects to the
wider academic community.
Despite its highly focused context, more may be understood of learning generated
through team contexts, and how interactions within teams may be designed to optimise learning
outcomes. Data obtained through interviews with both cohorts provides depth and breadth.
Whilst the size of the interview sample is small, it is hoped that patterns of learning will be evident
in both student and supervisor cohorts, and the shared process of thesis production.

4.9 Participants
4.9.1 Supervisor participant profiles
Professor Albright
Professor Albright was elected to the Professoriate in 1992 and has held tenured positions
at a number of universities. His roles include professoriate research fellow for Higher Degree
Research responsible for academic development of supervisors and research students. He has
published widely in the field of study. Originally from a humanities discipline his work now is
across all disciplines. To date Professor Albright has supervised 38 students for whom he has been
the primary supervisor and has been on over 120 dissertation committees. Professor Albright is
currently at an Innovative Research University. The interview was conducted in a meeting room on
campus, in a face to face mode, with a duration of about 80 minutes. Professor Albright provided
some artefacts used by his university to support supervisor development, with a focus on
supporting collaborative supervision.
Professor Duncan
Professor Duncan commenced supervision in 1992, graduating her first PhD student in
1997 at a time when supervision was not included in the workload but rather the “goodwill of
service to the discipline” (SP03, line 12). Currently Professor Duncan has “supervised almost 40
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PhD’s…so that’s almost two a year” (SP03, line 18). All of these have been within humanities,
though some have been cross-disciplinary. In the early years of her experience “there was no such
thing as a team. It was just the old style the old Oxbridge style with your one supervisor. You meet
with them whenever you think appropriate, no rules, no paperwork” (SP03, lines 15-17). This is
compared to the current context. “It’s a different structure now obviously from that model to
something highly, highly, highly structured and formulated in terms of progress and much more of
a team concept that’s evolved” (SP03, lines 20-22). Professor Duncan is currently at a Group of 8
University. This interview was conducted in Professor Duncan’s office.
Professor Bartlett
Professor Bartlett is a mid-career academic and currently an Associate Dean of Research
and professor in a social science faculty, with responsibility for managing the faculty’s supervision
arrangements. The interview was conducted face to face in Professor Bartlett’s office, for a
duration of 50 minutes. She has worked at a number of universities and is currently at an
Australian University Technology Network. All of Professor Bartlett’s supervision experience has
been in team modes. Professor Bartlett is currently involved with three supervision teams which
are all cross faculty. She is “a proponent of this team based supervision concept” (SP04, line 298).
Professor Gleeson
Professor Gleeson has received a Vice-chancellor’s award for excellence in supervision at
his current Group of 8 University. He has been supervising since 1995, with most of his
supervisions in the last 14 years. He has 17 completions as principal supervisor and is currently
supervising another 7. Professor Gleeson is also on the advisory board of another 20 students.
Four previous and four current supervisions are described as “jointly supervised” (SP05, line 12).
This would suggest that a number of previous and current supervisions are considered sole
supervisions under the auspices of an advisory board. The interview was conducted face to face in
Professor Gleeson’s office. Professor Gleeson does not enjoy collaborative supervision.
Professor Dobell
Professor Dobell is a Head of School at his current Group of 8 university. The school has
strong links to industry and government. In describing his context as a “multidisciplinary or
interdisciplinary school” (SP06, lines 16-17). Professor Dobell states that supervisions are
“collaborative as the norm rather than as any form as an exception” (SP06, line 19). To date he has
59 current or completed PhD students. In addition his role also requires “occasionally having to
intervene or become involved in issues with the panel where there’s some sort of breakdown or
problem with the panel” (SP06, lines 23-25). The interview was conducted face to face in Professor
Dobell’s office. Professor Dobell also later provided some artefacts used by his university to
support the initial set up of collaborative teams.
Professor Burnley
Professor Burnley is a mid-career academic at a Group of 8 University in a social sciences
faculty. He is a future research fellow and Associate Professor. He commenced supervision in 2002
with Master’s students and was initially involved with supervisory panels for PhD students. This
initial involvement was to “assist with supervision. They were students who were not doing very
well” (Sp. 07, lines 9-10). Professor Burnley currently has several students who are close to
completion. The actual number of completions is not mentioned. The interview was conducted in
Professor Burnley’s office.
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Dr Preston
Dr Preston is a mid-career academic at a Group of 8 university and is relatively new to
supervision. However she has had a research interest in the field and published quite extensively.
To date she has one completion and is currently “supervising with a team of other people” (SP08,
line 10) three PhD students. Dr Preston’s initial supervision was similar to Professor Burnley’s in
that she was asked to support a student who had encountered difficulties with her supervision.
Her current three students all sought her out as a primary supervisor but lacking the accreditation
required by her current university, more experienced supervisors have the designated Principal
Supervisor position. All three current students are academics at the institution upgrading their
qualifications. While not attached to a faculty, Dr Preston’s background is in the social sciences.
The interview was conducted in Dr Preston’s office.
Professor Purcell
Professor Purcell is a senior academic who is experienced in supervision. Her initial
experience of supervision was on supervisory panels and then as a co-supervisor with team
members where “we worked together in different parts of the university” (SP09, lines 6-7).
Professor Purcell’s experience of “team supervision” is limited to two and is “currently on a team
basically two of us co-supervising with others advisors” (SP09, lines 7-8). There was an additional
team co-supervision but because Professor Purcell retired and relocated she has become an
advisor for practical purposes. Professor Purcell has published widely in the field. Her current
position is with a Group of 8 University. Her expertise is within the education discipline,
particularly higher education. The interview was conducted in Professor Purcell’s home office.
Dr Howard
Dr Howard is from a university in the Australian University Technology Network, in the
education faculty. The interview was conducted using Skype with video enabled, with an interview
length of about an hour. As a mid-career academic his initial experience as a supervisor was
through a process of co-supervision with an experienced supervisor with additional training in
professional development programs. He is now an accredited principal or category one supervisor.
Of his current supervisions “we’re either in positions of joint supervision with equal
responsibilities for the candidate or primary and alternate” (SP10, lines 21-22). Of his supervision
experience he says “it’s always been as part of a team” (SP10, line10). Dr Howard is responsible for
the management of post graduate supervision in his faculty. Additionally he has published widely
in the field of higher education post graduate studies.
Professor Emerson
Professor Emerson is a senior academic and highly experienced supervisor in an education
faculty at an Innovative Research University. He commenced supervision in the mid 1980’s and has
“continued to supervise ever since” (SP11, line 7). He has graduated “must be over 40 from being
a principal supervisor” (SP11, line 10). Despite being an Emeritus Professor he currently has three
PhD students. Many of his supervisions have been part-time and off-campus students, some of
whom were international. Some other supervisions were academics upgrading their qualifications.
He was “for quite a few years…Head of grad school and then Associate Dean for Research and
responsible for doctoral students in the Faculty of Education” (SP11, lines 19-20). Professor
Emerson has published widely in the field of higher education post graduate studies. The interview
was conducted in a public space on campus at his university.
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Professor Daniels
Professor Daniels is a highly experienced supervisor and senior academic at an Australian
Technology Network University. She has published widely in the field of higher education post
graduate studies, and is from an education discipline. Professor Daniels mentors “early career
researchers into the supervision role … [and] coordinate[s] a large doctorate program in Australia”
(SP12.1, lines 8-9). Her current supervision workload is reduced because of her involvement in
research but “up until a couple of years ago I had like 15 or 16 PhD students I was supervising at
any one time…I’ve graduated about 23 or 24” (SP12.1, lines 27-28). Professor Daniels is also on her
university’s advisory committee for graduate research students. Her university’s policy is for team
supervision and she describes these as “truly collaborative” (SP12.1, line 24). The interview was
conducted in three separate sessions using Skype with video enabled.
Professor Sampson
Professor Sampson is a senior academic at an Innovative Research University in an
Education faculty. He is highly experienced with supervision. Professor Sampson requested the
questions in advance of the interview and provided written responses to the questions, as well as
engaging in an interview of about an hour in length that was conducted in his office. In his written
response he says of his supervision experience “Since 1995 about 60+. ~40 doctoral (50% Ph D
and Ed D) ~15 Med [Master of Education] by thesis ~10 Med by CW [course work] thesis.
Increasingly internationals (80%) VN, Malaysia, China, Thailand, other SEA, Saudis, Europeans”
(SP13WR, lines 8-10). Of the doctoral supervisions he writes “only 10 – 15 of mine have been team
supervision in practice. About 10 co-supervisors from this Faculty and other Faculties in the
University. None with other universities on formal basis – some informal collaboration with
friends/colleagues” (Sp. 13, WR, lines 18-20).

Table 4-1: Supervisor participant profiles
Code

Name

M/F

Discipline

Experience

SP02

Professor
Albright

M

Humanities

SP03

Professor
Duncan

F

Humanities

SP04

Professor
Bartlett

F

Social Sciences

Highly experienced with
supervision, significant
work in coursework and
structuring of doctoral
studies.
Highly experienced in
supervision, awards for
excellence
Highly experienced in
supervision, department
head

SP05

Professor
Gleeson

M

Social sciences

SP06

Professor
Dobell

M

Social sciences

SP07

Professor
Burnley

M

Social sciences

Highly experienced in
supervision, awards for
excellence
Highly experienced in
supervision, awards for
excellence, director of
faculty
Highly experienced in
supervision

University
category
Innovative
Research
University

Mode of
interview
Face to
face

Group of 8

Face to
face

Australian
University
Technology
Network
Group of 8

Face to
face

Group of 8

Face to
face

Group of 8

Face to
face

Face to
face
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Code

Name

M/F

Discipline

Experience

SP08

Dr
Preston

F

Social sciences

Relatively new to
supervision, 1
completion, worked in
the academic
environment in research
and supervisor training
for 10 years, published
extensively in the field,

SP09

Professor
Purcell

F

Education

SP10

Dr
Howard

M

Education

Highly experienced in
supervision over a long
time, published
extensively in the field,
Experienced in
supervision, published
extensively in the field

SP11

Professor
Emerson

M

Education

SP12.1
SP12.2
SP12.3

Professor
Daniels

F

Education

SP13
SP13 WR

Professor
Sampson

M

Education

Highly experienced in
supervision over a long
time, published
extensively in the field,
Emeritus professor
Highly experienced in
supervision over a long
time, published
extensively in the field,
Highly experienced in
supervision

University
category
Group of 8

Mode of
interview
Face to
face

Group of 8

Face to
face

Australian
University
Technology
Network
Innovative
Research
University

Skype

Australian
Technology
Network

Skype

Innovative
Research
University

Face to
face

Face to
face

Dr Albertson
Dr. Albertson is an early career academic at an Innovative Research University. At the time
of the interview he was co-supervising two students, although one student had changed to part
time and not been in contact for some time. The interview was conducted in Dr Albertson’s office,
face to face for about an hour. His discipline is within the social sciences.

Table 4-2: Early career supervisor participant profile
Code

Name

M/F

Discipline

Experience

University
category

Mode of
interview

ECS01

Dr
Albertson

M

Social
Sciences

Early career supervisor

Innovative
Research
University

Face to
face
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4.9.2 Doctoral student participant profiles
Connie
Connie commenced her PhD after completing an honours degree and working in the
federal public service for a few years. She is under thirty years of age with a short work history and
may be described as an early career doctoral student. At the time of the interview she had just
submitted her thesis for examination. Connie’s enrolment was full time at a Group of 8 University
in a social sciences discipline. The face to face interview was conducted in a public space on her
campus, for the duration of about 40 minutes. After the interview ended Connie made a reference
to a particular strategy used by her principal supervisor to support his students. I asked if she
would mind writing a paragraph detailing that information, which she did.
Nadine
Nadine is a mid-career doctoral student, having worked for many years in education and is
between 35-50 years of age. Nadine commenced doctoral studies at one university but withdrew
from the program after eighteen months just prior to confirmation. She enrolled at a different
university three years later as a full time student, changing her job to work part time in academic
administration. Nadine’s motivation for enrolling in doctoral studies is directly related to her work
in education.
this topic had been quite an obsession of mine for quite a while. I thought now that I’ve
done a bit of research now and I was still obsessed with it years later, I felt that I need to
just do it so I can get it out there because I couldn’t find any research filling that gap in the
meantime. And I thought I will do it…if it’s maintained my interest for over a decade its
worthwhile doing” (DS.02.2, lines 102-107).
Her “obsession” is also the reason that she re-enrolled for a second attempt. The interview was
conducted using Skype with video enabled. After the first interview there were aspects that
needed considerably more elaboration and Nadine willingly agreed to a second interview (also by
Skype).
Annette
Annette is also a mid-career doctoral student, having worked for some years in education,
and is between 35-50 years of age. Her entry into doctoral studies was through a direct approach
to a university faculty. She was advised to apply for inclusion into a funded project and was
successful. Being attached to a funded project meant negotiating a topic within the parameters of
the research project that was a general fit for her area of interest. Annette has a scholarship and
supplemented her income with work on the project stating that: “they also offered me some RA
work doing some interviewing and collecting data and a bit of analysis and stuff for the bigger
project” (DS03, lines 26-27). At the time of the interview Annette was within six months of
completion. She is enrolled as a full time student at a Group of 8 University. The interview was
conducted face to face in Annette’s office.
Fiona
Fiona was employed at a university doing quantitative work tracking students who had
enrolled at the university in preparatory classes. Her interest in this area sparked the idea of using
this work to develop a PhD. She had also been influenced by a workshop provided at the university
explaining thesis by publication which appeared to present an opportunity to develop an article
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she had published further. Fiona was particularly interested in the human stories “as opposed to
numbers on a spreadsheet” (DS04, lines 18-19). Fiona explains her motivation further stating
“people feel the need to do a PhD for career advancement and whatever…I was able to do it from
the point of view of interest” (DS04, lines 154-155). Fiona’s enrolment in a PhD is in an education
discipline at an Innovative Research University. She may be described as a late career doctoral
student (over 50 years of age). Fiona is into her third year of full-time enrolment, nearing
completion. The interview was conducted in a public space on Fiona’s campus.
Sally
Sally had given notice to submit her thesis at the time of the interview. She is enrolled at a
Group of 8 University in social sciences. Prior to enrolling in her doctoral program she says: “I lived
and worked with the federal government for a few years in Canberra and tried to have a proper
job” (DS05, lines 13-14). She had completed her undergraduate studies and Master’s degree at the
same university. After completing her Master’s degree she lived and worked in a foreign country,
becoming fluent in the language and conversant with the culture. The topic of Sally’s thesis is
directly related to this country. Sally is an early career doctoral student, under 35 years of age with
limited years in the work force. The interview was conducted in a meeting room on Sally’s campus.
Roslyn
Roslyn is a mid-career recent graduate from doctoral studies in social sciences at an
Innovative Research University. She commences her story saying “The beginning was six years ago
now… I’d come back about 6 months earlier from overseas and I was finishing my master’s degree
and I’d decided I was going to I’d found a topic for a PhD… I swore I was never going to do higher
ed and then I did anyway” (DS06, lines 6-8). The catalyst for commencing her doctorate was being
made redundant in her industry work context. Having completed a master’s course on-line and
teaching English overseas for some time Roslyn decided that she enjoyed both research and
teaching but would prefer to work in a tertiary context. For this she needed a doctorate. She says:
“I had found a topic so I just rolled on from the masters to a PhD” (DS06, line 200). Financial
pressure and the need to find employment opportunities meant that Roslyn’s enrolment was
fulltime for some periods and part time for others. The interview was conducted face to face in a
public space, for a little over an hour. At the time of the interview Roslyn had recently graduated
and had secured a position at a university.
Jennifer
At the time of the interview Jennifer was finalising her thesis for submission. Her thesis was
cross disciplinary between education and the social sciences at a Group of 8 university. She
returned to study as an under graduate as a mature age student and can be classified as midcareer (between 35-50 years of age). She was enrolled throughout as a full-time student.
Somewhat surprised to find herself eligible for a doctoral program and with the offer of a
scholarship, the passion that drove her decision and her topic is clearly evident in her account.
Jennifer had enrolled as a day student in her Master’s program to manage her responsibility as a
sole parent but found that the university did not cater well for her circumstances. She says: “So
that prompted me to say at PhD I’m going to investigate how other sole parents are managing
this. That first class that first one ever I was majorly pissed off. I thought that’s not fair. That’s not
good enough so that became my topic” (DS07, lines 42-43). The face to face interview was
conducted in a public space.
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George
George is a retired educator who, at the time of interview was in the final draft stage of his
thesis. He is enrolled at an Innovative Research university, in an education discipline. He had
commenced his doctoral degree while still working and for a number of reasons, abandoned it.
However, “probably 5 years later I left teaching and was retired and then another person working
at R--- University I ran into him and he was keen for me to resurrect the story and I suppose I was
still quite interested. I was still very interested in the ideas. But to cut a long story short I ended up
back in the fold” (DS08, lines 17-20). In explaining his motivation George states:
I’m not after academic qualification or a doctorate in the sense that I want to be able to
put it in front of my name. I have no career aspirations around this at all. It’s something
I’ve started and I would like to finish. And my motivation is that this is something worth
studying. I actually think it’s well I know it is of vast interest to colleagues because they’re
stuck” (DS08, lines 110-114).
George has been enrolled as a part time off-campus student throughout. The interview was
conducted face to face in a public space on George’s campus.
Ben
Ben is an early career doctoral student, under 35 years of age with limited experience in
the work force. He is enrolled as a full time student at a Group of 8 University in a cross discipline
study (education and social sciences). The interview was conducted face to face in a public space
on Ben’s campus. Ben’s motivation for commencing doctoral studies was largely frustration with
his employment prospects. He says: “I was pretty desperate to get any sort of occupation…I
couldn’t get a job… I unfortunately got [ill] and I wasn’t able to work for about six months or
so….so um PGS had been on my mind before because I did first class honours so the option was
there” (DS09, lines 6-9). Ben had completed or part completed a number of courses before his
undergraduate studies. Enrolling in doctoral studies serves a number of purposes for Ben; it
provides him with a chance to recuperate, eases the pressure of finding satisfactory employment
for a number of years, and will hopefully give him more options for employment on completion.
Sharon
Sharon had begun doctoral studies in 2003 but after a great deal of frustration that
culminated in a thesis being published on her topic, she quit. Three years later, with a new topic
and at a different university she re-enrolled. Sharon is a mid-career doctoral student, already
employed as an academic at a Group of 8 University. Her doctoral enrolment is now at an
Australian Technology Network University. During the epic saga of Sharon’s doctorate she has
been enrolled at three universities. Her story is one of triumph over adversity. Her determination
to complete has been driven by her topic. She says: “I think the real desire to see this topic
published and the feedback from people when I talk about my topic and they say that sounds
really interesting. That’s motivational” (DS10, lines 208-210). Sharon has been enrolled as a part
time student, and as both on-campus and off-campus depending on the geographic context of her
enrolment. She is about six months from completion. The interview was conducted face to face in
a public space.
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Table 4-3: Doctoral student participant profiles
Code

Name

M Discipline
/
F
F
Social
sciences

Stage of
completion

University
category

FT/
PT

Employment
status/ career
stage
PT research
assistant
Early career with
work experience

Mode of
interview

DS01

Connie

Completed

Group of 8

FT

DS02
.1
DS02
.2
DS.
03

Nadine

F

Education

Within 6
months to
completion

Annette

F

Education

Within 6
months to
completion

Australian
University
Technology
Network
Group of 8

PT

FT academic
administration
Mid-career

Skype

FT

PT research
assistant
Mid-career

Face to
face

DS.
04

Fiona

F

Education

Within 6
months to
completion

Innovative
Research
University

FT

Retired Academic
administrator
Late-career

Face to
face

DS.
05

Sally

F

Social
Sciences

Within 6
months to
completion

Group of 8

FT

Face to
face

Social
sciences

Completed

FT

Education

Within 6
months of
completion

Innovative
Research
University
Group of 8

PT research
assistant
Early career with
work experience
Sessional academic
Mid-career

DS.
06

Roslyn

F

DS.
07

Jennifer

F

FT

Casual academic
work
Mid-career

Face to
face

DS.
08

George

M Education

Retired educator
Late career

Face to
face

Ben

FT

Sharon

Australian
University
Technology
Network

PT

P T. Casual
academic
Early career
FT academic
Mid-career

Face to
face

DS.
10

M Education/
social
sciences
F Education/
social
sciences

Innovative
Research
University
Group of 8

PT

DS.
09

Within 6
months of
completion
Within 6
months of
completion
Within 6
months of
completion

Face to
face

Face to
face

Face to
face

4.10 Summary
The design of this study was focused on listening to and valuing the lived experiences of
supervisors and doctoral students in order to draw from these stories lessons that may be learned.
In the previous chapter the need to expose power dynamics in order to address concerns was
explained. In this chapter I have sought to demonstrate how the methodological design of this
study will safely and truthfully honour the stories of my participants. I am mindful of the
responsibility to conduct this research sensitively and ethically, particularly recognising myself as a
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participant in this research as both researcher and doctoral student engaged in a collaborative
supervision team.
Gathering the data from the participants was a richly rewarding experience. Many of the
supervisors commented that the interviews gave them an opportunity to reflect on their
experience and consider the implications of their comments on their on-going practices. The data
from the supervisor cohort provides great depth and breadth of experience, with some
supervisors warmly embracing team supervision and others less enthusiastic about their
experiences. All were intensely aware of the changing context of supervision, and the competing
discourses of developing early career researcher skills and the need to develop a deeper focus on
knowledge creation. The pressure on supervisory pedagogy in the current climate of
accountability and workload intensification creates a tension within team supervision practices. It
was apparent that understanding of the term ‘team supervision’ is diverse. The story told by the
early career supervisor is deeply disturbing and highlights the need to focus on intentional design
and pedagogy as a way of avoiding destructive interpersonal relationships. The stories told by the
doctoral students are richly diverse and highlights a tension between the wise counsel of
experienced and reputable practitioners and current practices that were experienced by many of
the students. The various perspectives of the participants are presented in the following chapter.
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Chapter 5: The Travelogue
In this chapter I present my research findings as they pertain to the questions identified in
Chapter 2: Food for thought. I commence with an exploration of the various understandings of
‘team’ supervision as a means of defining the field generally, and then narrowing the focus to
those teams that are arguably ‘collaborative’. Power operates in all supervisory teams, however
they might be defined. The focus of this research is on the operation of power in collaborative
supervision teams. The interpretation of power in this study is defined as agency, which is a
capacity of individuals or groups of individuals acting in concert to effect a preferred outcome or
desire and to avoid undesirable outcomes. Power is not necessarily oppressive, and in this study is
seen as always potentially positive. Agency is thus an individual’s capacity to shape and manage a
context, in this case a supervisory team of a doctoral student’s project, to achieve their desired
outcomes individually and collectively. Within the stories told by students and the advice given by
supervisors, underpinning principles in the design of collaborative teams and successful strategies
are apparent. The focus in this chapter is on the findings emerging from the textual analysis using
thematic qualitative analysis, describing the patterns that became evident in the data. In Chapter
6 the analysis shifts to the contextual factors that “influenced the production and interpretation”
(Janks, 1997, p. 338) of the text and social analysis to explore the emergent patterns.

5.1 Understandings of ‘team’ supervision
The national policy guidelines for supervision of doctoral students (DDOG, 2010) that
require students to have two or more supervisors thereby providing a very broad definition of
‘team’ supervision. The policy is interpreted in its broadest sense in practice as the interview data
shows. However, within this broad definition there are clusters of framing or configurations that
provide a basis for defining sub-sets of ‘team’ supervision. Power relationships are embedded in
the structure and framing of teams and is demonstrated in the way teams function. Defining
various ‘team’ structures and framing is a necessary step towards identifying the specific
characteristics of ‘collaborative team supervision’. As noted by Guerin et al. (2015) “there is no
one correct model of supervision that can be imposed on doctoral pedagogy. Rather, we should
ensure that supervisors are aware of a range of possibilities for combining various elements of
good practice relevant to the specific student and project” (p. 116). There is no evidence to
suggest that theses produced in one mode of supervision is necessarily different to other modes.
As Guerin et al. (2015) suggest the match between student, topic, supervisor expertise and
supervisory pedagogy is ultimately the most important influence on outcomes.
The understanding that supervisors have of ‘team’ supervision was embedded in their
experiences and attitudes to team supervision, with some embracing the policy with enthusiasm
and others resistant. There are valid reasons for the decisions to structure ‘teams’ in particular
ways. These reasons take into account the needs of the student, their topic, logistical issues such
as availability of supervisors as well as workload considerations and the approach preferences of
supervisors. As discussed previously, team supervision is a widely accepted policy across
universities in Australia, but the interpretation of this policy varies widely across universities,
faculties and individual supervisors. In this section I will present the data as a discussion around
the diverse understandings and attitudes to team supervision before highlighting definitions of
teams as subsets of team supervision.
The policy of team supervision appears to be generally applied, certainly within the
participant’s universities, but the practices have not changed consistently. Professor Albright
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states his understanding of the policy and its application, saying “They are all meant to be joint
supervisors now” (SP02, line 438). However there was acknowledgement from the majority of
supervisors interviewed that at a number of universities and departments within other universities
the actual practice of supervision has not changed from the dyadic model. Dr Howard states that
“at P---university in policy there is certainly no more single supervision although de facto there is”
(SP10, lines 369-370). Dr Howard, in his responsibility for managing supervising of doctoral
students in his faculty found that until recently “some of the students on paper had some kind of
backup supervisor from the health faculty but in fact have they been a de facto silent partner”
(SP10, 33-34). Professor Gleeson readily admits that “many of [my supervisions] have been where
the other person has really been in name only in many ways” (SP05, lines 50-51). Professor
Gleeson’s attitude stems from his experiences of collaborative supervision, saying: “times where I
have experienced the supervision where both are engaged at the same time on it has been quite
an unhappy experience” (SP05, lines 27-28). Professor Sampson reflects on his experience with
predominantly international students. In his written response he observes that “In theory all the
doctoral students have two supervisors on paper, but in practice about 80% of mine have been
mostly by single supervision” (SP13 WR, lines 14-15). Professor Duncan explains her experiences
saying “I have to say it varies almost with each student. So with some students we are almost at
the previous model in other words as the primary supervisor I will just see the student and
anybody else who is on the supervisory committee as we call it here has a fairly minimal input into
the student as they go along” (SP03, lines 28-31). Having the names of two supervisors on paper
satisfies the policy requirement.
Jennifer, George and Sharon’s experiences of supervision conforms largely to having cosupervisors who were mostly in the background if they existed at all. Like many of the students in
the research cohort, changes to supervision had significant impact. In all three cases the several
changes meant that when they finally did have a co-supervisor, they were the final stage of
candidature. Both Sharon and Jennifer were bitterly disappointed by the lack of engagement of a
second supervisor. Jennifer’s frustration is apparent:
Collaborative…I would be saying get over it. I’d say collaborative supervision is a
little myth in my experience and what I’ve witnessed with other people. I’d say if you get
lucky, good for you but it would be luck. I think academics technically are overworked even
if they have the time to do collaborative. I’m not sure that they want to be collaborative
with the student unless you’re a gun student. I think the best you can hope for is for them
to be professional and to be there when you ask them to be and to have a general idea of
what the project is about. Some idea of collaborative thing is when you’re in this together.
I think that’s bollocks. I don’t think that actually happens (DS07, lines 226-233).
Jennifer’s switch from talking about ‘I’ when giving her experience and opinion to ‘the (gun)
student’ positions herself as not a ‘gun’ student and therefore academics do not want to
collaborate with her. Her exclusion from a collaborative supervision experience is seen as
personal. She would very much have liked collaborative supervision. She does not see herself as a
top student (despite having subsequently being ranked in the top 5% of theses) and a suitable cosupervisor was not available which she attributes to unsatisfactory administrative procedures.
Administrative problems were also identified by Sharon and George. Workload issues are
mentioned and will be examined in detail later in this chapter. Jennifer also suggests that
academics may not see value in involving research students in collaborative modes, their task
being focused on getting the student through to completion. Jennifer’s final statement also raises
the critical question of what collaborative team supervision would look like, if in fact it exists in
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reality.
A number of universities also have panel arrangements for supervision. These panels are
composed of the primary supervisor, co-supervisors and advisors. Advisors act as potential
resources for the student, and for advisors their roles on panels is not acknowledged in their
workload. It is effectively a ‘goodwill’ position. As Professor Purcell explains: “people can be
advisors and that means that they’re not taking on the same. They’re more like resource people.
They’re not committed to the actual to the end point as an obligation. And officially anyway they
don’t have to read drafts and stuff like that” (SP09, lines 171-173). Panels may appear to support
the policy of team supervision, however, as Professor Dobell makes clear this is not necessarily the
case. He says: “I know parts of the university they have the panel requirement but really one really
very primary supervisor is more common and others sign up and look let me know if I can help”
(SP06, lines 246-248). Professor Purcell comments that “you say to [students] who’s on your panel
or you say to someone are you and they just go blank because essentially they’re operating as sole
supervisor even though they’re not meant to be. There’s a piece of paperwork with names on it”
(SP09, lines 101-103). Professor Purcell reiterates this point later in the interview, saying: “the
panel supervision as I’ve experienced it as its set up at the university isn’t necessarily
collaborative. That’s the thing. If people want to collaborate they can but it doesn’t have to be”
(SP09, lines 363-365). Team supervision is a policy that provides the potential resources of two or
more supervisors or supervisor/s and panel but these resources are not always accessed by or
accessible to the student.
The phrases used most frequently to describe teams of these types are “on paper’ and ‘de
facto”. They are ‘teams’ formed as an administrative procedure and operate effectively without
significant input from other supervisors or advisors. This structure may suit some students, some
student’s topics and some supervisors. In terms of a definition this structure might be termed a de
facto dyad, where the student effectively has one active supervisor and another who is “a bit like
being a spring waiting to uncoil” (SP10, lines 432-433). These ‘on paper’ supervisors are available
to the student in the event the primary supervisor is unavailable for an extended period of time,
or no longer available.
De facto dyad teams might be defined as teams where a single supervisor engages
continuously with the doctoral student and their project, but there is a tenuous link between cosupervisors and student either interpersonally or intellectually.
Expertise in particular aspects of a student’s topic is an often cited reason for team
structures. Professor Emerson makes this point explaining his experience of team supervision,
saying “I’ve been in ones where I’ve had two associate supervisors with three of us involved.
Usually that’s been deliberately structured because of the areas of expertise” (SP11, lines 42- 43).
Expertise is also cited as a consideration for students in identifying supervisory teams. Fiona states
the reason for her initial team “It was a matter of expertise. So the person in the School of
Education had expertise in supervising PhD by publication in the past and the person in the work
education research centre had a quantitative background” (DS04, lines 49-51). Sally had identified
her primary supervisor and says: “I knew I was really happy working with [primary supervisor] but I
knew that I needed additional expertise from someone who knew a little bit more about the
theory side and [topic area]” (DS05, lines 31-32). Identifying supervisors according to expertise
appears to configure teams in two ways. Supervisors with a specific area of expertise and interest
might engage with the supervision for that specific stage of the thesis, a particular chapter for
example, or engage throughout the entire thesis project, with greater or lesser input according to
stage. Engaging supervisors specifically for their expertise may frame teams in different ways
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particularly for cross, multi and trans-disciplinary projects. However the framing does not
necessarily determine the pedagogy of the team supervision, with a number of pedagogies
available for various framings.
Supervisors who engage only for specific stages are discussed by many of the supervisors
and doctoral students. Professor Emerson describes this type of team, saying:
the other sort of team […] is the one where its more partitioned labour. […]I don’t
understand the stats so you do that and I’ll believe that’s right and its covered and I’ll do
this bit. So from the candidates point of view that team has provided the range of support
required but to me it’s not really been provided co-laboratively. It’s been done in a more
segmented way (SP11, lines 226-232).
Professor Emerson makes the point that supervisors with defined areas of responsibility are
providing a service to the student and the team, making the team functional by ensuring that the
student has the necessary expert advice. He explains this point “there’s still a principal supervisor
overseeing everything and saying look go and see X and talk to him about the problem with
analysis or stats or whatever and you would accept that judgement was correct and that was the
best guidance for the candidate” (SP11, lines 49-52). Professor Burnley also discusses his
involvement on some supervisory teams:
there’s a couple of students I’m involved […]. Well I’m not a psychologist. I can help in
these ways. So I would define my contribution as 20%, an involvement of this kind, three or
four meetings a year and I’ll read through [some] chapters and I’ll advise on these things
(SP07, lines 73-76).
This is also reflected in Professor Sampson’s comment, “some people say my collaboration is
agreeing on the topic and then reading the final product. I’m co-supervisor that’s all I should be
doing. I’ll leave it to the principal” (SP13, lines 109-111). In this case expertise may be in more
general skills such as reading final drafts.
The terms used to describe this team type are “partitioned labour” or “segmented”, and
may be defined as team supervision with clearly defined responsibilities that focus on a specific
content area or skill. A useful term may be segmented team supervision. In this mode segmented
team supervision, as Professor Emerson explains, differs from more collaborative teams in that the
supervisor’s engagement is episodic rather than continuous throughout candidature. Supervisors
are called upon at specific periods for specific functions.
A variation of segmented teams is described by Professor Gleeson. His university has an
agreement with another university. He says:
with the R--- university there is an agreement whereby the student starts at the R--university. Does their thesis proposal and their ethics there then comes to S--- University
for a year. So it’s a sort of a team situation whereby it’s a bit like … wherever the student is
that supervisor takes over the baton (SP05, lines 155-158).
These types of agreements operate between national and international universities. Under these
agreements students commence at one university, progress to another to complete another stage
of doctoral thesis development or for fixed periods of time, before returning to their home
university to complete their thesis. While there may be reporting procedures and possibly
informal contact between supervisors at the two universities, there is little collaboration around
the students’ work. Effectively these teams operate in a similar way to the de facto dyad teams,
where the student accesses an alternate supervisor for a period of time. This type of team, where
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the baton is passed, might be termed relay or tag teams. They differ from other segmented teams
in that this is a predetermined arrangement that the student accepts as part of their application
into the program. None of the students interviewed experienced this form of supervision.
Segmentation may also occur in circumstances where a doctoral student finds their
supervisors are unable to work well together, and it becomes necessary to manage them
separately. This is the situation experienced by Annette. Her two supervisors had interpersonal
issues with each other and meeting together was fraught. Her project was part of a larger funded
program so there was no real capacity to change supervisors. The intention in setting up the team
had been for the supervisors to work together with the student however this became untenable. It
is preferable but not always possible to “avoid a point of ending up in kind of two dyads because
the relationship there between the two supervisors isn’t working” (SP10, 305-306). Both
supervisors offered different perspectives which were of value to Annette, and worked with her
throughout the project, but not together. This would suggest that segmented team supervision
may also have continuous engagement with the student and the project, but there is little
interpersonal or intellectual contact between the supervisors. Segmentation may also be a
deliberate strategy used by the student to get diverse perspectives, taking on the responsibility of
making sense of these perspectives independently.
From the findings, segmented team supervision may be defined as episodic or partitioned
engagement with the doctoral student and the project that has weak links between supervisors.
Cluster supervision (Eckersley & Maunders, 2005), is also referred to as group supervision.
A definition is not made in the study but there is an assumption that group supervision involves at
least two supervisors and a number of students working in a specific field, each student taking a
discrete topic. This study mainly involved Master’s students, including only one PhD student.
Professor Bartlett suggests that this “probably works well in a centre a research centre for
example or some kind of institute where there’s large number of students working on related
projects” (SP04, lines 301-303). Supervising groups of students is regularly practiced in the
sciences. Professor Purcell recounts her experience with a colleague whose background was in the
sciences. She says:
what they did with newcomers is they got them to do various things so they find out
appropriate supervisor. So they didn’t have that sorted initially. So the person was
attached to the group and then when they worked out the area and THEN they got
attached to the person (SP09, lines 94-98).
While this is less common in the social sciences, humanities and education it is an available option
particularly where there are groups of students working on a similar project, each focusing on a
definable component, being supervised by two or more supervisors. Professor Sampson
mentioned his experience with cluster supervision, saying “group supervision I think has more
capacity, more potential in the future for real collaboration that involves the students initially”
(SP13, lines 86-88). There is a capacity in cluster or group supervision for collaboration, not just
with supervisors, but with the other students engaged in a similar field. None of the doctoral
students interviewed experienced this form of supervision.
A number of supervisors were very clear about their understanding of the term
collaborative team supervision. Professor Daniels offers a clear definition, saying: “collaborative
supervision means everybody in the same room or the same virtual space to discuss the thesis and
the work” (SP12.3, lines 27-28). Professor Emerson “Collaborative really means co-labouring which
means working together” (SP11, line 219). These two definitions put a focus on the nature of the
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task and engagement of the team members on that task. However, Professor Sampson
approaches the definition from a different perspective. He suggests that it might be possible to
“define collaboration as kind of negotiated power relationships. Don’t have to be equal but they
have to be complimentary otherwise it breaks down” (SP13, lines 135-136). This would suggest
that the interpersonal relationships are also crucial elements to understanding collaborative team
supervision. Professor Emerson expands his definition, saying:
if it’s a genuine team endeavour people I suppose the intention is to try and be better than
the sum of the parts. So you’re trying to say not only does this person have this quality, this
one this and this one this, but together when we interact often with the candidate there is
something even better that comes out of it. That to me would be a good collaborative
team (SP11, lines 222-226).
This clearly identifies that it is not simply the expertise that people bring to the team, but the
interaction that builds the capacity of the team. This sense of collaborative enterprise is also
apparent in Professor Daniels comments. She remarks: “there has to be everybody gaining a sense
of getting something out of it. That it’s an exciting experience for everybody and that you know
the data is really interesting. That there’s new understanding” (SP12.1, lines 163-165). Professor
Daniels adds to this in the second session of the interview, remarking that: “the team has to be a
cohesive team even if there are different views within that team there has to be a flexibility and
understanding of working together collaboratively and that means challenging ideas as part of
that” (SP12.2, lines 46-48). The complexity of collaborative team supervision is evident in a later
statement by Professor Daniels. “It’s incredibly complex and it’s built on a whole lot of contexts, a
whole lot of relationships and trust and knowledge and willingness and capacity to negotiate and
explore ideas in a very sort of safe place” (SP12.3, lines 36-38). There is a measure of altruism in
definitions that may not be reflected in the realities of the complexity of human interactions in
teams.
The foundational principles of collaborative team supervision are in essence principles of
“social justice and transparency” (SP12.1, lines 60-61). The team is developed and designed
together, with respect for the unique contribution of each member. These teams meet usually
together physically or virtually to discuss the work peripheral to and on the thesis project. There is
a focus on “regular full and open communication” (SP04, line 237). Each team member brings
complimentary skills and capacities and a willingness to share and challenge ideas. Relationships
and interactions in the teams are built on trust and respect, power relationships are negotiated,
building a safe environment for the collaboration. Dr Howard describes collaborative modes of
supervision as “always kind of unstable but not precarious just because it’s responsive and
students change and our relationships change” (SP10, lines 40-41). The instability makes this mode
adaptive. The collaboration is intended to endure for the period of candidature and often beyond.
Collaborative teams may be framed as intra, cross, multi and trans-disciplinary. Funded project
teams may also involve multiple universities, and or industry collaborations.

5.2 Variations of framing of teams
In response to the students’ funding arrangements and their topic, teams may be framed
in particular ways. For example, students may receive placement and funding in a doctoral
program that has been funded by external grants which ties them into a larger research project.
Topics may be interdisciplinary, requiring expertise from more than one department or faculty, or
intra disciplinary that requires supervisors from the same department or faculty. This framing
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establishes a number of predetermined requirements that defines the parameters for who may be
interested and available to supervise the student.
5.2.1 Funded research collaborative teams
Professors Daniels, Purcell and Emerson spoke of funded research collaborative teams and
doctoral student Annette’s project was within a funded project. Professor Daniel’s funded
research example was within her university, while Professors Purcell and Emerson and Annette’s
examples were between two universities. Professor Emerson also gave an example of a funded
project involving industry partners. The funding provided for the doctoral student’s scholarship,
which could also be supplemented with research assistant work on the larger project. Professor
Daniel’s current project also includes an early career supervisor (SP12.1). In the projects described
by Professors Purcell and Emerson the doctoral students had a co-supervisor located at the other
university, which provided the doctoral student with the additional benefit of expanding their
professional networks. Professor Purcell explains that the student “got to know a colleague of
mine at R--- university who worked [in the field] and in a way she became almost like another
member of [the student’s] panel though not officially (SP09, lines 25-26). However, the
supervision team is determined largely by the project. This is explained by Annette, whose
candidature is tied to a funded project.
So five people on the [funded project] team, four of them were in [one field] and one of
them was in [another field]. So I had my main supervisor […] who was brought in to
supervise me as well as a few other things and then I also had the second supervisor [in the
other field]. So they had different areas of expertise. [One supervisor had] a lot more
experience. My second supervisor had not had much experience (DS03, lines 13-19).
Students negotiate their topics within the scope of the project. Annette says her supervisors
“explained the project to me and they said to me well your PhD will be somehow related to this
and it’s up to you what you do” (DS03, lines 24-26). On the one hand this may appear to provide
the student with the freedom to determine their own topic, but in reality this left Annette to
flounder for well over a year.
at the beginning I thought that I was just reading and I completely floundered. I had no
idea what I was doing…and then nearly a year well just before my confirmation I started to
get some idea of what a PhD even looks like. I hadn’t even thought about what it has
chapters and how am I going to organise it. I don’t know why. I would have liked it if they
had sat down with me at the beginning and made it very, very clear that look you need to
work out your chapters, what do you think you conclusions going to be NOW. All that kind
of stuff rather than just discovering it along the way because I found that infuriating (DS03,
lines 162-169).
At the time of the interview Annette was into her fifth year and hoping to complete within the
next six months. There is a sense that Annette’s project was of secondary importance to the larger
project, and her employment as Research Assistant to the project was of more practical value. The
discord between her two supervisors, conflicting advice and lack of focus on Annette’s topic
contributed to her extended completion time.
The key difference between doctorates within funded projects and unfunded is the
student’s capacity to negotiate their supervision. In funded projects the student is selected by the
project team and the student negotiates their topic within the parameters of the project. The
usual unfunded practice allows students to select a primary supervisor and negotiate with that
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person for the additional supervisor/s. The student’s topic may also be negotiated within the
parameters of their application proposal. This may have an impact for the student because there is
less capacity to change supervisors if the relationship becomes difficult, which is the case with
Annette. However, the opinion of the three experienced supervisors was that there were
potentially great benefits for all team members within this type of collaboration. Annette’s case
may be atypical but it highlights a possible discrepancy between perceptions of supervisors and
the lived experience of the doctoral student.
5.2.2 Cross, trans and multidisciplinary teams
Increasing numbers of research projects are being conducted across two or more
disciplines (Go8, 2013). Professor Bartlett says: “quite a few of the teams I’ve been involved in
have had supervisors from different faculties” (SP04, lines 9-10). Some universities accommodate
larger numbers (three or more) supervisors through a panel system. Professor Dobell is from a
school where research is often interdisciplinary, requiring expertise across a range of fields of
study. He explains that his “university has a panel system with a minimum of three on a panel so
to an extent they are all collaborative, highly variable” (SP06, lines 6-7). Panels are composed of
supervisors and advisers, sometimes from industry who have specific expertise. He continues:
“Typically there are people from quite different disciplinary backgrounds on the panel and the PhD
scholar is navigating between different ones, so collaborative as the norm rather than as any form
as an exception” (SP06, lines 17-19). Professor Duncan also gives an example of interdisciplinary
supervision: “I am currently … co-supervising someone in another school and the reason we have a
close relationship as supervisors with the student is because we are all offering something
different to the student’s work which is very interdisciplinary” (SP03, lines 37-40). She continues:
“you’re part of this interesting kind of process that is completely totally out of your field about
what constitutes a PhD so that’s fun” (SP03, lines 49-50). Professor Bartlett also expresses her
enjoyment in cross-disciplinary projects, saying “They generally work very well. I find it a great
opportunity actually to converse with colleagues and focus on a project together” (SP04, lines 1314).
Sally, Nadine, Connie, and Ben’s studies are cross-disciplinary. In these three examples the
supervisors have all known each other for some time, and have worked together in supervision
previously. Sally says of her supervisors: “they’re very close. They work together a lot” (DS05, line
61). The supervisors were chosen in these three examples for both their expertise and their
capacity to work well with their colleague.
5.2.3 Intra-disciplinary teams
Intra-disciplinary teams are teams of “people who have all got the same interest in the
area of research” (SP11, line 53). Professor Emerson identifies a common interest in the field of
study, rather than necessarily contributing particular expertise. He goes on to say: “In a way that
doesn’t add so much in value for the candidate but it maybe makes the team work because
they’re all on the same page in terms of theory and topic and all the rest of it” (SP11, 54-55).
Professor Daniels supervises with a colleague “quite a lot” (SP12.1, line 166). She explains that
their methodologies differ, one quantitative, the other qualitative. “she and I have done a huge
amount of research together and we supervise together REALLY well because we have respect for
the expertise the other brings and we also I think learn so much from each other. It’s really
directed and broadened our own basis of the work that we do as well” (SP12.1, lines 171-173). Dr
Howard also regularly supervises with particular colleagues within his faculty. Dr Howard identifies
the dialogue around a common area of interest, with each team member making a contribution to
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develop common understandings, as the intrinsic value of the collaboration. He says of his
experience in intra-disciplinary team supervision: “the joint modes are the modes I’ve been
working much more in, and I find them incredibly rewarding” (SP10, lines 385-386). In a number of
the examples supervisors talk about colleagues they supervise with regularly, and clearly there are
advantages for those teams with known pedagogies, attitudes to work and respect for particular
forms of expertise.
Fiona and Roslyn’s supervision teams were intra-disciplinary. Fiona’s team was initially
cross-disciplinary but as her topic shifted so too did the composition of her team. Fiona’s first
primary supervisor was known to her, but changes meant that her second principal supervisor was
recommended by her first, and the co-supervisor was recommended by the second primary
supervisor. Roslyn’s team also changed, with her primary supervisor becoming unavailable. Her
co-supervisor was known to her, and the second primary supervisor was known to her.
While the framing of the team sets up the parameters of supervision, determining the
range of expertise that may be required to support the student, it does not appear to have a
determining effect on how the team functions. That is, a funded project may be collaborative or
segmented or de facto dyad and the same is likely for interdisciplinary projects. In intra
disciplinary projects there was some suggestion that the full engagement of a co-supervisor was
unnecessary, but the data demonstrates that collaborative supervision was strongly preferred by
doctoral students and available to them in some instances. It is not the framing that determines
the function of the team mode, but choices made by the team itself.

5.3 Agency in doctoral supervision
In the data from supervisor and doctoral students’ agency – the exercise of agency and
fostering of agency – is strongly apparent. In this section I examine both these aspects of agency
according to the cohorts of participants, and factors that influence agency such as gender and
career stage/age. It is obvious from the data that some team modes support and foster agency for
all participants more than others. It is also very clear that power may be used by any or all of the
team members and that it may be used productively or unproductively. All team members are
shown to have different forms of power and use this power in different ways at different times.
This makes the dynamics of power highly fluid and interactive. Also apparent are strategies and
underpinning principles that support collaboration, and the absence of these principles serves to
disempower team members.
5.3.1 Agency and Doctoral students
The six doctoral students whose supervisory teams operated for the most part in a
collaborative mode all exercised considerable agency from the outset of their doctoral studies.
They acted agentively in setting up and managing their teams, making executive decisions after
discussions with their team and building professional networks. All of them encountered
disruption in one form or another during their candidature but used these disruptions to their
ultimate advantage.
Five of the students knew at least one of their supervisors prior to commencement. Fiona’s
initial primary supervisor was a colleague and she had attended a seminar on thesis by publication
given by this colleague. It was Fiona’s intention to do her doctorate in this form, however her
circumstances changed and this form became less attractive. With the shift in form a change of
supervisor was recommended and her first primary supervisor recommended another colleague
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with whom Fiona was comfortable and the change of primary supervisor was effected. Connie,
Nadine, and Roslyn had all completed coursework with one of their supervisors and Sally had been
supervised in her Master’s research by her primary supervisor. Ben was the exception. He
researched potential supervisors on-line and had a brief conversation over the phone with his
primary supervisor. He had a very short timeline to submit his paperwork. He says: “I think I drew
a lucky straw in that regard because I didn’t meet them in person beforehand but we do get along
pretty well and we do have similar mindsets about research which I think is really important”
(DS09, lines 333-335). He recommends that doctoral students have extensive conversations face
to face with potential supervisors “not just about your research and what you want to do but try
to talk about general things”(DS09, lines 328-329) and to talk to the supervisor’s former students
to discuss their experiences. Connie returned to her alma mater, and Fiona chose to commence
her doctorate at her workplace. Sally, Roslyn and Ben all considered other universities. Sally and
Roslyn interviewed other supervisors at these universities and decided that these potential
supervisors were unsuitable. Nadine enrolled for doctoral studies at another university, set up her
team and survived eighteen months in a situation that became completely unworkable. She says:
“I didn’t have enough confidence to stand my ground about it and just felt stupider and stupider
every month and then finally I thought I can’t do this, its self-harm” (DS. 02.2, lines 38-40). Nadine
enrolled three years later at another university in a professional doctorate to ensure she had
access to course work, and chose her primary supervisor from this program.
All six students, having established or re-established their relationship with one supervisor
then discussed and negotiated their additional supervisor. In four cases these were co-supervisors,
in Ben and Roslyn’s case it was the primary supervisor who was added to complete the team. In all
six cases the additional supervisor was selected on the dual considerations of expertise and
compatibility with both the student and the supervisor. Roslyn says: “I was comfortable with [cosupervisor] but he’s not an expert in the area so he suggested meeting one of the lecturers at the
suburban campus to talk to her…so I had a meeting with her and we seemed to get along” (DS06,
lines 21-23). Ben explains that: “my two supervisors they’ve know each other for quite a long time
and my secondary supervisor was my main supervisors PhD student” (DS09, lines 136-137).
Connie’s choice of co-supervisor was primarily based on relationships. She says: “The personality
made the biggest difference I would say. That was more important. Someone I could work with
[and] someone (primary supervisor) could work with. No personality clashes and with a similar
approach to work” (DS01, lines 32-34). Sally says: “I knew I was really happy working with [primary
supervisor] but I knew that I needed additional expertise from someone who knew a little bit more
about the theory side” (DS05, lines 31-33).
The negotiation for the second supervisor took into consideration the advice of their
supervisor’s capacity to work with their colleague. Complementarity of expertise and compatibility
were given high priority, so that “personality clashes” could be avoided and there was similarities
in approaches to work. Connie’s two supervisors “work together a lot” (DS05, line 60). Ben and
Connie’s co-supervisor’s had been supervised for their doctorates by the primary supervisors.
Nadine, Fiona and Roslyn’s supervisors had worked together previously. Negative case analysis,
where collaborative supervision teams could not be established differed from the collaborative
teams. In Nadine’s first experience established relationships did not exist, and it quickly became
apparent that “they had completely different views but they all deferred to the man in the group
which drove me crazy because he was quite a dominant personality” (DS. 2.2, lines 28-30). The
deferral to the dominant male was a frustration for Nadine who had selected her three
supervisors for their areas of expertise. However the value of the disparate advice was diminished
by the lack of robust discussion. The deferral was not because this man was in a position of
authority over the two female academics as they worked in different disciplines. Nadine explains
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this, saying: “there was no hierarchy at that university where they were required to work for him”
(DS02, lines 86-87). In the advice that Nadine proffers for new doctoral students, she suggests “I
would find professionals who were already in some kind of a linkage or working relationship
because you know that they have personalities that are going to get along and they have respect
for each other’s work” (DS02.1, lines 98-100). Sharon had established a good relationship with her
previously unknown primary supervisor but attempts to engage a co-supervisor were frustrated by
the co-supervisor’s failure to attend supervision meetings or engage with any written work. The
co-supervisor had no previous relationship with the primary supervisor. In the early stages of
Annette’s project the team “deteriorated rapidly (laughs)” (DS03, line 37). Deteriorated rapidly is a
strong statement that concludes with a nervous laugh. This indicates a high level of discomfort,
which becomes more apparent with the flow of the conversation. Annette attempts to explain her
supervisors different perspectives (different styles) but follows this with “but they also clearly
didn’t like each other (laughs)” (DS03line 45). Annette had previously explained that the discord
was a flow on from the larger project where the two academics had professional disagreements,
but “clearly didn’t like each other”. It’s personal not professional. Discord on an interpersonal level
made collaborative meeting unpleasant, and Annette strategically accessed her two supervisors
separately, creating a segmented arrangement. Previous working relationships were seen as
positives by the doctoral students, because the relationship between supervisors did not need to
be established, and respectful interaction was already existing. This indicates that interpersonal
relationships, either pre-existing or established in the early stages are crucial to team function.
Expertise in the field/s of the topic may be necessary but is insufficient by itself to support
collaboration.
Only three of the doctoral students with collaborative teams referred to intentional
discussions about the pedagogy of their supervisory team. Nadine initiated the conversation, Ben
used an information session handout to initiate a conversation. Fiona’s supervisor’s made some
suggestions and Connie’s primary supervisor simply made a statement about organising times as
required that suited her. In the early stages of his doctorate Ben attended a “session that was
about your PhD journey” (line 39), part of which was on communication with supervisors. Students
were given a document to share with their supervisors to establish common understandings and
expectations. Ben says: “I don’t think I did that sheet I think I just talked to them generally” (DS09,
lines 41-42). This established “the purpose of the meetings and what would we discuss and how
often we would be in contact” (DS09, lines 44-45). The team meets “all three of us, the whole
time” (DS09, line 34). Ben describes the meeting to discuss these issues as:
a bit awkward I guess, I mean cos you’re in this position where you know like my main
supervisor is a full professor. She’s very well-known and you do feel a bit intimidated about
raising these issues like… um what are you expecting from me and what can I expect from
you that sort of thing. But both of my supervisors are very friendly and accommodating I
think. So I wouldn’t say there was an issue. It’s just that feeling you get like you’re not
really sure how to bring these things up (DS09, lines 47-52).
Ben feels ‘awkward’ in his positioning as a student raising these issues. He notes the status of his
principal supervisor, describing her as ‘a full professor’ and ‘very well known’, both highly elevated
in relative position to a doctoral student. This meeting was in the early stages of Ben’s project, so
the relationships formed at the time of enrolment were not well-established. Fortunately both of
Ben’s supervisors are ‘friendly and accommodating’ so that despite his uncertainty in raising issues
of mutual expectations, he is able to initiate the discussion. Ben’s team met roughly every
fortnight except for periods when his supervisors have “both been absent like overseas doing
research or on long service leave” (DS09, lines 60-61), during the first year of his project.
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Nadine used the three year interval to reflect on the causes for the failures in her first
attempt, reaffirm her intense interest in the topic and ensure that her second attempt would be
more successful. She reflects that “I think it was better this time being up front and being clear
about what I wanted from them” (DS02.1, lines 55-56). Being clear about her expectations at the
outset allows Nadine to determine if the supervisors she has identified through course work will
suit her needs. It also allows her supervisors to decide if this will work for them. In the early stages
of Fiona’s new team, one supervisor “did start off with a very structured approach to supervision
and wanted me to make minutes and so on, but we haven’t followed that procedure because
there’s been no need” (DS04, lines 85-87). Fiona’s current team meets “together as a threesome”
(DS04, line 80), “somewhere between once every four and six weeks” (DS04, line 82). In the early
stages of Connie’s candidature her primary supervisor said “look this is your project. If you want to
see me make a time to see me” (DS01, lines 51-52). Connie says “I would exhaust my energies a
little bit and get to a point in my work when I felt I needed some supervision and some guidance
and then we’d schedule a meeting and have that meeting and then I’d go off again on my own”
(DS01, lines 54-56). For Sally there was a tacit understanding of her supervisors’ pedagogy having
been supervised previously by her primary supervisor. Roslyn makes no reference to any
discussion about pedagogy. However all six students undertook responsibility to initiate meetings
as they required them rather than having a fixed schedule. Fiona’s team initially set a fixed
schedule but it became quickly apparent that was unnecessary and was abandoned. One of the
problems experienced by Nadine in her first attempt was the supervisors’ insistence on a
particular schedule. Nadine is a mid-career doctoral student, well aware of her learning and
working patterns. She says:
I’d already said to them that I’m not somebody who is a consistent worker like I might
leave it alone for a month and then I’ll work continuously on it for a month. It just depends
how I’m feeling and what I’m doing. But they wanted something produced every three
weeks. It was quite difficult for me (DS. 02.2, lines 49-52).
There was apparently little consideration for Nadine as an individual. The expected scheduling of
work output is imposed on her, despite her explanation of her work patterns or her personal
circumstances. The expectation was that Nadine would forward her work a week prior to
meetings, which would be conducted every three weeks. This requirement was quite disruptive of
Nadine’s work patterns. The imposed schedule diminished her agency. The lack of reference made
by doctoral students to intentional discussion about pedagogy may be because in most instances
one or more of the supervisors was known to the student prior to commencement and
supervisory pedagogy was assumed, or these conversations occurred but were not recalled.
All the collaborative teams usually met together either physically or virtually although
there were occasions where the student would meet one supervisor separately. This was done
with the agreement of the team. Sally says: “so at one point for some reason I was meeting with
them separately and it just went terribly. It didn’t work out so we made a point of always meeting
as a group” (DS05, lines 51-52). In the early stages of Roslyn’s project team meetings were “fluid”
(DS06, line 35). Roslyn met more frequently with her co-supervisor because he was more readily
available on the same campus as Roslyn. Sometimes the team meetings were phone calls that
Roslyn describes as:
bizarre because we would meet in my office for a phone call meeting with my principal
supervisor and then I would need to leave so that my co-supervisor and principal
supervisor could finish off with something that was school related needed to discuss but I
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wasn’t supposed to hear. It was really weird to get kicked out of my own office but you
know we dealt. It was good (DS06, lines 37-41).
Rather than seeing this as a negative situation, Roslyn finds the situation ‘weird’ and ends the
statement with ‘it was good’. She sees the humour in being asked to leave her office so her
colleagues could continue their professional relationship without her participation. Roslyn’s cosupervisor demonstrates consideration and respect for Roslyn by arranging the meetings in her
office rather than his, but the quid pro quo is that Roslyn needs to vacate briefly at the end of the
supervisory meeting. This suggests that the rapport between the team is flexible, resilient, based
on mutual trust and respect. In response to the different stages of Fiona’s thesis development, the
meeting patterns have been adjusted. She says that:
as the PhD has progressed and my thinking has progressed and the reading has extended
one of the supervisor who is really who’s most experienced as a PhD supervisor generally
says look what I think we can do today is look at it from the point of view of structure and
we do that. Then sometimes she’ll say but I still think you two need to meet in between. So
then we also meet in between (DS04, lines 93-98).
Fiona explains this in reference to her needs, according to the PhD and “my thinking”. Her primary
supervisor suggests rather than directs -“what I think we can do today” and “I still think you two…”
an alteration to the meeting format. Fiona accepts these suggestions without hesitation “so we
meet in between”. The use of the word ‘so’ indicates a logical consequence. However, meeting
with the co-supervisor ‘in between’ also suggests that the co-supervisor is carrying additional
responsibility in terms of workload.
Having collaborative meetings with the team works productively for the doctoral students.
Role clarity in the teams appears to contribute to productive working within the team as does a
supportive and open environment. The supportive nature of the collaborative supervision means
that Nadine is not afraid of the feedback and criticism of her work. Nadine is able to take the
lengthy and detailed feedback and work out what is appropriate for her because it is given in a
positive and supportive manner. It is not directive as in the first context. Her current supervisory
team offer advice to “try to enhance what I’m doing rather than control it” (DS02.2, lines 97-98).
Nadine reflects that “it’s a very personal thing writing a PhD and getting critical feedback that’s
not well phrased can just wreck somebody’s confidence in being able to complete their thesis I
think” (DS02.1, lines 182-184). The mutual trust and support between all members of the team
builds Nadine’s confidence. In Fiona’s team there is role clarity between her supervisors, they “fall
into those two roles. One is structure what have you got it like that for, the other talking about
responding to the actual ideas” (DS04, lines 88-90). With the roles clearly defined, Fiona regards
the advice offered by her supervisors as “different so [she] didn’t feel it as a conflict” (DS04, lines
103-104). The use of the word ‘feel’ would suggest that this perception is from an interpersonal
frame rather than an intellectual frame where she might have used a word like ‘understand’ or
‘interpret’. This reinforces the view that Fiona is comfortable with this structuring. While these
roles have remained consistent, the meeting structures have adjusted according to Fiona’s
progress.
The roles of Roslyn’s team were quite clearly defined, with her principal supervisor taking
both the administrative and domain expert roles, and her co-supervisor as mentor and personal
supporter or caretaker. Because he was closer in age to Roslyn “he tended to fill in with that
mentor thing with career wise issues of decision making” (DS06, lines 49-50). Initially Roslyn had
anticipated undertaking a mixed-methods study and her co-supervisor had expertise in statistics.
Without experience herself in quantitative research she knew that if she “did anything in that area
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it would be correct” (DS06, lines 48-49). Roslyn’s study eventually became qualitative, but her cosupervisor played a number of very important roles within the team. Because her co-supervisor is
not an expert in the field, “he was a good person for a sounding board because if I could explain it
to him and he could follow what I meant I actually understood what I was actually talking about in
preparation for talking with my principal supervisor” (DS06, lines 31-33): In addition “my cosupervisor is very good at distilling something down to the main point” (DS06, line 164). This was
important in clarifying Roslyn’s research questions and later in identifying the key contributions to
new knowledge and practices.
Sally’s selection of her co-supervisor for his expertise in content, particularly theory,
established the roles on the team. Sally explains that “the understanding was always that Harry
would be the primary supervisor so it ended up being a 60-40 split. But they have done equal work
I’d say. They’ve done very different work. They’ve helped me in different ways” (DS05, lines 3638). Sally’s research draws data from a foreign country, the birthplace of her primary supervisor,
so she drew on his connections and cultural understandings to support her field work. As she says:
“you don’t just walk into a village” (lines 43-44) and expect to be able to gather data. Sally’s cosupervisor has supported the theoretical conceptualisation and writing up which her primary
supervisor “is not so good at” (DS05, line 46). The levels of engagement of each supervisor have
fluctuated through the course of thesis development. Her primary supervisor was heavily involved
helping “set up the field work and you know getting the contacts that I needed and stuff which is
something that [co-supervisor] wouldn’t have been able to do” (DS05, lines 153-155). In the later
stages involving “writing and trying to finish off the kind of argumentation [her co-supervisor] has
stepped into that role and being very picky about it…whereas [her primary supervisor] has
stepped back and he’s not really supervising anymore because that’s not his strong point to read
through text and edit it” (DS05, lines 155-158). Sally values the strengths of each of her
supervisors and engages their particular attention according to her needs at the time. She uses the
terms “stepping into” and “stepping back” to underline the fluidity of the positions. Sally
elaborates on the shifts in the team relationships, saying:
you go through such a massive personal shift and professional shift during that three or
four years. In a way your relationship and role changes as it becomes your research. You
know the most about it. You can challenge them in their interpretation. Whereas at the
beginning it’s very much I need help. I need direction (DS05, lines 168-172).
The changes relate to both the personal and professional dimensions of the relationships,
particularly those between Sally and her supervisors. The personal precedes the professional in
this iteration and is described as “massive”, and suggests identity development in these changes.
Initially Sally needs help and direction, but as the project develops she is able to challenge their
interpretations. This has an impact on the roles and these changes in response to the personal and
professional shifts.
In Ben’s case his co-supervisor recommended her PhD supervisor as principal supervisor.
There is no indication that the co-supervisor defers to her senior colleague. Ben says: “so even
when there is conflicting advice they never start arguing or anything like that. It’s just like this is
what I think this is what she thinks and you’ve got to make up… it’s your decision basically” (DS09,
lines 137-139). The two supervisors will discuss robustly “where they’ve been quite passionate
about of different opinions regardless of whether that had anything to do with me like general
concepts sort of like a specific issue or something that was brought up” (DS09, lines 142-145). Ben
is afforded the respect of being present during these discussions, and his agency is fostered
through participation. He is then positioned to make up his own mind having heard both
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perspectives. Discussions are also not confined to Ben’s particular topic but ‘general topics’ or ‘a
specific issue’ that was outside Ben’s project but of interest to him. This climate of open and
vigorous discussion supports Ben on a personal and academic level. He says:
I guess I’ve always been a bit anti authority person, so just because a person’s in a position
of authority doesn’t necessarily mean that I’m going to listen to them over someone else.
Obviously I respect both my supervisors and I respect the experience they have but I try
not to be too accommodating like just roll over to everything they say and I definitely have
spoken up about things that I disagree with which has caused a bit of tension but not to a
really bad degree. Just sort of like…I think in a part I think they were surprised that I would
speak that openly or bluntly. I’m just like no I don’t think that’s a good idea and they were
like oh ok. It didn’t become a big argument or anything. I think I was able to argue my
point, so it was ok (DS09, 169-177).
Ben’s personal inclination is to evaluate advice on its merits, rather than accepting authority. He
respects his supervisors and their experience, but he asserts his right to his perspective, ‘not to roll
over to everything’. He has felt sufficiently confident of the relationships in the team to speak up
about things he disagrees with ‘openly or bluntly’. The important issue for him is that he is able to
argue his point, and having some degree of confidence (‘I think’) he concludes that ‘it was ok’. In
this extract Ben establishes his academic identity. Personally he doesn’t simply accept authority,
and intellectually he is able to argue his point. Connie set up her supervisory team with a focus on
expertise, relationships and approach to work. There was also a clear distinction in roles, with the
primary supervisor taking 75% of the load, and providing the expertise with the theoretical
framework. Her primary supervisor had greater content knowledge that provided expertise with
the literature in the field. However Connie’s co-supervisor defers to the primary supervisor. While
both supervisor’s contribute in different ways, if there is any difference of perspective the cosupervisor’s deferral to her former supervisor makes any conflicting input from her easy to
discount.
Five of the six doctoral students were very active in developing professional networks, and
all of the students in collaborative modes have been encouraged to attend conferences and to
publish. Fiona and Nadine have not taken up these suggestions. Nadine because her project falls
between a number of disciplines and conferences are not often available. She has developed and
maintained a network of fellow doctoral students from her coursework program and they
regularly email each other, giving feedback on each other’s work. Fiona says “I’ve always said at
this point I haven’t got anything to say as such so I haven’t taken up any of the conferences”
(DS04, lines 126-127). Fiona has also put aside publishing until she completes her thesis. She is not
fearful or discouraged about presenting her work, simply ‘at this point I haven’t got anything to
say’. This suggests that at some later point when she does have something to say she will do so.
She makes this point shortly after. “I think I’m approaching the point where I can say yes I do have
something to say” (DS04, lines 134-135). As a late career student Fiona has not required much
support from peers. She has “a strong support system outside” (DS04, lines 200-201). During her
compulsory coursework subjects she was “happy to participate in the life of the group at the time
but I didn’t have any need for it to continue beyond” (DS04, lines 233-234). With a supportive
family, long established friendship networks, and familiarity with the university systems Fiona
needs little additional support.
Connie’s contact with the wider academic community was encouraged by both her
supervisors. Her primary supervisor introduced her to friends and colleagues, and she became part
of a fortnightly discussion group at another tertiary institution, attending seminars there as well.
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Additionally she received funding to attend a number of overseas conferences, presenting papers
both overseas and domestically. As part of a larger project that Connie worked on as a Research
Assistant, she has co-authored “maybe five peer reviewed journal articles” (DS01, line 127).
Initially Connie found it difficult to develop a peer support network, saying: “in the first year it was
really slow work to build relationships here” (DS01, lines 114-115). However, over time peer
networks were established and became a great support for the “what am I doing with my life kind
of moments” (DS01, line 109). Additionally Connie’s primary supervisor runs a weekly lunchtime
meeting for all his PhD students. These meetings are “as much a social affair as a research thing”
(DS01, lines 109-110). These meetings served to break down the loneliness that Connie
experienced in her first year.
Roslyn was lead author on “one journal paper in the time but conference papers we wrote
four I think papers” (DS06, line 68). She has developed strong support from other academics in the
disciplines pertinent to her project. Her engagement with the wider academic community fosters
her agency as she draws support from the community of practice.
Sally’s engagement with the wider academic community has been supported and
encouraged by both her supervisors. Each supervisor runs a lunchtime gathering of their PhD
students, one that meets weekly, the other monthly. These networks have provided “really
important support networks” (DS05, line 97). Sally’s supervisors have also provided financial and
other academic support. Funding was provided for international and domestic conferences where
Sally was able to present papers. Teaching opportunities and research assistant work was made
available, as well as help “in terms of structuring journal articles and reviewing journal articles
thinking about which journals to send things to how to strategize and target your work” (DS05,
lines104-106).
Ben’s university faculty has a number of discussion groups and his supervisors suggested
he join one of them in particular aligned more with his world view. This discussion group includes
academics and students, though there are sometimes only students present. These forums are
useful for discussing research and supervisory issues. As Ben says: “it’s been good to have an
awareness of first who else is in the faculty and what they’re doing, practice discussing my own
ideas with other students. I think it’s been really valuable” (DS09, lines 217-219). There have been
intentions to discuss each other’s work and give feedback, this has not yet eventuated. The faculty
holds an annual conference “which a lot of students use as practice to going to other outside
conferences…so that was really good” (DS09, lines 232-233). Ben used this as an opportunity to
rehearse for his first conference presentation which built his confidence. He has been encouraged
by his supervisors to attend other conferences, however there is a difference of opinion about
writing for publication. Ben says: “I think my secondary supervisor has been more encouraging to
get published where my main supervisor has been concerned about the time it will take and
whether it’s actually possible” (DS09, lines 250-252). At this point Ben has not yet submitted
anything for peer review though he is considering it. He says: “the worst thing that’ll happen you
won’t be able to get it published but it will still go into your dissertation and you’ll still get the
experience and get the feedback from the peer reviews” (DS09, lines 254-256). With support and
encouragement from the supervisory team the doctoral students are able to make decisions about
their engagement with the wider academic community according to their own perceived needs.
Five of the doctoral students encountered challenges during the course of their projects.
Fiona and Roslyn changed supervisors. Ben encountered sabotage from another academic which
was directed at his primary supervisor and his project was collateral damage. Sally had to contend
with miscommunication between her supervisors. Nadine, as already discussed abandoned her
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first attempt, recommencing after a three year interval. Fiona changed both her primary and cosupervisors in the early stages of her project as her topic and methodology shifted. This change
was well supported and unproblematic, initiated by choices made by Fiona. The issue of changing
supervisors was encountered by Roslyn, not because the relationship with the principal supervisor
“went bad but it was abrupt” (DS06, line 325). The trigger for the change had nothing to do with
supervision but with workplace politics at the university. Roslyn says: “she retired from the school
because she couldn’t deal with them anymore” (DS06, lines 100-101). However, the workplace
situation did intrude into the relationship between Roslyn and her primary supervisor. Because
they “got along reasonably well” (DS06, line 95) they would chat about “the general how’re you
doing” (DS06, line 96), particularly in response to positive comments that Roslyn would make
about support from other faculty members, she would “come out with the odd comment” (DS06,
lines 97-98). These comments would usually be about the lack of collegial support and how this
may impact on her continued participation in the team. Roslyn “found that uncomfortable
sometimes that that issue was raised” (DS06, line 93). This suggests that Roslyn has clear
boundaries to the extent of the interpersonal relationship with her supervisor. The political
tensions of the faculty are not her concern and Roslyn feels that it is inappropriate to involve her.
This is particularly difficult for Roslyn because she has enjoyed the support of many faculty
members saying: “other academics some of them were VERY approachable just for bouncing ideas
or getting a different opinion. So they were great especially a couple of them down at the regional
city campus were really helpful. So while I had two main supervisors you know that whole village
going on” (DS06, lines 63-66). Inevitably the situation came to a head with the retirement of her
principal supervisor and it became necessary for Roslyn to find a new supervisor. Roslyn had
hoped to maintain contact with her first primary supervisor but “she dropped out there was no
ongoing contact” (DS06, lines 110-111). The change of primary supervisor’s occurred towards the
end of Roslyn’s fifth year, with less than twelve months to completion. It occurred about a year
after Roslyn had relocated interstate to take up full time employment, and at a time when Roslyn
was “pushing to get finished” (DS06, line 133).
This sudden and largely unexpected change might have been seriously disruptive during
the writing up stage of the project. However Roslyn describes herself as “extremely lucky” (DS06,
line 113) in her replacement principal supervisor. Roslyn had previously worked for this academic
as a tutor and occasionally teaching her classes when she was unavailable. Describing her as
“extremely dedicated” (DS06, line 113) Roslyn says: “she had a LOT of trust in me and I had a lot of
trust in her already established from that relationship” (DS06, lines 116-117). While not an expert
in the field, she was “a better supervisor in a way in terms of the attention she paid to me” (DS06,
line 118-119). Where her initial primary supervisor “could go six weeks between meetings and
there would be very minimal contact in that time or she wouldn’t email and ask…[her] second
principal supervisor kept checking how’re you going” (DS06, lines 120-122). Roslyn’s new primary
supervisor also arranged a writing retreat for all her PhD students, and a desk space on the
suburban campus with stationery and “little flags on the desk so I knew it was mine” (DS06, line
139). In nine months Roslyn went from having only a methodology chapter in “reasonable shape
…to a complete nine chapter thesis and a lot of it was her push and drive...her interest” (DS06,
lines 126-128). An unexpected and positive outcome from the change of principal supervisors was
in the area of expertise. Roslyn’s new primary supervisor was not an expert in the field, and
according to Roslyn “it gave me that ability to shift to BE the expert on it. Instead of my (first)
principal supervisor saying you should go here it was ME who HAD to make the decision which was
interesting” (DS06, lines 156-158). The emphasis on ‘BE’ suggests a significant shift from a
becoming or novice position to having arrived at a point of expertise. It is now Roslyn who must
make the decisions about her thesis without the advice of an acknowledged expert. This
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statement comes after a number of comments about the impact of the change of principal
supervisor. Roslyn observes that the extraordinary efforts by her new principal supervisor and cosupervisor who provided detailed feedback in a very short time frame allowed her to submit her
thesis in a timely manner. She is in awe of their commitment, saying “it was amazing and I wonder
now whether with my (first) principal supervisor I’d have submitted by now. I’m not sure I
would’ve and I’m not sure it would be the thesis I submitted. Not that it would necessarily be
wrong, but it just was different” (DS06, lines 152-156). In this statement she recognises the unique
input from supervisor’s in helping to shape a thesis as well as completion time. The key difference
is that Roslyn had been repositioned with the change of supervisor to being the expert on the
project. It is her voice in the submitted thesis. She uses the phrase ‘not that it would necessarily be
wrong’ with ‘necessarily’ an equivocal modifier followed by ‘just…different’, hinting that the
outcome she achieved was perhaps better than it might have been without the change.
Ben experienced interference on the part of another academic from the faculty, causing
Ben to “change [his] whole research plan” (DS09, line 66). Ben had planned to conduct his
research in a school environment. Apparently the senior academic “emailed the principal and told
him a lot of quite negative things about my main supervisor and the sort of research I wanted to
do” (DS09, lines 84-86). This political interference was largely kept from Ben, except for the impact
on his study design which made using that particular school untenable. However Ben positions
himself as being the one making decisions about his project. Having been put in the situation of
having to change his study design he says: “I ended up changing my plan completely” (DS09, line
94). “So I decided to look at [a different cohort of students] and I also ended up changing what my
focus was. I’m looking more broadly at [the field] at this point and also I’ve brought in the topic of
ethics in [the subject] and so on” (DS09, lines 96-99). The repeated use of ‘I’ is a clear indication
that Ben sees himself as the decision maker. Ben’s experience however, exposes personal and
professional behaviours of some academics towards colleagues and students that challenge
assumptions that relationships within the academy are always altruistic (Manathunga, 2012b).
The challenge for Sally was focused on language and cultural differences between the
supervisors. Sally explains:
there’s always a level of misunderstanding… so [my primary supervisor] is foreign born his
language is really good but sometimes like [my co-supervisor] mumbles and speaks really
fast, and so often [my primary supervisor] doesn’t understanding what [my co-supervisor]
says. So [my co-supervisor] and I might have a conversation that [my primary supervisor]
isn’t really participating in. So yeah often misunderstandings (DS05, lines 51-57).
Collaborative meeting have had difficulties caused by communication problems. While her primary
supervisor’s English is “really good” he had difficulty understanding because her co-supervisor
“mumbles and speaks really fast”. There is mutual respect between the supervisors but her cosupervisor does not adequately accommodate her primary supervisor’s communication needs, so
his participation in the discussions is limited. He “isn’t really” participating because his focus is on
making sense of what his colleague is saying, rather than engaging fully in discussions. However,
her two supervisors are “very close” (DS05, line 61) and work together often, so the
communication issue does not produce discord. It does often create ‘misunderstandings”. Sally is
able to navigate these misunderstandings because “I think we all had a common understanding of
the project and where it was going” (lines 61-62). There is a degree of separation in the meetings
caused by both language and cultural understandings of western thesis framing. Sally explains:
it’s a meeting of three people... So sometimes [my primary supervisor] and I speak in his
language, or he will just speak in a way that I understand because I’ve worked with him for
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such a long time but [my co-supervisor] doesn’t quite understand. And then I’ll be speaking
to [my co-supervisor] about theory or concepts but I know that [my primary supervisor] is
lost but we’ll keep on talking and finish that (DS05, lines 66-71)
Sally positions herself between the two supervisors. She has the language and cultural skills
common to both supervisors. She is fluent in her primary supervisor’s language having studied the
language and linguistically and culturally attuned because she lived and worked for a number of
years in the country. Sally is also competent as an academic researcher in western traditions
because she has already completed her master’s thesis. She does not necessarily translate or
mediate between the two supervisors, simply drawing what she requires from both according to
their areas of expertise.
Sally has been able to navigate through the challenges presented by communication issues
in her team because she was aware of this as a potential issue before commencing. She says:
It’s definitely been frustrating but I guess I went into it knowing what their different
strengths were. And underlying it all is a sense that they trust me to do the work and I trust
them to step in when they need to. So I think if I didn’t know them and that was happening
I would be floundering. But because I’m kind of used to them…yeah (DS05, lines 73-76).
There was a common understanding of the project and its intentions and an established collegial;
relationship in place between the three parties. Importantly there is mutual trust between the
supervisors and between Sally and both supervisors. They trust her to do the work and in turn she
trusts them to intervene as and when it becomes necessary. Sally’s supervisors demonstrate
confidence in her research and professional abilities. The frustrations were anticipated but
balanced against the value of each party has to offer the project.
Seven of the ten doctoral students were mid-late career stage. They brought with them
considerable knowledge from their previous employment and life experience. All used their
industry experience to inform their thesis topics. Fiona and George were both late career stage
candidates with well-established professional and social networks that provided significant
support. As a late career student Fiona has not required much support from peers. She has “a
strong support system outside” (DS04, lines 200-201). During her compulsory coursework subjects
she was “happy to participate in the life of the group at the time but I didn’t have any need for it
to continue beyond” (DS04, lines 233-234). With a supportive family, long established friendship
networks, and familiarity with the university systems Fiona needs little additional support. Her
relationship with her supervisors is around her PhD project, placing the focus on intellectual
engagement with supportive interpersonal dynamics. Annette attributes her capacity to deal with
the personal animosity between her supervisors to her workplace experience. She simply focused
on the work of producing her thesis and managed her supervisors separately. However, Roslyn
suggests that awareness of potential failure that may have been part of previous life experience
can have consequences. She says:
it’s going to sound odd. Sometimes I think we are less confident than the younger students
who don’t know yet what life is like when things screw up badly. They’ve just come
through their undergrad and honours and whatever and enrolled in a PhD, and they’ve
never been out there. Everything is not counting on it. When you come in mature age I had
to move back in with my parents. I didn’t have a lot of money. I couldn’t live on my own, I
couldn’t afford to. Like I said I had to work four jobs when I got a scholarship. It’s not a lot
of money and I was still doing other work on top of …and you go god what the hell have I
done. I think they tend to have a little more blind faith than we do, and there’s a little more
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of the whole ‘oh my god I’m never going to complete this. What the hell was I thinking’
that supervisors need to talk you off the ledge a little bit. Just from my own and from a few
of the PhD’s I met, their experiences, some of the younger ones don’t seem to have had
the some of the same problems we did or you know that whole faith and confidence issue
(DS06, lines 214-225).
The different views expressed by the doctoral students suggests that there may be both positive
and negative aspects of significant industry and life experience. Financial precariousness was
noted by both Roslyn and Sally, an early career candidate. Jennifer was highly stressed as a single
parent after her scholarship ran out. For students with limited resources, a lack of adequate
financial support adds to the pressure of completing as quickly as possible, certainly within the
scholarship funded period which is typically three year duration.
The five doctoral students who experienced forms of collaborative supervision
encountered challenges all coped with these issues, drawing often on personal resilience. They
were supported in various ways through the supervisory team context in addressing the issues.
The students were able to take advantage of challenges or changes, regarding the experiences as
something to learn from.
5.3.2 Agency and Early career supervisors
There is an expectation that early career academics should become supervisors to pursue
advancement in their careers. In many universities there are policies that require early career
academics undergo some training which includes coursework and experience in supervision under
the guidance of an experienced supervision, with at least one completion required to qualify as a
primary supervisor. There are both advantages and risks involved in teams that include early
career supervisors for all team members. Several experienced supervisor raised this aspect as an
issue (Professors Albright, Gleeson and Daniels, and Dr Howard) and Connie and Roslyn’s teams
included an early career supervisor. Dr Albertson is an early career supervisor.
There are potential challenges for teams that do include early career supervisors. Novice
supervisors are included in teams for the dual purposes of learning about supervision and
providing support for the student. In the example given by Professor Albright, he recounted his
experience of being a novice supervisor with an experienced primary supervisor who acted as
mentor but dealt only with administrative procedures and left the supervisory work to him.
Officially the credit for the student’s successful completion was given to the primary supervisor,
but the actual work was done by the co-supervisor. Professor Daniels says “I think early career
researchers are interesting because sometimes they SO want to do a great job that sometimes
they are overzealous and then other times perhaps they don’t see the bar as being high enough”
(SP12.2, lines 87-89). Professor Gleeson recounts a situation with an early career supervisor on a
team who caused the student confusion and distress. He says: “she had a very strong personality
and was telling the student exactly how she should go out there into the field and do her work”
(SP05, lines 77-78). In Connie’s case the co-supervisor was over cautious. It is to be expected that
such issues are due to a lack of experience on the part of early career supervisors, or inadequate
guidance by the mentor supervisor. Early career supervisors are involved in team supervision as
part of their training. The challenge is to make this a productive and empowering experience for
them, facilitating their unique contributions to add value to the doctoral students’ project and the
team as a whole.
In one university Professor Emerson reports that there have been recent moves to add an
early career academic to teams making a team of three supervisors plus the student. He says:
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“actually in my view it’s been nothing much to do with benefitting the candidate. It’s actually to
provide the staff with experiences of supervision, so to me there’s a risk involved in that for the
candidate” (SP11, lines 39-41). Other models of early career supervision may cast the principal
supervisor as mentor to the early career supervisor but not necessarily engage with the work of
supervision. Professor Albright remarks of his experience with this model: “he’s a great guy to
work with but he sees his role to be as signing off the forms and providing that sort of oversight
and left the supervision to me” (SP02, lines 44-45). As a mid-career academic, Dr Howard, in taking
up his current position the university was “keen for [him] to get some supervising experience and
so was [he]” (SP10, line 18). Dr Howard was invited to join an existing team that had recently lost a
co-supervisor. Dr Albertson was also keen to take on co-supervision stating:
I suppose any academic with a career aspiration wants to supervise their own PhD students
or maybe one day even supervise post-doctoral positions and the only way to get there is
by starting co-supervising. So that’s really if you think about it and look after your career as
an academic you really need to get onto that. I think that sometimes [people] perhaps
jump into that a bit too quickly. I certainly think that I did (ECS 01, lines 6-10).
Dr Albertson’s enthusiasm to take on supervision is clearly career oriented. Connie, on the
recommendation of her principal supervisor engaged with her co-supervisor for both her expertise
and her personal capacity to work with both Connie and the principal supervisor. The principal
supervisor was the co-supervisors former supervisor. Roslyn’s co-supervisor was her first point of
contact, and he recommended her primary supervisor.
University support for early career supervisors varied. Professor Albright discussed a
coursework training program, as did Dr Albertson. Dr Howard’s initial experience was centred on
his co-supervision practice. Dr Albertson reported that were three or four sessions on supervision
and according to him “the supervision part was very useful because the way that it was set up as a
community of practice where you have other people supervising in very similar situations but from
different areas of the university” (ECS01, lines 203-205). This gave him the opportunity to discuss
issues with other junior colleagues. This was however a small component and most of the training
was directed at teaching and curriculum design. He goes on to lament the lack of training for
supervision and suggests that his haste to become involved in co-supervision was in part an
opportunity to get experience and move his career forward more rapidly. Dr Howard’s university is
“very explicit that in the early stages this is actually a dual thing of co-supervision but also
supervisory mentoring” (SP10, lines 256-257). Dr Howard elaborates:
we’re both there to support the student but equally the supervisor the more experienced
supervisor was there to help me enter the world of supervision as a supervisor. And that
meant we had some conversations about our relationship with each other and that was
framing it as a pedagogic one. I thought that was helpful. It gave it a purpose. It wasn’t
what kind of person are you, or how do you supervise because the answer is always it
depends on the student and depends what’s going on with the student. So I think that
initially that explicit framing of a kind of asymmetry was very helpful because it was there
anyway (SP10, lines 257-264).
This extract clarifies the relationship between the experienced supervisor and the novice. By
making it explicitly a pedagogic relationship, it avoids the personalisation (‘what kind of person are
you’) of any discussion. It also acknowledges the asymmetry of the relationship, which is ‘helpful’
in that it defines the relationship, making it something that may be discussed. By defining the
relationship strategies may be put in place purposefully which included “having discussions before
and after the supervision meeting about things I was trying to learn about supervision” (SP10, lines
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43-44). Focusing on supervision as pedagogy and the relationship between mentor and novice to
depersonalise divergence from agreements may work effectively in some cases, but may still
prove challenging in other cases. As Professor Gleeson points out, much depends on the
personalities of the team members. He says “I tend to try to avoid conflict in these types of
situations by withdrawing. It’s just part of my personality” (SP05, lines 262-263). Professor Gleeson
also acknowledges that “there’s the power dynamics between the two supervisors. There’s also
the different power dynamics that are going on with the student and supervisor relationship as
well and also much depends sometimes upon the seniority of the supervisors as well” (SP05, lines
111-114). Having the ground rules suggested by Dr Howard may mitigate some of the personal
politics in team supervision, but recourse to other procedures may be necessary in some
situations.
Professor Daniels’ roles include mentoring early career supervisors. She elaborates on
collaborative teams that purposefully engage early career supervisors “coming on board [so] they
can be immersed in an environment where everybody’s views are important, everybody’s view is
heard and then how to find ways through that context” (SP12.3, lines 47-49). Conversations about
aspects of the pedagogy of supervision are a normal aspect of collaborative teams that include
early career supervisors according to Professor Daniels. In reality however, this is not always the
case. Examples given by Professors Albright, Gleeson and Dr Albertson suggest otherwise. Ideally,
framing the relationship between experienced supervisor and early career supervisor as a
mentorship acknowledges this as a pedagogic relationship which also recognises the asymmetry of
the power dynamic.
The lack of framing as a mentorship can have serious consequences. Dr Albertson’s
experience is quite alarming. He was involved in two team supervisions with the same principal
supervisor. For one he was asked to join an existing supervision to replace a co-supervisor who
was leaving. In the other he had been approached by the student when he was not accredited as a
supervisor “so [he] had to find a principal supervisor to sort of be the big dog on that supervision”
(ECS01, lines 25-26). There had been no discussions about the pedagogy of supervision or the
nature of the relationship between the supervisors. In this relationship “there’s been some slight
aspects of [mentorship] over the years”. Dr Albertson continues, saying “but I I wouldn’t say that
that is a very functional relationship”. There have “been times where we have met 10-15 minutes
before we have been meeting the student or chatted for 10-15 minutes after the meeting we’ve
talked about…But it’s never been talking about. I can’t recall that we’ve ever talked about my role
as a supervisor. It’s always been about the student” (ECS01, lines 58-62). Dr Albertson’s speech is
hesitant, with the repeated ‘I’ and the discontinuity of the final phrases and repeated ‘talked
about’. He is clearly uncomfortable about this situation, perhaps unsure who should take
responsibility for broaching the subject of supervision. His confusion becomes more apparent in
the following sentences. “I don’t know why that is the case. I don’t know if I come across as
intimidating or if the principal supervisor has some confidence issues. I don’t know. I’m not going
to speculate about that” (ECS01, lines 62-65). Dr Albertson is perplexed, confused and most
uncomfortable with the relationship with his colleague. The asymmetry of the power relationship
is addressed only in terms of the personal. Either he is ‘intimidating’ or the principal supervisor
‘has confidence issues’. This contrasts to Dr Howard’s experience that is able to focus on
pedagogy. The early career supervisor is given agency by this framing, and is able to exercise
agency in the role. It provides “a focus to watch their practice and gave us a reason for discussion”
(SP10, line 277). This allows the parties to “deflect it from being about a match of character and
things like that and on to a focus point of activity then it’s a kind of a third thing” (SP10, lines 278279). The conversation is not about individuals but about the pedagogy of supervision. By
employing these strategies, both the novice supervisor and the student are supported.
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Negotiation of the power relationship between supervisors is crucial to a collaborative
team’s success. From his extensive experience across a number of universities in a variety of roles
Professor Albright observes that:
there’s a pattern of there being a principal supervisor decided mainly on seniority or their
ability to bring in research funds and to attract research students but lacking any real
pedagogical base to providing supervision. And then it’s in those cases often left to the one
or two co-supervisors who are often junior members of staff who just like a student have
to negotiate that power differential with the supervisors. They have to also negotiate the
same power differential with their senior colleagues and are often feeling lost and
demoralised by the experience and certainly leads to confusion on the part of the student
(SP02, lines 72-75).
In this observation Professor Albright identifies two key issues. Firstly, the senior academic’s
involvement is based on their professional reputation rather than their teaching ability. This leaves
the teaching aspects of supervision to junior colleagues. Secondly, the ‘power differential’
embedded in this hierarchy can be challenging, and early career supervisors must ‘negotiate’ this
to establish a working relationship. This is not always successful and can have serious
consequences for the junior supervisors as well as the student. The senior academic’s interest
largely confined to research outcomes frames the supervision as outcome based rather than
student focused and pays little attention to mentorship of junior colleagues. The pedagogies
implicit in this dichotomy are in conflict, especially if the early career supervisors are student
focused, with pedagogies designed to support the learning processes. If the senior colleague is
providing feedback to the student, it may conflict with the junior members of the team, creating
confusion for the student.
Professor Albright relates one of his experiences with this model. He was in the role of cosupervisor with the student located at another university. Professor Albright had previously
worked closely with the student but a substantial scholarship had been provided by another
university. The doctoral student was assigned to a senior professor in the field. Professor Albright
describes this as “the worst case of supervision that I’ve encountered” (SP02, lines 390-391). As a
supervisor the senior academic was “incompetent’” and “dishonest” (SP02, line 393) stealing the
student’s work for his own publications and instructing the student to list him as lead author on
‘co-publications’ despite not having contributed to the work. Other illegal practices were included
in this recount, including financial fraud. The issue for Professor Albright was “to protect the
student” (SP02, line 406) especially as the senior academic might have considerable power over
“the future career prospects of this person” (SP02, lines 407-408). Professor Albright, as the cosupervisor “had to be strategic for this student in terms of not only completing a superb PhD but
also managing this poisonous, toxic relationship with the principal supervisor” (SP02, lines 408410). As the co-supervisor his job was “effectively providing the only supervision in terms of
content, methodology and support for the student but also having to equip the student to be able
to deal with this absolute bastard that he had to sort of nod to” (SP02, lines 421-423).The abuse of
power by the senior academic in this account is extreme, but highlights the potential for impacts
on all team members including the student, the thesis itself and possibly the future prospects for
junior colleagues and doctoral students. In Dr Albertson’s experience the lack of recognition of the
value of his input and interpersonal conflict eventually leads to his silencing in supervisory
meetings and his desire to withdraw completely from the supervision. He describes his experience
of team supervision as “a pool of toxic waste” (ECS01, line 232), warning early career academics to
consider this opportunity carefully. He says:
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if someone invites you in as a co-supervisor then keep firing questions back. Thank you I’m
flattered it sounds like a great opportunity. Now what do you want me to do and what’s
the student doing? Keep probing until you have a very, very clear idea of what is it exactly
am I going to be doing. What am I responsible for? What are my tasks within this team
because if you don’t have especially with this senior junior kind of relationship which is
bound to happen because as an early career you will be the less knowledgeable person in
that relationship. If it’s not crystal clear what it is that you are expected to do then the
likelihood of you being overruled and shouted at is overwhelmingly high (ECS01, lines 233240).
It is deeply concerning that Dr Albertson describes team supervision as a “pool of toxic waste”, but
his advice is sound. It may be easy as an ambitious early career researcher to enter into team
supervision without establishing roles and responsibilities with senior colleagues, with a focus
more on the career advancement prospect than on the details. He notes that in the relationship
with a senior colleague, especially in his case with a colleague who occupies positions of power
within the university, as an early career supervisor you will occupy the more junior position. Clarity
of roles and responsibilities may avoid the dangers of “being overruled and shouted at”. With
clarity there is more likelihood of the relationship being functional rather than dysfunctional as
was his context. Dr Albertson also advises to determine that the student’s project requires the
“particular skill set” you have to offer, otherwise “why are you co-supervising” (ECS01, line 242).
He concludes with “don’t trust people” (ECS01, line 245-246). As with the earlier experience
recounted with Ben whose research project was sabotaged by a senior faculty member, not all
academics observe high standards of professional behaviour.
Professor Daniels points out that there is great value in having early career supervisors in
teams. She says: “early career researchers have the most amazing insights into what’s going on”
(DS12.2, lines 78-79) and “I think sometimes novice supervisors are very close to their own PhD
experience and that can be a wonderful advantage for helping to understand how the student
might be experiencing [their doctoral experience]” (DS12.3, lines 50-51). This was certainly the
case in Roslyn’s team. His contribution was acknowledged by both primary supervisors during the
course of the project, and there was no suggestion that the co-supervisor deferred to either
principals. Connie’s supervisor had expertise in the literature of the field. However, she deferred
to the principal supervisor’s experience in other matters. There were instances where the advice
offered by the co-supervisor was seen as over cautious, and dismissed as such by the principal
supervisor. Over time her involvement in the team diminished and when she relocated overseas,
the co-supervisor had little input. These are clearly aspects of supervision learned through
experience, and could be addressed effectively through mentorship pedagogy.
From the observations made by participants several points are apparent. Firstly, there is an
implicit hierarchy that creates asymmetry of power between the supervisors. Secondly, there is a
need for early career supervisors to gain insight into supervision through practice, and this may be
additionally supported by coursework. Thirdly, where the relationship between an experienced
supervisor and an early career supervisor is framed as mentorship, the relationship becomes a
pedagogy or ‘third thing’, diminishing a focus on personal attributes. Framing as mentorship
explicitly recognises asymmetric power which has the effect of increasing agency for the novice
and experienced supervisor. Where it is not addressed explicitly there is risk for the co-supervisor
and the student as demonstrated by Dr Albertson’s experience. Additionally, where the
relationship is not designed to support the student, there is increased risk for the student as
Professor Emerson points out. Where early career supervisor’s contributions are recognised and
valued, as Professor Daniel’s discusses, there is value to the functioning of the whole team and the
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project evidenced by Roslyn’s experience. The need to negotiate power differentials between
supervisors is brought into sharp focus where the co-supervisor is novice, but is probably the case,
as stated by Professor Gleeson, between all supervisors regardless of their level of experience. It
underscores the importance of the relationships between supervisors and the potential to impact
on the functionality of the team.
5.3.3 Agency and Experienced Supervisors
Supervisors have the opportunity to exercise considerable agency in supervision; from
initial contact with the student, negotiating with doctoral students and in establishing additional
supervisors, either as co-supervisors or as a primary supervisor. Supervisor’s positions within the
team are recognised now as part of their workplace responsibilities. The primary supervisor is
vested with authority under the policy mandated by the university. They have specific
administrative tasks to perform, and assume leadership of the team in some matters. The roles of
co-supervisors vary widely, as demonstrated by data from the student cohort. The supervisors also
exercise agency in the interpretation and enactment of the supervision policies pertinent to their
context. However, in collaborative teams individual agency appears to operate differently to other
forms of team supervision. The difference lies mainly in the relationship to the other supervisor/s
in the team, and the inclusion of the student at all levels of decision making. There is considerable
effort made by many supervisors to ensure that others in the team are supported to exercise their
agency, creating a collaborative environment.
There are many pathways for students to enter into doctoral studies supervision.
Sometimes students are prompted by an academic, as was the case with Connie and examples
cited by Professor Purcell. It is more usual though for potential doctoral students to initiate
contact either with a faculty or, according to the cohort of students, by approaching specific
academics. This variability is true of all team modes of supervision. Students and academics
engage in a kind of “shopping around” (SP04, line 68), students interviewing potential supervisors,
and academics establishing whether or not they are interested in the student’s topic. Given that
the duration of supervision will be between three and eight years, engagement with the topic and
the student is important. Professor Bartlett explains this initial interaction as “a kind of social
interaction at the beginning” (SP 04, lines 88-89). She emphasises that the match between
supervisor and student does not rest only on interest in the topic but “there’s got to be a personal
match. It’s not just about the intellectual suitability of the candidate and the team. It’s also about
whether they get along as people” (SP04, lines 78-80). The recognition of this enables the agency
of supervisors and students to make a judgement about both intellectual and interpersonal
compatibility in the formation of the team.
There was agreement among supervisors that this was a reasonable system despite the
suggestion that “the students find that a little bit bewildering I think because they have to
navigate through this system” (SP04, lines 73-75). Professor Bartlett elaborates, saying: “it has to
be that way because it’s not just ... you can’t just have someone assigning a supervisor… the
academics wouldn’t tolerate it. No one would tolerate being ASSIGNED to a PhD student for three
to six years. It’s got to be absolutely voluntary and one’s got to feel enthusiastic about
supervising” (SP04, lines 75-78). According to Dr Preston it is the policy of some faculties to assign
students to supervisors. In the one example given of a doctoral student being assigned a
supervisor the relationship did not go well. The supervisor was a very senior academic, directive in
style and insistent on the direction of the project.
The student felt powerless to speak back to that, and so had on the side sought out
different supervision arrangements while that person was on leave. And when that person
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came back from leave … found herself out of the supervision relationship. And there were
all sorts of difficult dynamics as a result of taking this course (SP08, lines 44-48).
The student sought out a collaborative team mode. Annette had little choice of supervisors as she
was accepted into a funded project, and the supervisors were part of the existing research team.
This became difficult for the supervisors as well as for Annette.
An alternative approach is for a student to approach a faculty postgraduate co-ordinator.
In these situations the co-ordinator will discuss with colleagues or direct the student according to
their field of interest to a particular academic (SP04, lines 63-66). The considerations mentioned
were:
understanding the faculty and the supervision capacity and understanding where the
supervisors were well overloaded et cetera. So you would be trying to direct people where
they had the potential for good supervision and we’d probably take geography into
account (SP11, lines 102-105).
This last point is important for universities with multiple campuses, some of which may be in
regional areas. The use of ICT and teleconferencing has enabled the geographic dispersal of teams,
however there was a view often expressed that the student needed to be physically located at a
campus with at least one supervisor. Roslyn’s primary supervisor was located at a different
campus, and Nadine worked off-campus but met physically with her supervisors about twice a
year. While there are logistical considerations and supervisors need to engage with topics they are
interested in and have some expertise, the student’s needs are regarded as crucial in forming the
team.
The most common reported practice was for the student to engage a supervisor, usually
but not always the primary supervisor, and commence the process of forming a supervisory team.
In some cases this took some time, mainly because the student’s topic was still quite fluid and
additional expertise difficult to establish at the outset. Dr Howard says: “my priorities in the early
stages are making students feel that they’re shaping the process, that it’s not a kind of off the
shelf thing” (SP10, lines 128-130). This view is shared with Professor Daniels who says “you’ve got
to be guided by what is going to be the best experience for that student and how can we make
that happen” (SP12.2, lines 22-23). Professor Sampson unpacks these values:
You need to have a pedagogical framework based on wanting to achieve the desired
results in terms of a) thesis success b) preparation of a young scholar in the
discipline/topic/theme/skills and c) personal support to help the student achieve their civic
and personal goals on completion of the doctoral program. These are paramount for me
(SP13WR, lines 114-117).
For Professor Daniels and Dr Howard the assumption is that the team will be collaborative.
Professor Sampson does not make this assumption. He explains that most of his doctoral students
have been international, and after a few collaborative meetings he “would ask the student how
they felt about the situation and if they wanted to meet singly or alternatively all together and so
you would get various answers depending on the person” (21-23). The policies and or practices
appeared to vary between universities and faculties. In some contexts names of two supervisors
was required at enrolment. In other contexts a second name appeared to be nominal or left
vacant for a period of time. In teams that operated in a collaborative mode the selection of the
additional supervisor/s were negotiated with the student. There were two aspects to this.
Professor Daniels explained to students that “everybody had to be happy on the team. That while
student did have the right who to have on their team, supervisors also had the right to choose
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who they work with” (SP12.2, lines 44-45). Dr Howard urges doing “a bit of subtle kind of
homework” (DS10, lines 289-290) in choosing colleagues to work with on teams, emphasising the
duration of PhD projects, to avoid “a leap of faith” (DS10, line 292).
The criteria used by different experienced supervisors in selecting other team members
was expressed in a number of ways. Professor Emerson says: “so I tend to choose people I know I
can work with, and a person I know I can work with is someone I know is reliable and
conscientious and so on” (SP11, lines 139-140). This is similar to the combined level of expertise
and “work ethic” (SP04, line 224) required by Professor Bartlett. Dr Preston says she “deliberately
sought out somebody that I thought we could both work with and somebody who had a
background working with academics and understanding the literature about supervision” (SP08,
lines 73-75). The inclusion of “understanding the literature about supervision” is an interesting
point. It suggests that Dr Preston puts significant value on working with colleagues who have an
appreciation on scholarship of supervision not simply familiarity the practices. This casts the work
of supervision as intentional practice framed by theoretical understandings, quite different from a
function of academic responsibility or required for career advancement.
There are occasions where a student suggests an additional supervisor who is not
acceptable to the first supervisor. Professor Daniels reports that she tries to understand why the
student has made the request, “why was that the person that they’d like to work with? Try to
explore that a bit more” (SP12.2, lines 28-29). In these instances she advises the student to discuss
with other potential supervisors. Professor Daniels does not make outright statements “because
you have to be very respectful” (SP12.2, lines 37-38). This can be an opportunity to discuss with
students theoretical framing of the thesis, suggesting that “just because somebody has an interest
in the same topic doesn’t mean that they’re all going to approach it in the same way theoretically”
(SP12.2, lines 40-42). Professor Burnley is more direct telling students “I don’t think that’s a good
idea” (SP07, line 60). He explains:
there are people at this university, colleagues in my department I won’t supervise with
because they don’t do the work or I don’t agree with the way they do things. More often
than not it’s not so much a philosophical problem. It’s a general attitude problem to
supervision that’s not consistent with my attitude and in a couple of cases they’re just lazy
(SP07, lines 55-59).
This suggests that there are both pedagogic as well as interpersonal issues that form the basis of
these decisions. Professor Daniels comment reflects the common view: “I would never work in a
team where I felt as a supervisor I was uncomfortable for whatever reason” (SP12.2, lines 49-50).
As Professor Bartlett says: “the personal relationships between the supervisors are very
important. They have to be able to work amicably together and respect each other” (SP04, lines
213-214).
Analysing the data from the supervisor cohort revealed that those supervisors who
strongly endorsed collaborative team supervision were all clear on their criteria for selecting other
academics to work on their teams. Those supervisors who rarely engaged in collaborative teams
for supervision made little reference to characteristics of colleagues as team mates. In these cases
reference was only made to the need for expertise in some aspect of the thesis. The implicit and
explicit requirement in the formation of collaborative teams is for “respect and trust” (SP12.3, line
65) between colleagues, and this extended to include the student.
Role “clarity and provisionality” (SP10, line 312) is seen as crucial in establishing and
maintaining effective collaborative teams. It maintains a focus on supervision as a pedagogy, and
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enables agency for supervisors (and students) within the team. Dr Preston emphasises the
importance of including the student in these conversations. She says: “being clear about what
everyone is responsible for. I think that early conversation helps a lot, with the student as well. So
with the supervisors and again with the student so that the students hears the conversation
between the supervisor” (SP08, lines301-304). Professor Bartlett says “at the beginning there is
always a discussion about roles and who’s bringing what to the table and why they’re involved. I
think if you don’t discuss that with the student and with each other then things could go a bit pear
shaped later on” (SP04, lines 94-97). Roles are however, quite fluid during the course of a doctoral
project. Dr Howard recommends documenting roles at the outset “to make sure it’s explicit and
probably documented in the email at least. And always revisit it because those things change
through kind of passive creep. Just the ways you end up working changes” (SP10, lines 313-316).
Dr Preston advises “planning in moments of the candidature where the opportunity to revisit the
supervisory relationships is part and parcel of the process of supervision. And again that’s
something that should be established at the outset” (SP08, lines 303-306). The fluidity of the roles
is closely aligned to the stages of the doctoral student’s thesis development. Professor Emerson
reports that he had recently met with one of his supervisory teams where the student was about
to commence data collection. The student would be conducting field work for some time so “the
three of us talked about what the candidate was going to be doing next, at what point and in what
way she would going to make a demand on us” (SP11, lines 162-162). The student’s needs for
support vary considerably from beginning to end, depending on the activity, but also changes in
personal circumstances. The same is true of supervisors who are not immune from life events and
other demands of their academic careers. Teams may require adjustment from time to time, not
only in roles but in membership.
There are procedures for students to change supervisors, but apparently few provisions for
supervisors to leave teams, except where supervisors leave the university. As Dr Howard suggests,
“it’s very hard to move out of the supervisory relationship. We can’t really give up on students”
(DS10, lines 304-305). There were a number of examples given of students being advised by a
supervisor that they may no longer be appropriate to a team as the topic and methodology have
shifted. This was the case for Fiona, who changed both her original supervisors as her and
methodology and topic changed. Professor Purcell reports that she has “moved on and off a few
[teams]” (SP09, line 167). However there may also be occasions where a team member is not
meeting the expectations of the team. Professor Bartlett says “if I feel that the other supervisors
aren’t carrying their weight I’ll usually try to ease them out” (SP04, lines 226-227). It is not clear
how easing them out is achieved. Professor Dobell says that “it’s always easier to add than
subtract [supervisors]” (SP06, line 37). There is some capacity within the team to make
adjustments as they become necessary, though there is a risk if there is incompatibility between
supervisors that collaborative teams may fracture to become segmented as two dyads.
Training for experienced supervisors was mentioned only in terms of updating
administrative procedures and policy information. One of the casualties of work intensification is
the loss of opportunities “to reflect upon and to have those sorts of coffee table discussions with
your colleagues. They’re the sorts of things which get squeezed out” (SP02, lines 178-179).
However, there was a strong view that collaborative team supervision offers a rich source of
shared learning about the craft of supervision. Professor Purcell says “my co-supervisor in that
process was someone who was very experienced in supervision, much more than I was. And he
was really good and I learned a lot from watching him in terms of some joint sessions that we had”
(SP09, lines 152-154). Dr Howard says that working in collaborative modes “avoids the
reproduction of the supervisory practices that the ones you’ve had because you immediately
expand your exposure to how supervisors can do things” (SP10, lines 390-391). In this iteration
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collaboration builds the capacity of supervisors, expanding their repertoire of strategies to support
researcher development. This is supported by earlier statements about the intentional discussions
about the pedagogy of supervision that is revisited periodically. Discussions about the
performance of the team highlight the refinement of strategies as part of a process of supervision.
Team supervision, including collaborative modes have been part of the landscape of
supervision for many decades, with Pang writing of his experiences in the 1990’s. However, the
driving force for the policy shift to team supervision was unanimously acknowledged by
supervisors to have developed from the discourse of risk management and accountability.
Professors Dobell and Burnley also identified the policy shift as an attempt to facilitate
interdisciplinary studies. There was strong recognition for additional supervisors to protect
students from being abandoned when a supervisor becomes unavailable for some reason. It was
also widely acknowledged that team supervision contributed to greater oversight of supervisor
engagement with the student. Professor Bartlett says “universities realised that some students
were just being neglected or isolated and that the team based model would serve them better. At
its very crudest it keeps the academics honest” (SP04, lines 255-257). However in team
supervision there are other risks. Professor Burnley suggests that the team supervision policy is “a
risk minimisation strategy that doesn’t work” (SP07, line 317). Professor Sampson writes: “In
practice the issues of power, competition and (un)conscious motivations for behaviour can make
team supervision even more difficult for both the supervisors and the student” (SP13WR, lines
158-160). Risk to the student and ultimately to the university may diminished, not only by the
engagement of an additional supervisor but by milestones such as confirmation and regular
progress reviews. The pressure on supervisory teams to have the student complete and to do so in
a timely manner is unanimously recognised by the supervisor cohort. This is seen by the
supervisor’s as shifting doctoral supervision towards a “more performative space more than a
student thing” (SP10, lines 385-386). Professor Sampson says that pressure on completion times
“reduces supervisors feelings of freedom to allow the student more variability, more variation in
when they do things and which order they do things. So that’s the sort of bureaucratisation
leading to more standardisation of the product” (SP13, lines 205-207). Professor Duncan
recognises that there is some value in these bureaucratic measures designed “get students
through. But the quality is no better or worse. It’s exactly the same as when I fill out one form as
when I fill out thirty” (SP03, lines 196-197). There is seen to be an impact of bureaucratic demands
that is positive in terms of the number of completions and preventing students from falling
through the cracks, but the quality of theses is moot. However, there is an impact on the choices
academics make in the way they supervise.
The team supervision policy has also occurred in a broader environment of work
intensification, with pressure to publish increasing. As a policy it “strikes at the heart of some of
the contradictory pulls of academic work at the moment” (SP10, lines 426-427). Collaborative
team supervision is “certainly not half the work” (SP10, lines 208), or “joint supervision does not
mean you do half the work. It actually means you do about twice as much work” (SP05, lines 9697). This “from a universities point of view it is more inefficient to have a team because there is
always a fight over loading” (SP11, lines 340-342). Professor Burnley sees it as “very bad way of
organising staff time” (SP07, line 70). Professor Daniels says “it’s incredibly expensive. I mean to
bring a couple of supervisors together for an hour and a half meeting, that’s a lot of dollars in that
room happening but the benefits I think are enormous” (SP12.3, lines 126-128). From a workload
perspective there is agreement across the cohort that collaborative modes of supervision are
neither cost nor time effective.
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These pressures push supervisors in different directions. Potentially it “pushes to divided
labour or it pushes to a de facto single supervision and the other person hopes to get by without
doing too much” (SP10, lines 429-430). Professor Gleeson avoids collaborative team supervision,
partly because of the work load but mainly because his experience of the mode “has not always
been very happy” (SP05, line 25). Professor Duncan only engages in team supervision where her
expertise is required in a cross-disciplinary study, and her contribution is minor. Professor Burnley
selects student’s whose projects are “closely aligned to [his] research” (SP07, line 16). Dr Howard
thinks “very carefully about who I’m taking on for next year because for a four or eight year
project I have to think about who might turn up in twenty sixteen” (SP10, lines 415-416). Professor
Emerson has observed moves to greater segmentation and work rationalisation in supervision to
address workload pressure. Professor Dobell sees some advantages in being able to streamline the
work and “good shifting of sensible delineation” (SP06, line 326) to accommodate academic’s
workload peaks. Streamlining feedback is the most common strategy for those who engage in
collaborative modes. Dr Howard explains that in final stages of “writing up it was better if we
worked on one chapter with one supervisor another with the other and at some point we’d pass
the chapters between us” (SP10, lines 50-52). Similarly Professor Emerson says “what I prefer to
do is to read after the principal supervisor has had a go at it. So you have a fresh look at it what is
the second look at the draft that the candidate sees as being a much better one or an improved
one” (SP11, lines 201-204). This strategy is used because “it seems a bit counterproductive to get
them to replicate a lot of the mundane stuff” (SP11, line 209). Team meetings are used to discuss
ideas and direction, sorting out logistical issues and ethical practices where collaboration
enhances the work, but particularly in the final writing up stages where these issues have been
resolved, it is more time effective to rationalise the technical aspects of the thesis.
Despite reservations about workload, ten of the twelve supervisors welcomed
opportunities to engage in collaborative supervision. Experienced supervisors say they see great
value for the students and for themselves in collaborative modes of supervision. Cross-disciplinary
collaborations offer opportunities for supervisors to expand their knowledge. Professor Sampson
says “some of the really interesting collaborations I’ve had are with people from other faculties
because you learn so much” (SP13, lines 124-125). This view is echoed by Professor Purcell who
says “where you’re crossing boundaries it just can actually be stimulating for the supervisor as
well” (SP09, lines 248-249). Professor Bartlett also expresses enjoyment of cross faculty
supervision saying “I find it a great opportunity actually to converse with colleagues and focus on a
project together” (SP04, lines 13-14). The same may be said about intra-disciplinary teams.
Professor Emerson says that collaborative teams
have a more reflexive intellectual element to it, where the engagement with the topic and
the findings is more a matter of dialogue between the team. That’s where you get the…
where you’ve read something and I haven’t oh you have just touch on. That makes me
think. That leads to something that is greater than the sum of the parts (SP11, lines 239243).
In this statement there is an acknowledgement of increased self-efficacy afforded by the
collaboration around the student’s project. There is “a beneficial effect on [their] own
development” (SP09, line 243-244). Professor Daniels says: “I always walk out of the room with a
new idea, with a new thought, with a new way of thinking about something or walking out of the
room going mmmm I need to think about that a bit more” (SP12.3, lines 138-140). The
collaboration creates opportunities to work with other colleagues and the student that expands
their own intellectual capital.
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Dr Howard describes collaborative supervision as having a “meta quality to it” (SP10, line
236). He says “I think I manage more carefully when I’m in the presence of a third person” (SP10,
line 218). Participating in three-way discussions gives Dr Howard time to listen and think
strategically about how he might add to the discussion which he considers “really valuable” (SP10,
line 225). He contrast this with dyadic supervision saying “when it’s just one to one it might be
freer but less considered about how you’re doing things” (SP10, lines 234-235). The opportunity to
consider responses is described as “a Vygotskian way is one of those mediating thing. It works
back on me. It helps me regulate myself as a supervisor and see myself and understand, and sits
there in the pregnant pause and changes what I might say” (SP10, lines 440-442). This increases
his sense of self-efficacy. However, it is not always seen in such a positive way. Professor Gleeson
says:
I have found that what tends to happen is that the two supervisors are not really talking TO
the student but are actually chatting to each other, showing their knowledge to each other
rather than helping the student and I can see the student floundering far more under those
types of meetings than in the individual meetings (SP05, lines 64-67).
In this statement the risk of collaboration that loses the doctoral student’s development as the
central focus is apparent. Professor Albright sees a pedagogic focus as a way of maintaining
productive relationships between supervisors but warns that some academics “are really caught
up in their own sense of power, and status and entitlement that unfortunately if they ever had it
they have lost sight of what they’re there for” (SP02, lines 258-260). Where supervisors are more
intent on demonstrating their intellectual capital or position to their academic colleagues, the
student may well flounder.
5.3.4 Gender and agency
Gender in supervisory teams appears to be a present but inconsistent issue in team
supervision (Manathunga 2012b). Among the supervisor participants, gender is mentioned by Dr
Howard and Professor Sampson, who saw mixed gender teams as a means of providing
appropriate support for female students. With a male/female supervisory teams there is an option
for female students who may be “quite emotionally vulnerable” (SP10, line 196) to “have those
conversations with one supervisor who they feel more comfortable doing that” (SP10, lines 199200). Professor Sampson gives an example of male/female supervisory teams providing cultural
support saying: “in some cases I would always have the co-supervisor with me if the student was a
Muslim woman and be unhappy with me or clearly not able to talk about a range of things with
me. I would leave that to the woman” (SP13, lines 24-27). Other supervisors are silent on gender
issues in supervision. However, there are hints that the early career supervisor attributed some of
his distress to gender difference.
Dr Albertson’s relationship with the senior primary supervisor is marred by communication
problems, professional and interpersonal friction. He does not believe his contribution is valued,
he feels both exploited and ignored. He asserts emphatically his position as the junior partner and
abdicates responsibility for taking any further initiative in supervision. He has effectively been
silenced. He is no longer prepared to put forward ideas or perspectives in the supervisory team
because he has not been shown respect by his senior colleague, and the doctoral student ignores
his advice and, as he says “I don’t particularly like being ignored” (ECS01, lines 139). Dr Albertson
characterises his colleague as a bully. She is reputed to scream and yell in the workplace (ECS01,
line 117-119), their student is afraid of telling her the truth and “she’s in control of a lot of
decisions and I know that if I [step down] I…well I don’t know how she will react because she’s
unpredictable…and but it may be that she’s going to have some sort of hissy fit over it” (ECS01,
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lines 147-149). There are hints within this choice of language that gender is an underlying issue. Dr
Albertson is concerned that he may appear “intimidating” (ECS01, line 64) and that his colleague
may have “confidence issues” (ECS01, line 65). Her behaviour is “a personality thing” (ECS01, line
118), she is ‘unpredictable’ and males are rarely described as having ‘a hissy fit’. Dr Albertson’s
choice of language gives a perception of gender as a contributing factor, but the greatest threat to
him is his colleague’s seniority and power within the organisation, and if he steps down he may
suffer serious damage to his career prospects.
Among the doctoral student participants, gender was raised as a significant issue by Sally, it
was strongly evident in Nadine’s first attempt and featured as a traumatic incident in Sharon’s
quest for a suitable co-supervisor. Gender may have been a factor in between Connie’s
supervisors although the deferral of the female co-supervisor to the male primary supervisor may
also be based on the pre-existing student - supervisor relationship. Gender was specifically ruled
out as a factor for Ben, with two female supervisors. Amber’s team was all female, and neither
Fiona nor George mention the gender of their supervisors. Jennifer was angry about her first cosupervisor who was male, but her anger is directed at his unannounced departure for overseas,
failure to return and lack of communication about his intentions to leave the team.
Sally was aware of gender issues on re-entering the academy. Sally had come from “an
environment where my senior the senior people were all women” (DS05, lines 188-189). She
found that this created “particular kind of workplace” (DS05, line 189). On returning to academia
she wonders “where are my mentors who are women with careers” (DS05, line 190). She finds the
absence of role models challenging, and the environment lacking perspectives that are
“sympathetic or empathetic” (DS05, line 191). Sally insisted that a female be appointed to her
panel, which had not been considered by her two male supervisors. Sally made some suggestions
of who may be appropriate according to expertise they offered but was given “a blanket NO…
which was a shame because we lost that person’s expertise…it could have been quite helpful”
(DS05, lines 214-215). The composition of the advisory panel was discussed in a collaborative
meeting and one or both of the supervisors rejected Sally’s suggestions because they felt they
could not work with them. A compromise was reached and a female from another field was
included on the panel. The expression “a blanket NO” is a strong indication that Sally did not feel
her suggestions and needs were seriously considered. She is quite regretful that her suggestions
were dismissed as she would have appreciated this person’s expertise.
However, it is not simply gender that Sally finds problematic. Both her supervisors are also
older and their personal circumstances very different.
If you’re a young female and you’re working with older males who have totally different
life experiences that come through academia in different time, they don’t necessarily
understand the challenges of living these days, paying your rent as well as trying to do your
PhD. Where are you going to get a job? There’s no jobs anymore you know (DS05, lines
194-197).
Sally feels that her supervisors do not adequately understand the challenges of being a female in a
male dominated field and that their PhD experiences occurred at a time when there were many
available options for post-doctoral employment. She has the additional challenges of making ends
meet while she is a student and little to look forward to for future employment.
Nadine’s description of her supervisors according to gender, raises interesting questions.
Initially Nadine refers to the male supervisor, noting his “dominant personality” (DS02.2, line 30)
who “pushed” (DS02.2, line 31) her in a direction in which she had no interest. His was “the
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loudest voice” (DS02.2, line 47) and she does not acknowledge him as her principal supervisor,
explaining the shared load. He becomes increasingly aggressive and controlling. His domination
was such that “he was the person that was seen as either formally or informally the person who
had the final say over what advice [Nadine] was meant to be taking” (DS02.2, lines 72-73). Nadine
explains this behaviour: “he was an ex-principal and he had that tone of you know this is how it’s
going to be. I’ll be in charge of organising all of this” (DS02.2, lines 79-81). Going to the scheduled
meeting was challenging for Nadine. She describes it as “like being called up to the principal’s
office to talk about your behaviour…very scary” (DS02.2, lines 92-93). The other two supervisors
had not been school principals having “worked as counsellors and that kind of role in a school”
(DS02.2, lines 81-82). Nadine finds his behaviour offensive, but she is frustrated by the behaviour
of the two female co-supervisors. It is the absence of a “very strongly voiced female” (DS02.2, line
77) that allows the male supervisor to dominate. “I can say it was a bit of gender stuff, not just so
much from him but the fact that the other two just deferred constantly where they didn’t report
to him” (DS02.2, lines 84-86). It is interesting that Nadine places the responsibility for this situation
onto the female co-supervisors. It is their unwillingness to exercise agency in Nadine’s
interpretation in this statement that allows the male to dominate. This appears to conflict with the
earlier use of ‘we’ that indicated her inclusion on the side of the two female co-supervisors. In
Nadine’s telling of her story gender is interpreting as having an impact on power dynamics.
Because the female supervisors do not raise their voices, the male supervisor is allowed to
dominate, and Nadine feels powerless and scared.
The domination of the male supervisor who wants to control the project creates
problematic ownership of the project, which Nadine describes as:
a very big problem for me because I was used to having quite a lot of control over my work
and direction and to have someone say no that’s wrong and we’re going to do it this way
and feeling like I had no say and that was very difficult for me (DS. 2.2, lines 141-144).
Nadine is constantly frustrated that she is being directed away from aspects of the project that
interest her. As a mature aged candidate she is accustomed to managing her work. For her the
PhD is a personal project, ‘an obsession’ and her understanding of doing a PhD is that the project
belongs to her. She also felt that “there’s no value for work experience” (DS02.2, line 116) which
Nadine finds “extraordinary” (DS02.2, line 117). Her many years of experience working in schools
is not valued and “there was quite a gap between their idea of what was happening in schools and
what is actually happening in schools” (DS02.2, lines 121-122) “so getting challenged about that
was a little bit difficult and not having that valued was difficult (DS02.2, lines 125-126). It is
apparent that Nadine does not feel there is respect for her ideas or her experience. Nor does she
have respect for her male supervisor and she is disappointed by the deferring behaviour of her
female supervisors. There was no possibility of a resolution with a dominating male supervisor and
two deferring female co-supervisors.
Sharon and her primary supervisor had made a number of attempts to find a co-supervisor
who could provide expertise in the field. A meeting was arranged with a well-regarded academic
with a high public media profile. He asked to read some of Sharon’s writing prior to the meeting.
At the meeting he made an appalling attack, recalled emotionally by Sharon, who says:
it was vitriol. He honestly was brutal in his feedback and it wasn’t about my writing. It was
all YOU say this, YOU are an arrogant person. Your writing is arrogant. It felt personal. It
was about me. It wasn’t about my work or the construction of my ideas. It actually became
very personal and I’ve blocked a bit of it now because I try not to think about that day. But
I wrote it down at the time some of the statements he made because they were about me.
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And I thought you don’t even know me. It was the first time we had ever met. And he
made all of these judgements about me based on my writing (DS10, lines 233-240).
Sharon, when asked if she felt there was a gender basis for his behaviour states “I can’t say”
(DS10, line 233) before the recount cited. Sharon’s primary supervisor, a female, was also
equivocal about gender. In Sharon’s recount she reports that her “principal supervisor said I’m
really sorry I didn’t know what to do. He was so aggressive I didn’t know how to handle it and
because he was so senior I didn’t feel like I could challenge him. But she said I let you down”
(DS10, lines 75-78). Seniority is given as the reason for failing to defend Sharon. The male
academic was reported for this abusive treatment, and subsequently apologised.
Gender and power in the data, blurs with other power issues such as seniority and
expertise in the field. Only one doctoral student, Sally, was prepared to directly identify gender as
problematic in supervision. The other students, Nadine and Sharon recognise gender as part of
their problems but are equivocal, unwilling to identify this directly. The early career supervisor’s
language is gendered, but there are other seriously unproductive power dynamics in operation.
The relative silence of the supervisor participants is puzzling.
5.3.5 Career stage/age and agency
Age and career stage are shown in the data to have significant influence on doctoral
students. Two of the doctoral student participants are late career stage (over 50 years of age), five
are mid-career (35-50 years of age) and three are early career (20 -35 years of age). The
articulated motivations of the students and self-understanding are seen to drive expectations
(desires), but also present challenges in financial circumstances and transitional issues.
Fiona and George do not have career pressure on them. Fiona is “able to do [her PhD] from
the point of view of interest” (DS04, lines 155-156), at a point in her life “where you feel you’re
able to take on ideas or not take on ideas to the extent that they seem helpful” (DS04, lines 144145). George enjoys “the intellectual exercise of working [his] way through a thesis” (DS08, line
75). He is deeply interested in his topic, stating “I just see it as a topic which is put under the
carpet …but I can see lots of lives destroyed by the stupidity of another set of systems that
basically don’t work. A dysfunctional system” (DS08, lines 104-106). Neither George nor Fiona feel
pressured by the processes. Fiona regards doing a PhD as a “great privilege” (DS04, line 144) and
George has “no career aspirations around this at all” (DS08, line 112). Despite some frustrations
with administrative ineptitude George’s perspective is tempered by dealing with high level conflict
in school education and uses “the nature of what [he’s] been through [he] can get to the point
where [he doesn’t] get gingered up. As [he] said none of [his supervisors] have attacked [him] with
an axe, no one has set fire to [him]” (DS08, lines 169-171). They drew heavily on their industry
knowledge for their topics. Both have good self-knowledge about their working and learning styles
and are able to assert their independence after evaluating advice. They did not require support
from peers within doctoral studies programs, but from well-established family and professional
networks.
Annette, Nadine, Roslyn, Jennifer and Sharon are mid-career doctoral students. They all
drew on their industry knowledge and experience to formulate their research topics. Nadine was
“obsessed” (DS02.2, line 102) with her topic and had been unable to find satisfactory answers
anywhere, Sharon likewise had encountered issues in her previous work and felt a need to find
solutions. Jennifer had encountered personal issues with access to education as a sole parent and
believed that there were many others who experience similar injustices but the issue was largely
ignored. Roslyn’s main motivation was to develop new career pathways having been made
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redundant in her first career path. She used her industry experience to inform her topic. Annette
was also seeking a career alternative, and was considering becoming an academic. In all cases
there were career aspirations, either filling in gaps in industry knowledge and/or developing new
career pathways.
Having this body of knowledge from industry experience acknowledged and valued by
supervisors is important. This was a contributing reason that Nadine withdrew from her first
attempt. She explains:
there was quite a gap between their idea of what was happening in schools and what is
actually happening in schools. So because they’re academics and very much on the outside
unless they deliberately involve themselves in the regular procedures of schools they have
a theoretical understanding of yeah this is what the policy is but there’s no way any school
is doing that. It’s just impracticable. So getting challenged about that was a little bit difficult
and not having that valued was difficult (DS02.2, lines 121-127).
Being challenged on the validity and value of her knowledge served to undermine Nadine’s
agency. As a consequence of this, the constant criticism, and lack of control over the thesis
direction, Nadine “lost all of [her] confidence in being able to do it” (DS02.2, lines 155-156).
Nadine had occupied a midlevel management position in her industry and found being treated as
an ignorant student insulting and demoralising. For those accustomed to a measure of control and
responsibility in their workplace, transition to being a student can be a serious challenge.
Roslyn raises other negative aspects to taking on the challenge of a PhD at mid-career
stage. She says:
it’s going to sound odd. Sometimes I think we are less confident than the younger students
who don’t know yet what life is like when things screw up badly. They’ve just come
through their undergrad and honours and whatever and enrolled in a PhD. And they’ve
never been out there. Everything is not counting on it. When you come in mature age I had
to move back in with my parents. I didn’t have a lot of money. I couldn’t live on my own I
couldn’t afford to. Like I said I had to work four jobs when I got a scholarship. It’s not a lot
of money and I was still doing other work on top of that. And you go god what the hell
have I done. I think they tend to have a little more blind faith than we do and there’s a little
more of the whole oh my god I’m never going to complete this. What the hell was I
thinking? Supervisors need to talk you off the ledge a little bit. Just from my own and from
a few of the PhD’s I met, their experiences some of the younger ones don’t seem to have
had the same problems we did or you know that whole faith and confidence issue (DS06,
lines 214-225).
It is a significant risk financially to give up a reasonable wage to live on a scholarship, or to reduce
work to part time to undertake a doctorate. Those students with families to support also take a
financial gamble that effects not just themselves. Jennifer was under extreme stress when her
scholarship ran out just prior to completion. There is also the risk of loss of face, especially for
those coming from industry and anticipating returning to that industry, in the event of failure.
Screwing up early career does not carry the same embarrassment that it does at later stages.
Mid-career students bring valuable work skills. As Roslyn explains she had learned to multitask in her previous employment, so that when she commenced her PhD as a part time student
and worked to support herself she could manage that effectively. She says:
I worked the first two years. I worked four jobs while doing all of that you know literature
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review and establishing what the question was and methodologies and stuff like that. So I
had to flip back and forth between a lot of things and really work at it and I’m not sure a lot
of PhD’s who haven’t had to multitask… I used to be a project manager and I had to
manage twelve software releases a year all overlapping and you bring a lot of that to the
PhD (DS06, lines 205-210).
Jennifer successfully managed sole parenting while enrolled full time as a doctoral student, and
organised seminars for faculty students and staff and social events for other doctoral students
from several universities. Sharon and Nadine juggled work, families and study.
Annette attributes her capacity to cope with the conflict between her two supervisors to
her prior experience. She says: “I think if I was doing this when I was twenty then maybe I
wouldn’t have handled it so well. I’ve dealt with people who haven’t got on before and just got on
and done my job” (DS03, lines 280-282). Industry and life experience provide doctoral students
with resilience and coping strategies. Sharon drew very heavily on this to survive her succession of
dysfunctional team configurations.
The mid-career doctoral students all developed communities of practice within their peer
networks, drawing support from critical friends and colleagues to help with proof reading and
encouragement.
Ben, Sally and Connie were all early career stage when they enrolled in doctoral studies.
Ben was desperate to find work and believed that improving his qualifications would lead to a
career path. Connie and Sally had worked for a few years after completing their Master’s
programs. All had career aspirations that formed their motivation. Sally’s topic was drawn from
her experience of living and working overseas. Connie drew mainly on her Master’s thesis as the
start point and Ben drew on his personal life experience. All drew on peer networks for emotional
support and for advice from fellow students, and engaged with professional communities of
practice for support with the topics. Ben and Connie did not mention any transitional problems,
however Sally did. As previously mentioned much of this was related to gender, but she was also
despairing of potential employment prospects as she submitted her thesis. She raises the dual
issues of financial hardship of trying to live on a scholarship and finding employment. She
complains that there is little appreciation of “the challenges of living these days paying your rent
as well as trying to do your PhD. Where are you going to get a job? There’s no jobs anymore you
know” (DS05, lines 196-197).
Each career stage brings both benefits and challenges that make the experience of doing a
doctorate somewhat different. The transitional challenges for mid-career students appear to be
greater than for early and late stage. The career aspirations for early career and mid-career exerts
pressure as they approach completion for some because employment prospects especially for
those who may wish to continue in the academy, are increasingly scarce.

5.4 Designing collaborative teams
The positioning of the respective team members established during the initial stages of
collaborative supervision appear to have significant impact on the success of the team in the
longer term. Clarity or roles, communication protocols, meeting together and agreed pedagogic
approaches have long been recognised as being crucial (Guerin, 2011; Lee, 2008), and this was
evident in the data from all participants, both in positive and negative case scenarios. These
however, are an enactment of underlying principles that are shared in collaborative teams.
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Where the policy documents seem to imply that the supervisory team is made up of a
principal and one or more co-supervisors, collaborative teams explicitly include the student as
integral not subject to the team. This may take some time to become apparent. The team then
becomes collegial, shedding any conception of master/slave relationship. As Professor Bartlett
says, the student is
very much a peer and within the first one or two years they’re establishing themselves
their expertise and authority in the area and developing into a peer. So probably by about
the second year you’re dealing with someone who’s on the same level with you really
academically. It shouldn’t be a kind of … dominant subordinate relationship (SP04, lines
100-104).
This statement reflects the position of the student as a colleague and full team member. The
student is deliberately empowered by inclusion in decision making at all levels. There is an
expectation that doctoral students take an active role in shaping their team from the outset, and is
included in decisions about recruiting additional team members. Professor Albright has been
active in designing programs that clarify the processes of doctoral studies, ensuring that students
are fully aware of their rights and responsibilities. He claims that it has been effective in focusing
the work of supervision on pedagogy by getting students to understand “what they can reasonably
expect. That exerts pressure on the supervisor” (SP02, lines 207-208). Many of the supervisors
placed responsibility for developing meeting agendas and reporting meeting outcomes on the
students. Students were also entrusted with the responsibility to schedule meetings when they
needed support rather than any fixed meeting schedule. There appeared to be an awareness that
by empowering the student, the team itself is empowered. Mutual empowerment also operates
between supervisors, and mutual trust and respect is the keystone of this relationship.
Teams formed around “principles [of] social justice and transparency” (SP12.1, lines 60-61)
are built on values of mutual trust and respect and in collaborative teams these values are richly
productive. As Professor Daniels states:
you have the capacity for everyone in that room to understand others perspectives, to
negotiate them, to discuss them, theorise them and that enriches I believe everybody’s
own work by having that opportunity to build, to defend positions, propose ideas, have
them challenged in a non-confrontational way that builds communities. It builds academic
communities and it builds communities of knowledge of discipline knowledge and that
can’t be underestimated (SP12.3, lines 128-133).
What is implicit in this statement is that the power structure of collaborative teams is horizontal.
The focus is on knowledge making which builds capacity for team members and adds to the body
of disciplinary knowledge. Professor Daniels is very clear about the horizontal structure of
collaborative teams, saying:
it’s being a member of a TEAM I think rather than a hierarchal system. I think everybody
can make, DOES make valuable contributions to that, and if things are discussed in a robust
way but collegial respectful way then everybody’s opinion can be heard and there can be
decisions made (SP12.2, lines 74-77).
This idea is also expressed by Professor Albright who says: “in a way you have to disengage the
power differential from the roles which need to be done” (SP02, lines 254-255). Fiona makes this
point when describing her team, saying “there’s definitely a collegial aspect there” (DS03, line
224). For the teams to be able to value the contribution of each individual, the individual’s social
position is backgrounded. It remains present in the discrete roles that members fulfil – primary
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supervisor, co-supervisor, and doctoral student – but the power differential attached to those
positions is suspended when the focus is on the pedagogy of teamwork. Knowledge making is the
core function of the team and status is peripheral, present but not active.
The structure of Connie’s team has implicit hierarchy. Her primary supervisor has the
majority of the load and he is significantly more experienced in supervision. Connie is the first PhD
supervision for the co-supervisor, who was also “a post-doctoral fellow or whatever of [primary
supervisor] so she felt very much under the wing of [primary supervisor]” (DS01, lines 132-133).
This meant that the co-supervisor would “always caveat [where she was uncertain about
something] oh but refer to [primary supervisor] because he’s got more experience on these sorts
of things” (DS01, lines 134-135). The co-supervisor deferring to the primary supervisor meant that
there “wasn’t that much conflict because she was so careful in the way not to create that and
perhaps very modest in her abilities” (DS01, lines 135-137). In the later stages of writing up, with
the co-supervisor overseas any conflicting advice that Connie “[didn’t] really agree with” (DS01,
line 144) was easily brushed aside. She would confirm her view with her primary supervisor asking
“what’s your take on it and he’d say nah don’t worry about it she’s just worried rararara so he’d
just put that to bed. So there’s probably a few things (co-supervisor) suggested that I didn’t
incorporate” (DS01, lines 144-146). The implicit hierarchy of an experienced primary supervisor
and an early career co-supervisor protected Connie from needing to resolve conflicting advice. She
says: “so I was sort of saved from some of that I suspect” (DS01, lines 147-148). However, the role
played by the co-supervisor was much less than the primary supervisor, and eventually fell away
completely.
Roslyn’s team was horizontal in structure, despite this being her co-supervisor’s first
supervision. The co-supervisor is acknowledged as having a complementary repertoire of skills and
he does not defer to either of the primary supervisors. The collaboration continued throughout
Roslyn’s candidature, even though her supervisors were geographical dispersed and Roslyn moved
interstate to take up an academic position in the final months of writing up. Sally’s team was
horizontal in structure and language difficulties overcome because of the collaborative values. The
communication issues were anticipated and the primary supervisor’s role in writing up was also
anticipated to be less than the co-supervisors who had greater strength in thesis structure and
English was not the principal supervisor’s first language. Ben’s team is also horizontal in structure,
despite the principal supervisor’s position as a full professor and co-supervisor an early career
academic. The novice supervisor does not defer to the principal in discussions. Ben, after initial
hesitancy in discussing the pedagogy of the team, is empowered to speak ‘openly and bluntly’ and
is engaged in team discussions on knowledge that is not directly related to his project. Fiona’s
team is also horizontal in its design, as is Nadine’s second team.
The focus on pedagogy in collaborative teams is to expose the student to the full context of
academic work. There is intention to support the student to develop “their own networks
professional networks within the field” by linking “them into a whole lot of other academics that
can give them different perspectives, different expertise” (SP04, lines 113-119). Doctoral students
are encouraged to attend conferences, write papers and present at these conferences, and
publish. Professor Daniels makes clear the “expectation that students will publish in high quality
journals off that work” (SP12.2, line 63). Dr Preston also reports that “often there’s a long
conversation about which pieces can be turned into publications” (SP08, line 155-156). This view
was common to those supervisors who embrace collaborative supervision but not of Professors
Gleeson, Duncan and Sampson who were more reluctant to encourage publication of work during
the thesis development, although they did encourage their students to attend conferences.
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Deliberately exposing doctoral students to robust discussion contesting knowledge was
seen by supervisors as engaging students in an academic or industry work environment. Professor
Daniels remarks that in collaborative team supervision
we’re modelling the larger world in which the academics will be whether they’re going into
university settings or industry settings. We want them to be able to be challenged and to
be able to put forward their perspectives and their views or to recognise that somebody
said something they really need to think about. So I think this environment is actually
career work as well, and where better to do it in what is hopefully a trusting relationship
(SP12.3, lines 159-164).
This view is also expressed by Professor Bartlett, who says: “it’s good for the student to learn to
negotiate relationships because that’s what they’re going to have to do after they graduate…that’s
the real world” (SP04, lines 307-308). These views engage with the discourse in doctoral studies
that focus more on the richness of process than the doctorate as a product. As Professor Albright
says, “it goes way beyond compliance. It really is to do with the intellectual culture, the social
interaction that is going on between colleagues and students as well” (SP02, lines 182-183). It goes
to the heart of the debate about the purpose of doctoral studies. Professor Bartlett elaborates this
point. She states that:
Students have a right to expect a quality experience and the best possible outcomes
professionally, academically, personally and so on. It should be a really fulfilling journey for
them. One where they can say I really grew during that experience. I got publications. I got
a fantastic PhD, my examiners were impressed with it. It’s started me off on an excellent
career and I’ve got lifelong professional relationships out of it. If you don’t get that then I
think they’re being short changed. If all they get is that thesis which has been passed but
they don’t have all the networks and the intellectual development and the expansion of
their horizons then I don’t think they got the quality experience (SP04, lines 332-340).
Students in this study who did experience collaborative team supervision reflect these intentions.
The quality of their experiences contrast to those who did not have collaborative modes, even
though in all cases they have graduated as doctors.
The students who had collaborative modes of supervision were positive about their
experiences. Connie says “I feel like my experience has been really good and really positive one”
(DS01, line 180). Nadine, in reference to her second experiences says “I think I really have enjoyed
it much more this time around” (DS02.1, line 168). Fiona found her experiences enriching, Roslyn
was full of praise for her supervisors, commenting often on the “amazing” support of her
supervisors (DS06, line 152). Ben often mentions the support he receives from his supervisors. This
contrasts sharply to the anger expressed by Jennifer in the lack of collaborative support. Annette
says:
Look the whole PhD was very different to what I had envisaged and so therefore the
interactions I had with my supervisors were quite different to what I envisaged. So I
THOUGHT beforehand that we would be sitting around and discussing great thoughts you
know we’d read a paper and I’d get together with my supervisors. What do you think about
this part but it wasn’t like that at all (DS03, lines 158-162).
In summary she evaluates her experience, saying “it was alright” (DS03, line 328). George’s
experience of poor administrative processes of his university that saw him without supervision at
all for some time, and was generally underwhelmed by the supervision he has experienced says “I
wouldn’t want to have my car repaired like this” (DS08, line 317). Sharon, whose experience of
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supervision has been a series of disasters says: “I don’t know that you’re going to be able draw
any positives from any of that, but that’s my story” (DS10, lines 158-159). This comparison strongly
suggests that doctoral students value the support of collaborative teams, finding the experience
enriching. The comparison however also make clear that there is a significant gap between the
practices of highly regarded experienced supervisors, and the experiences of some of the doctoral
students in this study.

5.5 Summary of key findings:
Data from the participants provides a rich textural fabric of the extraordinary complexity of
supervisory relationships, from the macro level of policy and its interpretation into practices, to
the micro of lived experiences of the participants as supervisors or doctoral students. Some data
confirms studies previously undertaken in the field, other data presents new contributions to the
field. From the data it is evident that:

Table 5-1: Summary of key findings

1.

There is broad acceptance of the policy for team supervision in practices
reported but the interpretation of team operates in a number of
discernible modes.

2.

There are subsets of team supervision that may be defined as de facto
dyads, segmented and collaborative teams, referred to in this study as
modes. The essential differences are in the relationships between
supervisors.


In de facto dyads a single supervisor engages continuously with the
doctoral student and their project. There is a very weak or nonexistent relationship between the primary supervisor and ‘on paper’
co-supervisors. There is a tenuous or non-existent link between the
student either interpersonally or intellectually. De facto dyad teams
operate in essentially the same way a dyadic supervision as described
by Grant (2003).
 Segmented teams have one dominant supervisor who engages
continuously with the doctoral student and their project. There are
weak or episodic relationships between supervisors, confined to prearranged engagement for specific sections of the thesis. Cosupervisor/s have episodic or partitioned engagement with the
doctoral student and the project, with clearly defined responsibilities
that focus on a specific content area or skill, pertinent to the thesis.
 Collaborative teams have two or more supervisors who engage
continuously throughout the project, and the team explicitly includes
the student. There are strong links between all team members. There
is a focus on knowledge making as a team. Relationships based on
mutual trust and respect, and shared beliefs. The team meets together
as the usual meeting protocol and there is a focus on communication
protocols that keeps everyone in the loop. Additionally, there are
degrees within collaborative modes depending on hierarchy within the
team. Where hierarchy is active the teams are less collaborative.
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Where structure is horizontal the teams are more fully collaborative.
This leads to collaborative mode seen as two subsets: Hierarchical and
Horizontal. The relationships between supervisors is strong and
continuous throughout the project. The strength of the relationship is
built on interpersonal and pedagogic compatibility.
3.

Framing as inter, intra, cross and trans-disciplinary teams defines the
parameters of academics who may be available and appropriate to the
team but do not predetermine the function of the team. Funded projects
may have implications for team function if the doctoral student has limited
options to change supervisors if relationships break down.

4.

There is a significant gap between the advice and practices articulated by
many of the experienced supervisors, and the lived experiences of the early
career supervisor and the doctoral student participants. There are many
possible explanations for this discrepancy. The cohort of supervisors were
selected based on their reputations as excellent practitioners, and the
doctoral students and early career supervisor’s experiences were with
supervisors whose reputations are unknown, some of them relatively
inexperienced. It is also possible that the views expressed by the
experienced supervisors were cast more as ‘best practice’ rather than the
realities of common practice. As Cohen et al. (2011) point out,
remembered information does not always reflect ‘reality’, but a selection
of those things that represent a preferred construction of ‘reality’. This is of
course true for the doctoral students and the novice supervisor as well.
What is said in an interview on one day may differ from what might be said
on another day, and is also dependent on the ‘audience’. The discrepancy
does however, raise questions about the degree of latitude of practices
that emanate from broad policy statements.

5.

Gender and power is interwoven with dynamics involving “rank and
experience” (Manathunga 2012b, p. 36). It is present as a thread, but as
Manathunga observes, is deserving of a focused study. In the findings,
there is evidence that there are potential risks. Supervisors rarely mention
gender, and when they do, mixed gender teams are seen as providing
support for female students and cultural sensitivities. Students who name
or imply gender do so in a negative context, that is, the gender dynamic
diminished their agency.

6.

Career stage/age has significant impact on doctoral students’ experience of
doctoral studies.
 Desires articulated as motivation differ with late stage students
engaging for a deep interest in the topic rather than for career
aspiration.
 Early and mid-career students have strong career aspirations.
 Late and mid-career students bring with them a substantial body of
industry knowledge that needs to be acknowledged and valued. They
are self-aware of their learning styles and work patterns and expect
these to be accommodated in the pedagogy of the team.
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7.

 Late career stage students draw on support from professional networks
and family for support, while early and mid-career draw heavily on
peers and professional networks.
 Mid and late-career students have a repertoire of work skills that they
utilise to address study, work and family commitments. Their work
experiences provide them with conflict management skills.
 Mid-career students face additional transitional issues with an
awareness that there is a lot riding on a successful outcome. Loss of
control over the processes of thesis development, especially for those
accustomed to high levels of work place responsibility is particularly
debilitating.
 Financial stress is particularly apparent in mid and early career students.
In collaborative teams the agency of all team members is fostered and
supported through:
 Principles of social justice and transparency form the basis of team
design
 Mutual trust and respect between all team members
 Social status is backgrounded to the work of knowledge making
 Shared pedagogic approaches and interpersonal compatibility.
 The student is explicitly recognised as a full team member, as is an
early career academic if they are part of a supervisory team
 Where novice supervisors are included in collaborative teams, the
relationship with the experienced supervisor is best framed as
mentorship
 Clarity of expectations shared within the team
 Roles are clear but fluid, and revisited regularly
 Effective communication is maintained between all team members
throughout the project
 Meeting together is essential, though there are practical reasons for
occasionally meeting separately. When this occurs it is with the full
knowledge of the team, seen as a strategic move to progress an aspect
of the study, and the outcomes are reported back to the whole team.

5.6 Summary
In this chapter I have provided an analysis of the rich data provided by my participants. The
data demonstrates the complexity and variability within the supervisory experiences of both
supervisors and doctoral students. Many of the decisions about team mode and pedagogy
depends on the needs of the student and their topic, but also on the individual characteristics of
supervisors, their expertise and the resources they have available to them. With the exception of
the three doctoral students who commenced and withdrew but reengaged at a later point, all the
students have been successful in that they have completed and passed. However, for some the
experience has been far more joyful despite the challenges, particularly for those who had
collaborative teams. There is evidently much to be learned from these stories, and the advice
proffered by the supervisor participants. In the following chapter, the key findings are discussed in
relation to the theoretical framing of this study and to the literature in the field, making
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comparisons and contrasts between what is already known and the new knowledge created by
this study.
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Chapter 6: Plotting my Course on the Map
6.1 Introduction
In this chapter I discuss the themes that have become apparent, initially in the literature
and evident in my findings. In discussing these themes I take up my field glasses, engaging the
lenses of my theoretical framework, to focus on the domains of power and how power may be
seen to operate in the complex field of supervisory teams for doctoral students.
The discourses in the field of doctoral studies – power and understandings about the
purposes of doctoral education – are evident in the interpretations of ‘team’ and the modes of
team supervision that were exposed in the findings of this study. The shifting structures of modern
universities as social institutions have very real impacts on individual’s self-identities that are
shaped by these mechanisms, these in turn shape the mechanisms (Giddens, 1991).There is an
interplay between the discourses, a juxtaposing between supervisors’ understandings of their
roles in supervision, the development of the novice researcher and the demands of the
institutions that focus on timely completion. It is a highly complex field, with many interpretations
of doctoral team supervision policy that play out in team modes and the relationships between
the people within the team. The structure of the team has implications for the forms of power
available to the team, and how power functions in the team mode.
The framing of teams as intra, inter, cross and trans-disciplinary are not shown to have a
predetermining effect on the team mode or functioning of the team. Team mode is determined by
the team members, and the function of power is a consequence of the interpersonal and
pedagogic relationships established during the doctoral project. Team modes are not fixed but are
shown to oscillate according to factors such as the stage of the thesis and personal and
professional circumstances of team members.
In developing the complex map of power in doctoral studies, commencing at the macro
level of governance helps define the parameters of the field. I then proceed to explain the key
features of this landscape, the ways in which the data revealed ‘Best practice guidelines: Research
doctorates’ (ACGRS, 2010) is interpreted in practice to shape teams in doctoral student
supervision. This study identifies four domains of power within supervision: Governance;
Pedagogic; Interpersonal relationships: and Desires. Grant’s analysis of power (Grant, 2003)
locates four fields within supervision: the institutional positioning of the agencies that are
determined by policy; the social positioning or interpersonal interactions of individual’s identities;
the pedagogic relationships between supervisor, student, and knowledge which is labelled as
‘thesis’; and the interplay of unconscious desires that add to the complexity of the relationships of
power. This study confirms the conceptions of Grant’s fields of power domains. Also confirmed is
the conception of complex interaction between the domains of power, with activity in one domain
impacting and influencing behaviour in other domains, and between the individuals engaged in
the team. However, team supervision opens up many possibilities for team configurations, and the
inclusion of additional supervisors from the historic dyadic model adds greatly to the complexity
and precariousness of relationships of power. It also potentially recalibrates power and the ways
the domains operate within and between each other. Consequently the fields have been recast as
domains, and retitled, building substantially on the work of Grant (2003).
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The following sections elaborate the domains of power, commencing with governance
where the three main clusters of team modes identified in the previous chapter – de facto dyads,
segmented and collaborative – are examined. These team modes are defined and explored,
charting the dynamics of power in this domain, focusing on the social positioning of principal and
co-supervisors and doctoral students. The focus then shifts to the ways social positioning is shown
to be negotiated in collaborative team modes. Collaborative modes give rise to two potential
configurations of team structures, hierarchical and horizontal (Guerin et al., 2011). These
configurations are examined firstly in terms of approaches supervisors may prefer and the
principles that underpin collaborative work.
The second domain of power, that of pedagogies of collaborative teams is explored and
the impact these have on the understanding of a model, particularly the horizontal configuration,
is examined. Pedagogy is shown to be not only as what occurs between the supervisors and
doctoral student, but between the supervisors as well. The boundaries between teachers and
learners blur to create a complex learning environment for all team participants. This
transformative learning environment is capacity building for the team, with flow on effects for the
community.
The third domain of power, the interpersonal relationships between team members is seen
as crucial for the team’s capacity to work productively over a sustained period of time. It is the
domain where the risks and opportunities are most precarious. It appears to be the domain of
power where things can go horribly wrong or provide the source of strength for the team. This is a
domain where doctoral students are increasingly taking leadership, ‘managing up’ their team by
initiating meetings, agenda setting and reporting back, ensuring that communication keeps
everyone in the loop confirming recent studies, for example Guerin et al. (2011). Identity
transformation of becoming is situated primarily in the interpersonal domain, influenced strongly
through interaction between the other domains. This domain is also the site of gender tensions, a
deeply personal characteristic of interpersonal relationships. Expressed explicitly by a small
number of participants, the silences are perplexing. Age and career stage is also examined for the
possible impact on interpersonal relationships. Cultural backgrounds and understandings also
reside in this domain, interacting with the other domains. Cultural background is acknowledged as
a very important aspect in supervision, and as such is a limitation of this study, because all
participants were deliberately selected as domestic origin.
The fourth domain of power, ‘desires’ concludes the development of the model of
horizontal configurations. Desire is seen as fundamental to all humans who seek through various
means to have influence on shaping their preferred futures (Bandura, 1997). Desire may be clearly
articulated such as in responding to questions about motivation, or lie hidden between the lines of
participants discourse. The domain of Desire is highly interactive with the other domains, impelling
and constraining in often unpredictable ways.
The Laminations of the domains explains how we might understand the simultaneous,
reflexive, reactive, managed and/or random interactivity between the domains in collaborative
supervision mode. This is conceptualised in a graphic representation or ‘map’, building on the
work of Grant (2003).
The findings that elaborate team supervision modes are synthesised with conceptions of
agentic power, the theoretical framing of this study, and with the literature of organisational
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teamwork. This is graphically represented showing team modes on a continuum, matched with
the forms of power available to teams in their respective modes.
The final section in this chapter shifts the focus sharply to horizontal collaborative mode
supervision, the power forms available, along with the laminations of the domains of power. A
multidimensional representation of this complex, intriguing and potentially highly productive
mode of supervision is graphically presented.

6.2 First domain: Governance
The findings in this study make clear that since the initial mapping of power relationships
by Grant (2003) of a dyadic supervisory relationship, the landscape of supervision has changed
significantly. Grant’s exposition does not examine extensively the impact of governance, except
from the social positioning prescribed by the institution. At the time governance was relatively
stable, and the dyadic relationship largely unchallenged in policy, although there were concerns
from the time (Bartlett & Mercer, 2000; Johnson et al., 2000) that this model was potentially
oppressive and placed doctoral students at risk. As Manathunga (2012b) notes supervision by an
additional supervisor began to appear in Australian Council of Graduate Research (ACGR)
documentation from 2003, in the form of advice for best practice. Sinclair’s Report commissioned
by the Federal Government’s Department of Education, Science and Training (M. Sinclair, 2004)
added weight to the argument for team supervision as ‘good’ pedagogy. In 2007, ACGR made their
guidelines for the supervisory roles of principal and co-supervisors much clearer. This was updated
in 2010, (ACGRS, 2010) firmly establishing the social positioning within the supervisory team.
In addition to this, this heightened role of governance measures including policy and
procedures such as confirmation and Progress Review Panels need to be taken into consideration.
All supervisor participants and most doctoral student participants made mention of these
governance measures, some regarding them positively, others see them as an imposition. This has
increased the ‘power over’ capacity of governance. This second dimension of power (dispositional
power) frames the field of supervision as a set of practices by social agents that reproduce the
relationships of power (third dimension of power) (Haugaard, 2012). It is for this reason that social
positioning, in this study is seen as being determined by the institutionally prescribed roles as
principal supervisor, co-supervisor/s and doctoral student. This moves away from Grant’s
distinction between institutionally prescribed relationships and socially positioned individuals. The
relationships are determined by the policies of supervision as institutionally prescribed
relationships but the practices are at the same time are those of social agents who through their
actions reproduce power relationships in all four domains. These roles are enacted in various ways
depending on and affecting the supervision team modes, interacting and impacting on pedagogic
and interpersonal relationships within the team, fulfilling or frustrating desires.
There was an acute awareness throughout all participant interviews of presence of
government policies and their impact on doctoral studies. Decisions made at governmental levels,
including funding decisions, and the values and ideologies that are used to justify these decisions
have real impacts on the people who translate policy into practices, and ultimately on those who
are subjects of these practices. The discourses of governance of supervision of doctoral students in
Australia emanate from a focus on national economic interests in a competitive global
environment (Yates, 2010). This has caused the direction of doctoral studies programs to swing
towards a focus on research training. Concurrent with this trend are substantial changes in
knowledge and access to information. Global interconnection has made social, economic,
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environmental and political issues more complex, and interdisciplinary studies are demanded to
solve complex human problems (Go8, 2013). Massification of higher education generally and
doctoral studies specifically has made the higher education sector a more significant federal
budget consideration. Costs have been both shifted increasingly to full-fee paying students (predominantly international students) and curtailed by increased policing of accountability measures
that exerts pressure to reduce the average length of time taken to complete a doctorate.
Marketisation of education construes knowledge as having a monetary value, and this increases
the risk that doctoral studies become less focused on knowledge creation and more about
knowledge production, separating the knower from the known (Kincheloe, 2005). This shift in
direction has had an impact on supervision practices (Neumann, 2009), the structure of the team
and relationships within the domains of power.
The policy intentions for team supervision are to ensure that doctoral students have two or
more supervisors, generally regarded as ‘team supervision’. This measure is to safeguard the
university and the doctoral student from disruptions to the project caused by the extended
absence or unavailability of a single supervisor. This ensures that the university meets its legal
obligations to the student and the student has continuous access to at least one supervisor for the
duration of their candidature. By putting in place these safeguards, the project is less subject to
disruption and thus more likely to be completed in a timely manner. This discourse has much to
say about completion rates and time to completion, but little to say about the quality of theses, or
the wider values of doctoral studies. The policy guidelines produced by ACGRS (2010) specifies the
roles and responsibilities of the primary supervisor, but leaves the roles and responsibilities of cosupervisor/s unspecified. This allows considerable latitude in interpretation of how the ‘team’ will
function. This provides both constraints and freedoms in the field.
In the ideological shifts evident in this study within the field of doctoral supervision, power
is also recalibrated. The structures themselves have remained consistent within the larger framing
of universities as legitimate social institutions, but policy and procedural changes alter the human
dynamics. Understandings of power dynamics, from Foucault to Haugaard consistently maintain
that power works simultaneously to constrain (oppress) and through the implicit capacity to
refuse, to resist oppression, creating ‘power to’ or agency. Universities as structures embedded in
our social and political systems, have dispositional power. Social acceptance of these structures
gives them legitimacy, an authority taken for granted. Entry to doctoral studies, either as a student
or supervisor is necessarily elitist. A doctoral degree is recognised as the highest level of formal
qualification, and acceptance as a supervisor requires registration after completion of further
qualification. The interpretation of policy into practices plays out as the power dynamic of socially
conscious actors. It is in the performance of the guidelines, rules and accepted practices that
demonstrates the impact of the ideological discourse of current framing. In this study it is a story
of acceptance and resistance, of tacit compliance at one end of the spectrum, and wholehearted
embracing of the potentials offered in team supervision at the other end of the spectrum. The
structuring and interpretation of policy enacted as supervision operates as a domain of power. It
establishes the social positions of team members in supervision as primary supervisor, cosupervisor/s and doctoral student and how power operates within the team according to the team
mode.
Knowledge of the policy of ‘team’ supervision was consistent across all cohorts, and among
the supervisor participants common perception that the policy was driven by risk management
and accountability. There was also a view among most of the supervisors that there were potential
gains for doctoral students and supervisors themselves in team supervision. There is a view widely
held by the supervisors that the policy is only partially supported by resourcing. Supervision is
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recognised and accounted for as a workload component, replacing the ‘goodwill’ expectations of
previous decades. However, with workload intensification, team supervision, particularly
collaborative supervision fails to recognise that it is not halving the workload. There are also deep
inequities in the official acknowledgement of the work of supervision with the primary supervisor
gaining the greater credit regardless of the quantity and quality of their input. Where the thesis is
by dissertation, the doctoral student is credited with the original work, continuing the myth of
independent scholarship (Johnson et al., 2000). Academics already under pressure to fulfil multiple
roles, including maintaining a high level of individual research and publication, struggle to provide
quality supervision to their students. This inevitably leads to rationalising of practices.
Rationalising was evident in two main strategies; firstly universities are increasingly adding
in coursework to prepare doctoral students for research and provide multiple forms of training
through faculties such as regular seminars, or university wide programs offered through Research
Education and Development departments and library services; and secondly, supervisors are
seeking to streamline or divide their labour practices. The former strategy takes some of the
requirement for skills training away from supervisors who need only to ensure that their students
have appropriately accessed professional training. The latter has considerable impact on the
functioning or mode of team supervision made available to the student. There is an acknowledged
ever-present pressure in doctoral studies for supervisors and students to complete the projects in
a timely manner, and this is policed through milestones such as confirmation and Research
Progress Panel reviews. The responsibility for this rests with the primary supervisor, according to
the policy. According to socio-cognitive theory, proximal goals such as the milestones and regular
review panels support the agency of individuals and teams, especially where sustained effort such
as a doctoral project extend over a considerable period of time. In this way governance acts to
increase ‘power to’ while at the same time, constrain within a timeframe.
The policy of supervision, with its broad requirement for two or more supervisors is
interpreted in many ways, with doctoral students in the sample demonstrating a number of
supervision modes. What became obvious in the data analysis and present in the findings was a
discrepancy between the ‘good’ practices described by experienced supervisors, and the lived
experiences of the doctoral students and the early career supervisor. As noted in the findings,
there are possible explanations with the nature of memory and recalled events, and in the specific
time context of the interview. The self-selection of the doctoral student participants and the
novice supervisor to discuss ‘collaborative team supervision’, a term not used widely in the field,
also may have had impact on the data made available through interviews. In the accounts given by
experienced supervisors there were some reports of poor practices either experienced by the
supervisor participants or known to them. However eight of the ten doctoral students had very
negative experiences of team supervision during their candidature. Negative experiences caused
two students to quit (Nadine, and George), re-enrolling after some years. Both attributed their
decision to withdraw to supervision problems. Jennifer and Sharon wanted collaborative team
supervision but had problems with locating a suitable co-supervisor. In Jennifer’s case this was
caused largely by administration issues. Sharon’s story of supervision is deeply disturbing in many
aspects. Annette’s experience was spoilt by interpersonal hostility between her two supervisors.
Ben’s experience was marred by sabotage by another academic in the faculty directed primarily at
his supervisor, making his project collateral damage. Roslyn’s primary supervisor appears to have
been forced out of her position at the university. This would appear to be an exceedingly high
number of students experiencing unnecessary disruption and avoidable challenges. The novice
supervisor’s experience also gives an alarming picture of team supervision. Except for the
problems caused by administration, the issues focus on interpersonal tensions and the operation
of power within the academy.
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These tensions and power plays confirm the issue raised by Manathunga (2012b) in her
discussion of team supervision. She points out that policies of team supervision make assumptions
that the academy is somehow quarantined from personal and professional jealousies. The
assumption that the highly competitive environment of a workplace under continual performance
pressure is somehow immune to power dynamics is shown to be unrealistic. The dispositional
power attributed to the structure of team supervision through policy was acknowledge by
recognition of the policy’s existence, and thus demands at least tacit observance by supervisors. It
is left thereafter to the establishment of a ‘natural order’ for the individuals involved in the team.
If the team is conceptualised as a supervisory team – two or more supervisors with the
responsibility to oversee a doctoral student’s project – the position of the student is that of a
subject. If the team is conceptualised as a research team of supervisors and doctoral student, the
student is positioned as a team member. As Manathunga points out, team supervision policy is
designed with greater power attributed to the primary supervisor, establishing an asymmetric
power dynamic as the default mode. Either of these interpretations are possible within the broad
terms of reference in the ACGR guidelines. The ‘natural order’ in these possible scenarios is vastly
different, with the possibilities of the flows of power operating in significantly different ways.
Advice for doctoral students and supervisors alike, for example Lee (2008b), are based on rational
beliefs that clarity of expectations and roles, if established at the outset, at least mitigate against
possible conflicts (Manathunga, 2012b). Examining team supervision as an arena of power
dynamics conducted in multiple dimensions clearly indicates that underpinning principles and
worldviews of individuals are powerful determinants in the team’s operation. ‘Clarity and
provisionality’ (SP10, line 312) are a good first step, but there is more that lies beneath.
6.2.1 Understanding ‘team’ in the first domain
In the following section I examine the characteristics of team modes that emerged through
the data and presented in the findings. The findings confirm that the broad interpretations in the
literature about the term ‘team’ and how the performance of team supervision impacts on team
members. This has two interrelated implications: the pedagogies of team supervision are
emergent (Danby & Lee, 2012b; Guerin et al., 2011; Lee, 2008a, 2008b; Manathunga et al., 2006;
Willetts et al., 2012); and team supervision presents both challenges and opportunities and
requires on-going scrutiny (Manathunga, 2012a, 2012b; Pole, 1998).
6.2.2 Social positioning in team supervision
In the previous chapter, three clusters of supervisory team modes were identified; de facto
dyads; segmented teams; and collaborative teams. Cluster or group supervision has previously
been discussed in literature (Eckersley & Maunders, 2005), as applied in health sciences. This
mode of supervision sits outside the scope of this study, but should be noted as a form of
collaborative supervision. Team modes are seen through the findings as fluid rather than fixed
necessarily in any particular mode. The movement or oscillation is contextual (for example, stage
of the thesis) and circumstantial (for example, supervisor availability).
De facto dyad teams, where the co-supervisor exists for administrative purposes and as
insurance for continuity of supervision in the event of the primary supervisor becoming
unavailable, differ little from the dyadic model examined and mapped by Grant (2003). With the
primary supervisor retaining the dominant position in supervision, power may be understood as
‘power over’, and the extent for doctoral students to exercise their agency in this relationship, as
‘power to’. The exercise of these forms of power will vary considerably, depending on the
negotiation of power in this relationship. All participants made reference to Research Progress
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Panels, so it is assumed that these procedures are widely acknowledged, but the frequency and
level of observance is not apparent in the data. It is an aspect worthy of further research. What is
apparent is that some universities, faculties or supervisors regard these as administrative ‘tick-thebox’ exercises, while others exploit the opportunity to revisit team functionality as well as doctoral
student development and project progress. This will have implications for the agency available to
the doctoral student, who may use these panel meetings to discuss supervision with other
academics, presumably including the nominal co-supervisor/s. It also creates an opportunity for
the ‘supervisor-in-waiting’ to keep abreast of the project and step in if the need arises. The greater
the level of observance of the full capacity of Research Review Panels, the more the team mode
moves towards a segmented mode.

Figure 6-1: De facto dyad mode (Adapted from Grant (2003, p.180))

In the above figure the dominant position of the primary supervisor is indicated by
placement at the top of the figure. The inferior position of co-supervisor is indicated by a lower
position and significantly smaller field of power. Grant’s model may also be applicable to some
extent in segmented team supervision. Where a number of supervisors take limited and defined
responsibility such as for a stage (as in tag teams) or for specific content of the thesis, but there is
a predominant primary supervisor and the links between the supervisors are weak or episodic, the
model may be replicated as segments. These additional segments could be represented as smaller
triangles, intersecting at the thesis node. The links between the co-supervisor/s, the primary
supervisor and the doctoral student are generally weak, but during specific episodes may
strengthen. This modelling needs to be seen as relatively plastic. In some cases the segmentation
may be partial, with relatively strong links between a co-supervisor and doctoral student, but with
weak links to the principal supervisor. The modification to Grant’s model also suggests that ‘power
over’ and ‘power to’ remain as the power forms being exercised.
Segmentation may increase the student’s opportunity and capacity to exercise ‘power to’
as they negotiate and integrate advice from additional sources. The doctoral student remains
subject to supervision but is likely to exercise greater agency in the development of their thesis.
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This is suggested because the student receives advice from at least one additional supervisor,
whose input needs to be evaluated and possibly incorporated into the thesis. In Annette’s case,
where her two supervisors maintained involvement throughout her candidature but were met
separately, the advice of the co-supervisor was often disregarded. In Connie’s case her cosupervisor initially worked alongside the primary supervisor, but deferred to his judgment and
eventually effectively left the team when she relocated overseas. The co-supervisor’s main input
was in the literature, and once this role was fulfilled, her input became quite minor. In the final
stages of Jennifer’s thesis development, a co-supervisor was engaged, taking responsibility for
providing written feedback on final drafts and Jennifer incorporated some of her suggestions. Sally
met with her two supervisors separately for a brief period but she found the two supervisors’
advice conflicted and it was more productive to meet her supervisors together so that issues could
be discussed and consensus reached. The oscillation of segmented team supervision is potentially
both towards the de facto dyad mode (Connie) and toward collaborative mode (Sally). What
remains consistent in segmentation is that the primary supervisor remains in the dominant social
position, with significantly greater ‘power over’ the thesis and the doctoral student’s development
than any co-supervisor/s. This dominant position may be briefly ceded to a co-supervisor such as
in tag teams, or when the student is working with a co-supervisor on a specific aspect, but the
ultimate control rests with the primary supervisor. ‘Power over’ in the form of constraints, ‘power
to’ as individual agency are forms of power exercised. As the oscillation moves towards
collaboration as a team, ‘power with’ becomes accessible.

Figure 6-2: Segmented mode (Adapted from Grant (2003, p.180))

In collaborative modes however, significant adaptation of Grant’s model is necessary. The
distinction between segmented mode and the hierarchical collaborative mode is that the team
meets together as their usual practice in the collaborative mode. In segmented teams it is not
usual for the team to meet together. Collaborative teams explicitly include the student.
Collaborative modes are highly variable, depending on the social status of the individuals,
particularly the supervisors. Some teams included highly ranked academics such as Deans or
Heads of School, such as Ben. Some teams included early career supervisors whose social ranking
138

is much lower than the primary supervisor such as Connie. As Bandura (1986) notes, selfregulation is an important aspect of developing self-efficacy. Self-regulation is achieved through
critical self-reflection and making comparisons with role models. In a research team context, role
models available to the student are the supervisors. Supervisors, especially those of lower social
ranking will look to their colleagues as role models. Bandura also points out that role models are
most effective for self-regulation when the standards of behavior are seen as being achievable.
This would suggest that a senior academic who highlights and performs their elevated social
ranking would be less effective as a role model, diminishing the capacity for self-regulation by
lesser ranked colleagues, as in Nadine’s first team.
This was evident in the findings, in positive, negative and neutral cases. Dr Preston
recounted the experience of one of her first doctoral students whose primary supervisor had been
the faculty dean. As a senior academic the dean was difficult to access, was in this instance highly
directive and resistant to any contributions made by the co-supervisor or doctoral student. The
student was most uncomfortable with this approach and took the opportunity while the dean was
on leave to make alternative supervision arrangements. In this example the senior academic
highlighted and enacted her social ranking, diminishing the student and co-supervisor’s agency.
The senior academic was rejected as a role model when the student took steps to make
alternative arrangements. Contrasting this was Ben’s case. His primary supervisor is a full
professor with a high international reputation. His co-supervisor is a former student of the
professor’s. However, the primary supervisor does not appear to highlight her social position. Ben
recounts robust three-way discussions that went beyond the scope of his topic. In the findings it
was clear that Ben’s agency was enhanced through the focus on knowledge creation, and the
backgrounding of social position. In this instance the full professor is accessible and effective as a
role model, leading to greater opportunity for self-efficacy for both the student and co-supervisor.
Nadine’s first supervisory team had three supervisors from different disciplines. One of the
reasons for its failure was that the dominant male attempted to assert his social position. This was
rejected by Nadine, who likened him to a punitive school principal. Nadine expressed frustration
with the co-supervisors for not asserting themselves. Nadine was silenced and withdrew after
eighteen months. Other doctoral student participants did not make reference to the social ranking
of their supervisors. This would suggest that their supervisor’s social position is not seen as
relevant, and is not enacted within the supervisory team.
The early career supervisor’s case is also an example of a very senior academic who
occupies a powerful position within the university. As the principal supervisor she highlights her
significantly higher social status. She blocks attempts to discuss the pedagogy of the supervisions
they share. She ignores emails from the co-supervisor when he attempts to raise issues about
supervision. The co-supervisor is fearful of his position and tenure at the university. He claims that
the doctoral students are afraid of the primary supervisor, choosing to lie about progress rather
than face her wrath. The co-supervisor expressed a desire to leave the team but was afraid of the
consequences. He rejects his senior colleague as a role model. His self-regulation is diminished and
his capacity to exercise agency has been systematically reduced. He no longer takes any initiative,
simply waiting to be told what to do. He insists emphatically that he is the junior and therefore not
responsible for driving the supervision. The enactment of social position and status may be seen as
a barrier to working collaboratively. The more hierarchical the team, the less collaborative the
mode (Guerin et al., 2011).
With the inclusion of an additional supervisor as a full team member, significant changes to
Grant’s model (Grant, 2003) is necessary. A diamond representation may be useful where
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hierarchy is enacted such as in the examples given. This would place the primary supervisor at the
apex, with the co-supervisor and doctoral student at medial points, with the nadir representing
the thesis. The laminations of institutionally prescribed relationships, the field of power
relationships between the three agencies and the interpersonal relationships remain viable. The
forms of power in operation are ‘power over’ wielded by the dominant principal supervisor,
‘power to’ as individual agency available to the doctoral student and co-supervisor/s, and possibly
‘power with’ depending on the degree of enactment of social status.

Figure 6-3: Hierarchical Collaborative mode

The roles in collaborative teams are clearly defined (principal, co-supervisor, doctoral
student), retaining the institutionally prescribed relationships, however the social positions
accorded to these roles is backgrounded to variable degrees. It would appear that where social
position is backgrounded, the team becomes less conscious of hierarchy. This has significant
impact on the operation of the field of power between the agencies. Conceptually a multilayered
disc becomes a more useful representation. The disc attempts to represent the diminished social
hierarchy of team members, and should be considered as a horizontal representation removing
superior/inferior positions. There are strong unifying links between each team member, links that
intersect at the core (the thesis), but also around the body of disciplinary knowledge that
surrounds and buffers the thesis.

Figure 6-4: Horizontal collaborative mode: 1st domain: Governance
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If we view team modes along a continuum it allows for a representation of team modes as
fluid, with the capacity for teams to oscillate from one mode to another in changing
circumstances.

Figure 6-5: Team mode continuum

6.2.3 Negotiating social positioning in collaborative team supervision
In team supervision the social positioning of team members is at least nominally
determined by policy, however the manner in which these positions are enacted is determined by
the team members. Negotiation may be explicit, as it was for Ben and Nadine in her second
attempt, or implicit as in Connie, Sally and Roslyn who knew at least one of their supervisors
previously, and their pedagogies were known. Fiona, once she finally settled on her team’s
membership did not know her supervisors previously, but her university is explicit in their
requirement for more collaborative modes of supervision. It was her assumption that her team
would work collaboratively, as it did. The finding confirm the view that collaborative team work in
any work place context – business teams (Silverstone & Cross, 2011; Sinclair, 1992), academic
research teams (Arden et al., 2010; Midgley & Danaher, 2010) or supervisory teams (Guerin et al.,
2011; Nisselle & Duncan, 2008) – need to be understood in terms of power relationships that
require considerable negotiation to be successful. Negotiation may appear superficially to be
directed at the logistics of team operation such as meeting times, feedback modes, or on
expectations and roles. However, what underlies these negotiations are a number of principles
and power relationships that underpin successful collaborative team research.
Implicit in Lee (2008b) are underlying principles in her conceptualisation of five different
approaches to supervision. Embedded in these approaches are attitudes to power. A Functional
approach is a managerial style that places the supervisor as director and the student as
subordinate, with responsibility to deliver the project as directed (Nadine’s first team).
Enculturation approaches cast the supervisor as gate keeper who has responsibility to develop the
student to become part of a disciplinary community (Jennifer). Implicit is a form of patronage, with
the doctoral student the recipient. An Emancipatory approach places the supervisor as mentor
with the student, as mentee, encouraged and supported to critically develop themselves
(Annette). A Critical thinking approach challenges the student to reflect critically, empowering the
student’s voice (Ben, Fiona, Roslyn, Sally, and Nadine’s second team). This may however, place the
student in a defensive position, needing to continually justify their thinking. This approach places
knowledge development as the central focus. Relationship development approach focuses
attention on the supervisor-student relationship which may be potentially nurturing or oppressive
(not apparent in the sample). The student is ‘cared for’ placing the supervisor in a parental role.
Approaches used by supervisors are not necessarily fixed for the duration of the student’s
candidature. It is also possible that a number of approaches may operate simultaneously. Like the
team mode (de facto, segmented and collaborative) there is likely to be oscillation at various
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stages of the thesis or due to particular circumstances. Some of these approaches are less likely to
operate in collaborative modes of supervision as a dominant approach. A Functional approach
would see the primary supervisor acting in a directive manner, enacting their social position to a
high degree which would impact on the degree of available ‘power to’ and ‘power with’. This
would create a hierarchical structure. Lee (2008b) exhorts supervisors to be critically self-aware of
their preferred approaches and doctoral students need to establish either through explicit
discussion or through prior knowledge of academics, whether there is likely to be a suitable match
to their preferred learning and personal interrelationship styles.
The findings indicate that many doctoral students utilise their agency in establishing their
teams, from selecting their supervisors to negotiating the mode of supervisory team. This accords
well with advice given for prospective and beginning doctoral students (Kearns et al., 2008). This
also confirms views that students are not necessarily a passive voice (Guerin et al., 2011;
Hopwood, 2010). This places students in a position to participate in negotiating the social
positioning within the team, and how the social positions are enacted. This casts the doctoral
student as a team member, rather than subject to a supervisory team of two or more supervisors.
Undoubtedly, some students prefer supervisors with a more directive approach, and some who
may prefer a more relational approach (Guerin et al., 2015). This was not evident in the findings,
however the sample size is quite small and limited to domestic students. Other factors such as
cultural background may influence these preferences. However, from the findings in this study,
the doctoral students who did negotiate explicitly or implicitly the team mode as collaborative,
demonstrated considerable agency. Those in the sample who were unable to negotiate
collaborative modes were frustrated and disappointed, though ultimately successful in completing
their theses.
The preferred approach/es of supervisors, with implicit attitudes to power relationships
with the student, are built on principles. The principles that underpin managerial approaches for
example, are less likely to focus on transformation and intellectual renewal for the supervisors and
may provide the doctoral student with a narrower opportunity for intellectual exploration outside
the specific project topic. This approach may also be less reflexive for both supervisors and
student, limiting opportunities for self-regulation and critical self-awareness. As an approach it
relates strongly to the neo-liberal discourse that focuses on skill development and timely
completion rather than a full exploration of knowledge.
6.2.4 The principles of working collaboratively: Developing ‘power with’.
There was strong evidence throughout the findings that in collaborative modes,
relationships between team members were ethical, reflexive, scholarly, sustainable,
transformative and synergistic, confirming Arden et al. (2010). Trust is also a crucial principle of
productive and harmonious teamwork. Construction of personal truths evolve from
understandings of the various influences and experiences that shape the individual as social
beings, dependent on cultural and political contexts. In collaborative research teams, both the
supervisors and doctoral students appeared to have critical self-awareness of preferred
pedagogies, learning styles, and interpersonal relationships. Socio-cognitive theory (Bandura,
1986, 2000, 2001) stress the importance of self-awareness as the foundation of self and team
efficacy.
This construction accords with Haugaard’s fourth dimension of power, the ‘normalisation’
of the individual’s behaviours in relation to their social context (Haugaard, 2012). Individuals are
able to exercise their agency (‘power to’) to adjust their behaviour according to what they
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understand as ‘reasonable’ in a given context, and simultaneously constrained by appropriateness
such as professional conduct (‘power over’). Behaviour that is considered by team members as
ethical, or within the bounds of appropriacy and guidelines (such as the National Health and
Medical Research Council’s National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans
(2007)) enhances a team’s capacity to work collaboratively. It establishes both rights and
responsibilities in terms of team operation, behaviour towards team members on an interpersonal
level, and frames the conduct of the research project. One of the reasons given by Nadine for her
decision to quit in her first attempt was that the supervisor was forcing his ideas on her, and she
felt a loss of ownership of the project. She did not regard his behaviour professionally or
interpersonally as reasonable. Ethical behaviour, as a principle in team research is based on
mutual respect, good will and a willingness to work together with team members.
Trust between team members was universally acknowledged by participants as an
essential component in functional teams, confirming findings in Sambrook et al. (2008). Trust is
given in an expectation of that it will be given in return, creating a form of mutual obligation
(Raffnsøe, 2013). It contains principles of ethical behaviour - an intention not to harm or allow
harm to another, to honour promises and to be truthful. In team research the principles embodied
in trust create an environment of support, reliability and integrity. These are characteristic
referred to by experienced supervisors when discussing who they might be prepared to cosupervise with. Trustworthiness, reliability, conscientiousness and integrity are all mentioned as
positive characteristics. Refusal to work with a colleague because they are lazy, dishonest and
unreliable are clearly negative. A lack of trust is cited by Dr Albertson as a key reason he does not
wish to continue to work with the principal supervisor. Raffnsøe (2013) describes trust as an
exercise of power and operates as agency. The opportunity for supervisor’s to recommend
colleagues they are confident they can work well with is important. In most cases with the student
participants who engaged in collaborative teams, at least one of the supervisors was previously
known to the student. It indicates mutual trust and respect that already exists, empowers
supervisors and doctoral students at the commencement of the teamwork, rather than needing
time to establish these principles. In a team context this form of agency operates as ‘power to’ as
individuals, ‘power with’ as a team and serves to constrain behaviour (‘power over’).
In the findings it is apparent that for supervisors, collaborative supervision provides them
with opportunities to engage with colleagues on projects of mutual interest, and in
interdisciplinary supervisions, an opportunity to expand their knowledge into other disciplinary
fields. Some supervisors acknowledged the beneficial aspects of collaborative team supervision
contexts, prompting them to view knowledge from different perspectives, or prompting new
thinking. They also acknowledge the opportunity to learn more about the craft of supervision from
their colleagues. These views of value adding to personal knowledge makes the research context
of team supervision sustainable, with the time devoted rewarding beyond workload
acknowledgment. Teams with a strong focus on scholarly and sustainable research are shown to
place the focus on knowledge creation, with less focus on skill development. Skill development
(such as use of software programs, analytical techniques and basic writing skills) is achieved for
the doctoral students in this sample from sources largely external to supervision. The use of
personal and team agency for intellectual renewal and challenging beliefs accords well with sociocognitive theories. A thesis is required to be a scholarly work, conforming to strict criteria within
disciplinary fields and/or professional practices. It must contribute to new knowledge and/or
practices, building on the body of knowledge in the field (AQF, 2013). It is the responsibility of the
team, supervisors and doctoral student to ensure that work presented as a thesis conforms in all
respects. This also applies to additional publications and presentations that emanate from the
research being conducted in the course of the student’s candidature. There may not be a penalty
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for supervisors if work produced by the doctoral student does not meet these required standards
with the student likely to bear the brunt of criticism, but it will certainly not enhance the
reputation of these academics. Operating with the principles of sustainability and scholarly
practices, the common goals built on mutual interests of collaborative team supervision build
collective efficacy confirming socio-cognitive theories (Bandura, 1986), operating as ‘power with’.
Transformation and synergy were apparent in the stories of all the doctoral students who
experienced collaborative teams. Roslyn was in awe of the support provided by her supervisors,
particularly after the disruption of losing her primary supervisor in the writing up stage of her
thesis. All the student participants acknowledged the significant input of their supervisors in
various ways, particularly their support in preparing papers for conference presentations and
publication. Acknowledgement was less forthcoming from the student participants who did not
have collaborative teams. Annette was offered the opportunity to co-publish with her supervisors
but nothing came of it. George published in a professional magazine but was not supported by his
supervisor. Sharon had her intellectual property stolen by her fourth co-supervisor who used it to
publish in her own name. Jennifer did not publish work or present at conferences. Dr Albertson
was promised co-publications with the primary supervisor but nothing had eventuated, and he no
longer wished to do so. Supervisor participants who welcomed collaborative modes of supervision
all acknowledged the opportunities for intellectual and interpersonal growth. This is congruent
with socio-cognitive theory that recognises interdependence, shared beliefs, and concerted effort
that contribute to the power of collective agency (Bandura, 1986, 2001). Teams with strong
attitudes to transformational effects and outcomes and work synergistically are less likely to focus
on social status, which is backgrounded to focus on knowledge creation. In collaborative team
supervision there are transformative opportunities, with collaboration creating the context for
outcomes to be greater than “the sum of its parts” (Evans, 2010, p. 151) there are opportunities
for mutual learning and development as contended by Linden, Ohlin, and Brodin (2013). This study
also highlights the importance of intellectual and personal transformations of identity for doctoral
students. It is a core aspect of “becoming doctor” (Barnacle & Mewburn, 2010, p. 433), requires
personal agency (Goode, 2010), and may engage the support of communities of practice as they
make these transformations (Devenish et al., 2009; Mewburn, 2011). Identity transformation and
intellectual growth is also integral for novice supervisors engaging in collaborative teams, as they
become fully accredited supervisors as suggested by Blass et al. (2012). Experienced supervisors
also experience intellectual renewal and growth through collaborative supervision confirming the
works of Guerin et al. (2011) and Willetts et al. (2012). These transformations are positive and
productive. Team synergy, with shared goals and personal investment in productive outcomes,
builds the capacity of the team and the creative work that comes from the combined efforts has
flow on effects for the wider academic community.
Relationships founded on principles of trust, ethical and reflexive behavior, scholarly and
sustainable work, transformative and synergistic attitudes are evident in the stories of doctoral
students in collaborative mode teams. They are less evident and at times absent in the data on
supervision of other doctoral student participants. These principles were articulated by
supervisors who embraced collaborative modes of supervision. Concepts of agentic power
(Bandura, 1986, 2001; Haugaard, 2012) are helpful in explaining why these principles work to
create productive power, as both ‘power to’ and ‘power with’, within the constraints (‘power
over’) of the social structuring.
Backgrounding social status, the focus in collaborative team supervision has potential to
shift to knowledge creation, which allows for the greater operation of ‘power with’. While social
positions – principal supervisor, co-supervisor and doctoral student – may be nominally
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maintained, each team member is able to exercise individual agency. This demonstrates that team
members exercise power within the team in different ways as stated by Sinclair (1992). There is
considerable latitude in how this policy related to supervision is interpreted, and the social
positioning of team members varies widely, as shown in the previous chapter. This would suggest
that these positions are less stable or fixed than previously considered. The capacity to negotiate
the positions also potentially increases the agency of team members, or ‘power to’ and ‘power
with’.
In collaborative supervisory teams as for workplace teams, power dynamics are intrinsic
and remain in a state of flux throughout the duration of the team engagement. The context of
team supervision is highly complex and organic, as noted by Cumming (2010). It is valid to
conceptualise power in teams as individuals exercising power in different ways, at different times.
The first domain, governance, establishes the framing and functioning of the team. There
are principles that underpin the way team members operate or are allowed to operate, within the
framing of the policy of team supervision. This gives rise to a number of discrete team modes that
have different power relationships between the members and to knowledge creation. Team
modes are not fixed, oscillating along a continuum in response to various factors, such as stage of
thesis or personal/professional circumstances of team members. The framing and functioning of
the team has considerable interaction with the second domain, that of Pedagogy. De Facto dyadic
modes are more likely to be directive and managerial in pedagogic approach. Collaborative modes
are shown to make readily available transformative pedagogies that demonstrate students and
supervisors actively learning together. The opportunity for students to learn to defend their
perspectives and rehearse academic voice as part of the pedagogy, develop identity and
demonstrate interaction with the Interpersonal domain.

6.3 Second domain: Pedagogy
In collaborative research contexts in this study’s findings, pedagogy blurs the boundaries
between teacher and learner, with mutual learning occurring. Pedagogy is a highly contextualised
series of actions with the central purpose of creating knowledge. In the context of doctoral studies
knowledge creation is focused on adding new dimensions to disciplinary knowledge and/or
practices in the field (AQF, 2013). This study confirms the contention by Grant (2003) that a field
of power that operates as pedagogy, includes the interrelationship between supervisor, student
and knowledge. This is described by participants as an unstable relationship in that these
relationships are changeable and transformative. Pedagogy in its broad conception (Alexander,
2013) encompasses all aspects of the teaching relationships, underpinned by values and principles,
theories of learning and justifications for the many decisions made in the relationship between
teacher and learner. Increasingly many of the skills required in the development of a novice
researcher are being taught or supported through coursework and services provided by libraries or
Research Development bodies in universities (Guerin et al., 2015). This allows a greater focus in
the team context for the focus to shift to developing and creating disciplinary or inter-disciplinary
knowledge and/ or practices in the field/s. All of the student participants accessed external
support for specific skill development, and Nadine, when she re-enrolled for her second attempt
did so into a professional doctorate to be able to access coursework, later transferring to PhD. All
supervisor participants gave extensive lists of training programs they refer their students to. This
supports Bandura’s (Bandura, 1986, 1997, 2000, 2001) concept of collective agency. Doctoral
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students and supervisors have access to complex networks of support for their professional and
skill development.
With a focus on creating disciplinary or interdisciplinary knowledge, the core pedagogies of
collaborative team supervision concentrate on discussion and responding to written work
produced by the student, either in written or verbal form. The most common reason for team
meetings given by doctoral student and supervisor participants was to receive or provide
feedback. This confirms findings in Doloriert et al. (2012). Doctoral students who engaged in
horizontal collaborative teams talked positively about the discussions in their teams around the
feedback. They were comfortable contesting knowledge, and having their supervisors providing
different perspectives. None described the differing perspectives as conflicting. Students felt
empowered to make decisions about forming their own perspectives. Only Ben took issue with
some of the written feedback when comments were made in capital letters which he interpreted
as being shouted at. He was able to raise this with his supervisors, explaining the cultural concept
within text languaging. Jennifer, whose supervision was not collaborative commented on the
overwhelmingly negative tone of written feedback. This would suggest that the de facto dyad
mode of her experience did not provide a context where feedback could be mediated through
discussion in the same way as those in collaborative modes. The mediation of feedback through
discussion enhances collective agency, or ‘power with’, as well as individual agency, ‘power to’.
This exposes the doctoral student to the Western academic traditions of contesting knowledge, as
a means of creating new knowledge. In contexts outside Australia where it is common practice to
have viva voce exams or public lectures to 'defend' your research work, the opportunity to
rehearse academic voice is invaluable. This takes the student’s development beyond the simple
process of completing a thesis and into the wider academic community. This context creates an
environment of collective learning, where the pedagogy, while ostensibly directed at moving the
student’s project forward, contributes to building the capacity of the team with the potential for
flow on benefits to the community.
Within collaborative teams there is an additional dimension to pedagogy, that of the
mentorship. Mentorship between supervisors, especially between experienced and novice
supervisors, and mentorship of the student. Learning and refining the pedagogies of supervision is
on-going work, potentially a reciprocal learning relationship ostensibly between supervisors, but
inclusive of the doctoral student who is integral to this context. It was evident in the findings that
experienced and inexperienced supervisors were conscious of continually refining their
approaches to supervision, adapting to the needs of the student and their colleagues. The
response to the experience of supervisor pedagogies may be positive or negative, with a desire to
replicate or reject the model. Sharon noted that she would never supervise the way she had been
supervised. The student is shown to be learning supervision pedagogies, and may often later fall
back on their experiences should they become supervisors at some point as observed by Johnson
et al. (2000) and Guerin and Green (2015). According to several of the supervisor participants,
mentorship as a pedagogy is not sufficiently recognised, confirming Linden et al. (2013). These
participants noted a lack of preparation and support for mentorship either as a mentor or mentee.
Preparing for mentorship through training is often omitted from courses available for supervisors,
in favour of instrumentality (Kiley, 2011; Linden et al., 2013). Mentorship is also a context of
duality for novice female supervisors being mentored by more experienced female supervisors,
where they can be seen as both active in constructing identity and simultaneously positioned as a
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subject to the mentor (Devos, 2004), although this study does not have evidence to challenge or
confirm this. However, a similar duality may be seen more widely in mentorship, evident in Dr
Howard’s experiences as a novice supervisor to two very senior colleagues, one male and one
female. While he is actively developing his identity as a supervisor, he is also very aware that he is
learning from his colleagues who have a responsibility for his development. For the novice
supervisor this transition requires both self-regulation and regulation by others both in the
domain of pedagogy and the domain of governance. The development of identity also interacts
with the interpersonal domain and the domain of desire. This study shows that recognising the
importance of developing mentorship is consistent with theories of self and collective efficacy
(Bandura, 1986), that acknowledges the important role of mentors in providing models of
behaviour. Reciprocal mentorship operates as ‘power to’ in that it enables team members to
increase their personal efficacy (agency) and ‘power with’ building team efficacy (Bandura, 2000).
Exposing the doctoral student to discursive environments also acts as a mentorship of a novice
academic.
With the exception of Ben, all the doctoral students had considerable industry experience
that was used to inform their topic choices. Nadine was frustrated in her first attempt because her
knowledge in the field was dismissed as irrelevant, and was being told about the value of
theoretical work that she knew from experience was impractical. The students who experienced
collaborative teams, felt that their prior knowledge and experience was valued and contributed to
the supervisor’s learning, as well making a contribution to their thesis, often informing the thesis
topic. This acknowledgment contributed to their agency, enabling individual ‘power to’ and
contributing to ‘power with’. Students with a body of industry experience (that is acknowledged)
are enabled to exercise power in this respect. Supervisors, with superior knowledge and expertise
in fields of theoretical framing, policy, and processes pertinent to thesis development, exercise
power in these fields of knowledge. As the student progresses through the stages of their thesis,
they become the experts in the specific field of knowledge, exercising greater power in the
process. Roslyn tells of a great sense of empowerment when she becomes the expert in her field.
This would support the contention that teams may be conceptualised as individuals exercising
power in different ways within the field of knowledge. The field of power that encompasses
knowledge can be a crowded space as team members allude to personal references of knowledge
(theoretical framings, policies, industry based and so on) and experience, or superaddressees as
described by Midgley et al. (2010).
Self- and peer regulation in the field knowledge were also evident, particularly in Dr
Howard’s iteration. He described circumstances in group meetings where he would consider what
had been said by his co-supervisor, and think about what else he could contribute to move the
discussion forward. In the absence of his co-supervisor, he considered how his colleague might
respond to suggestions he was making, as an ‘absent presence’. This enhances both ‘power to’
and ‘power with’ in collaborative teams. Professor Gleeson, on the other hand, has difficulty with
collaborative modes, objecting to the domination of the strong opinions of his co-supervisor that
he believes caused the student distress, diminishing both ‘power to’ and ‘power with’ in the field
of knowledge. Ben referred to robust three-way discussions on knowledge that was outside his
particular topic. It is strongly evident in the findings that collaborative modes provide an enriched
domain of knowledge.
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A rich discursive context potentially available in horizontal collaborative mode, places the
focus on knowledge creation that extends beyond the scope of the thesis project. This is apparent
if the notion of pedagogy is extended to include mentorship and discussions that extend beyond
the scope of the thesis topic, preparing the student for the wider academic world. In the findings,
there was considerable evidence of supervisors acknowledging the ‘working back’ of knowledge,
benefitting themselves as well as the student, building team capacity. However, supervisors may
also seek to establish intellectual superiority over a colleague, evident in the findings of this study
and evident in Manathunga’s study (Manathunga, 2012a). Grant (2003) labels knowledge as
‘thesis’, recognising also that there is more to the transformation of a student ‘becoming’ than the
production of a thesis. However, in team supervision this domain may be considerably more
contested than in the dyadic mode described in Grant’s map.
Exposure to the workings of the wider academic context of knowledge contestation,
suggests that it is more accurate to label this as knowledge and thesis. In the horizontal
collaborative mode, the second domain of power may be represented in the following graphic.

Figure 6-6: 2nd domain: Pedagogy

There is interaction between the domains of governance and pedagogy, with different pedagogies
made accessible through the framing and functioning of team modes. There is also considerable
interaction between both these domains and the third domain of Interpersonal relationships.
Doctoral students and supervisor participants all stressed the need to have both interpersonal
compatibility and expertise in collaborative teams. This emphasises the interaction between the
Pedagogic domain and Interpersonal relationships domain.
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Figure 6-7: Interactions between Governance and Pedagogy domains

6.4 Third domain: Interpersonal relationships
The domain of interpersonal relationships is seen to operate in more complex ways in
collaborative modes to those in de facto dyad and segmented modes. The management of
interpersonal relationships which includes arranging for team meetings and agenda, reporting
back or making notes about meetings, and on occasion mediating between supervisors is actively
taken up by all of the doctoral student participants. These characteristics may also operate in
other modes, but the increased complexity created by the additional team member/s demands
more interaction and management. Both cohorts placed a premium on interpersonal relationships
in determining the composition of their teams. Maintaining effective communication between all
parties has been seen as crucial for effective team performance. The doctoral student participants
all indicated that they initiated meetings, often developing the agenda and reporting back to the
team after the meetings. This supports the contention that leadership in this domain is
increasingly resting with the doctoral student (Guerin et al., 2011). The identity transformations
of becoming doctor or supervisor occur as interactions between all the domains, with the
interpersonal domain the primary site. Along with identity development, the third domain is seen
as the site of gender interactions and tension. It is also the site of influence from factor as such as
age or career stage and culture.
When supervisors discussed characteristics of colleagues they would be comfortable
working with, they used personal qualities such as diligence, conscientiousness, reliability and
availability. Several supervisors made a point of stating that they were comfortable working with
colleagues who worked from different paradigms such as quantitative or qualitative. Professor
Daniels remarked that she frequently and joyfully works with a colleague whose theoretical
approach is very different, seeing the difference as highly productive. Guerin et al. (2011)
describes this as “paradigm tolerance” (p. 148). In inter or transdisciplinary projects paradigm
tolerance is important as the doctoral student needs to weave together differing protocols for
their study as Nadine successfully does. This supports the findings of Willetts et al. (2012).
Working with colleagues who have different perspectives was not seen as a barrier, and often
articulated as a benefit. The crucial factors identified are mutual respect and trust, as theorised by
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Raffnsøe (2013). All stressed ethical behaviours as essential to be able to work with colleagues.
This suggests that being able to work collaboratively as a pedagogy is strongly influenced by the
interpersonal domain.
The interpersonal domain is highly significant in collaborative team research supervision.
This is the domain of potentially serious disruption and is therefore the point where, if a person is
hoping to work collaboratively either as a student or supervisor, a high degree of research on
colleague’s compatibility is necessary. Dr Howard refers to this as “a subtle kind of homework”
(SP10, line 290), and Dr Albertson regrets not having done this adequately. Ben advises having
long conversations about try to “suss out what’s your supervisor like” (DS09, lines 329-330),
extending the conversation from research to more general subjects. Roslyn advises making sure
that supervisors understand your sense of humour and Jennifer suggests talking to past students
to find out about their experience. These comments are typical from both supervisor and doctoral
student participants, implying the importance of interpersonal factors. However, for people who
are unfamiliar with the institution finding these things out about colleagues and potential
supervisors takes time. This could make ‘doing your homework’ challenging, either as a doctoral
student, an early career supervisor or simply relocating from one institution to another to pursue
career opportunities. As Dr Albertson says, there are dangers lurking in the “pool of toxic waste”
(CES01, line 232) of dysfunctional team supervision for all team members. Foreknowledge and
caution are highly recommended by all participants, to avoid the serious potential risks evident in
this study and noted by Manathunga (2012b).
The supervisory relationship is often described as intense and deeply personal, and is
frequently described by participants in this study as being like a marriage. The extended duration
of doctoral studies underscores the importance of getting the interpersonal relationships ‘right’.
Doctoral students are well advised to discuss the logistics and pedagogies with their potential
supervisors, but these should be seen not as an end in themselves but as conversation starters.
Developing shared understandings of expectations and agreed protocols, collaborative teams
utilize collective agency which fosters the agency of individuals and the team itself. It creates the
environment that fosters ‘power to’ and ‘power with’. As previously discussed there are
underlying principles to working collaboratively, with synergy and sustainability playing key roles.
Shared goals, personal compatibility and a willingness to make the personal investment necessary
for the duration of the project need to be established early in the team development stage.
Annette found herself mediating between her supervisors, managing them separately, and
consequently moving to a segmented mode rather than her preferred collaborative mode. If the
student finds that the relationship is not working in the ways they need, either because the
required expertise or interpersonal aspects are unsatisfactory, there are established procedures to
change supervisor/s. However, it is more difficult for supervisors to extricate themselves from an
unsatisfactory relationship. As seen with Dr Albertson, as a novice supervisor, he risks damage to
his reputation and career prospects if he withdraws from the oppressive and unproductive
relationship with his more senior and powerful colleague. There is also strong evidence that the
supervisors feel a personal and professional obligation to the student as seen in the events
described by Professor Albright. He felt an obligation to protect the student from highly
unprofessional behaviour of the senior colleague, and support the student through to completion.
In circumstances where the student is unwilling to fulfil their obligations or behave
inappropriately, supervisors may have little choice than to strongly encourage the student to seek
other supervisors or limit their availability in the hope that the student will make the decision to
change supervisors. Progress Review Panels potentially offer a forum for periodically reviewing
team functionality, and the inclusion of a panel chair may offer opportunities for discord to be
exposed in a more public forum, but this would require follow up which may or may not happen.
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There is insufficient evidence available in the data for this study to inform this aspect of
supervision. Little research appears to have been conducted on this aspect of Research Progress
Panels.
The enactment of social status, as already discussed, has impact in the interpersonal
domain. High levels of enactment create a hierarchical form of collaboration. In this mode there is
greater distance between team members created by the barrier of social status. It may be more
challenging to broach issues of interpersonal tension because of these barriers. Dr Preston relates
the story of one of her students who waited until her primary supervisor, the dean of the faculty,
was on leave before making changes to her supervision arrangements. This example demonstrates
the extensive interaction between the domains of power. Pedagogic approach, social status
enactment and the institutional position all act in concert. The student’s desire was for a more
collaborative mode of supervision. In horizontal forms of collaborative teams, the social distance is
diminished, potentially making it easier to work through moments of discord or disturbance.
Roslyn was well supported through the loss of her principal supervisor in the final year of her
candidature. The collaborative team context allowed for a smooth transition, making a potentially
traumatic and disruptive event into a highly produce forward step.
This study provides strong evidence that the students and supervisors use others as role
models to develop their self-efficacy as Bandura (1986) theorises. Accessible and positive support
from team members nurtures the identity development of all in the team, supervisors experienced or novice - and the doctoral student. Working within the ethical and time constraints
of thesis development, teams experience ‘power over’ and ‘power to’ of governance and
pedagogy that interact with the interpersonal aspects of identity ‘becoming’, an imagined futureself of conscious and non-conscious desires. Working in the context of a team, ‘power with’
becomes available. This context opens up the potential for identity transformation of individuals
and the team itself, as the work produced has flow on effects to the academic community. This in
turn enhances or nurtures the academic identities sought by team members. Self-identity of
individuals working in teams adds to the complexity of the operation of power. There is a
connection between an individual’s need to establish a sense of belonging and of conforming. The
negotiation of conflicting emotions between these two points is shown to be empowering.
6.4.1 Gender in supervision
Gender is present as a thread throughout the data. In the findings, there is evidence that
there are potential risks. Supervisors rarely mention gender, and when they do, mixed gender
teams are seen as providing support for female students and address cultural sensitivities.
Professor Samson remarked that some male students from the Middle East had initially resisted
having a female co-supervisor but eventually appreciated her support and conversely he
appreciates having a female co-supervisor to address cultural issues with some international
female students. Students who name or imply gender do so in a negative context, that is, the
gender dynamic diminished their agency. The early career supervisor, in his choice of language
clearly attributed much of the dysfunction of his team to the senior and politically powerful
female, referencing gender and using pejorative gendered expressions. Power, rank, experience
and gender are tangled together. Likewise, the deferral of Connie’s female co-supervisor to the
more experienced male supervisor who had been the co-supervisor’s supervisor. In this context
the pre-existing teacher/student relationship, experience and gender are interwoven. It is difficult
to separate these issues as Manathunga (2012a) observes. Gender and power appeared to be
interwoven with dynamics involving “rank and experience” (Manathunga, 2012a, p. 36). As
Manathunga suggests, this aspect is deserving of a focused study. There is a view that the
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academy is highly gendered (Devos, 2004; Johnson et al., 2000). Seagram et al. (1998) suggests
that there are some differences between male and female experiences of postgraduate studies,
but that this seems mainly associated with higher self-expectations for women. There is evidence
that the males had more opportunity to co-publish with their supervisors, and women were more
aware of internal conflict in their teams. In this study there were more women than men (4:1). The
data obtained does not shed light on these aspects.
Nadine’s first team, with a male and two female co-supervisors clearly had gender
connotations, though Nadine says it was personality rather than gender. However, her language
choices contradict her statement. Her frustrations are directed at both the dominant male who
presumes a principal supervisor position and the two female co-supervisors who fail to stand up to
his dictatorial ‘school principal’ style. Sally clearly identifies gender as a problem, having had to
insist on a female panel member with her two male supervisor team. Sally is also frustrated at the
lack of strong female role models in the discipline, having appreciated these in her industrial
experience. She also believes that her two older male supervisors have no appreciation of the
difficulties of being a young female struggling to make ends meet during her study, and a lack of
career prospects. Again the issues are complex. Nadine identifies personality rather than gender
that lies at the root of her unsatisfactory experience. Similarly, Sharon attributes the particularly
aggressive and personal attack by a prospective male co-supervisor to personality rather than
gender, though her choice of language strongly suggests that she interpreted the attack as a
gendered. Sally identifies gender, but also generational and work opportunity issues.
6.4.2 Age/career stage in doctoral studies
Needing to develop a new identity as a doctoral student and loss of control are among the
challenges for mid-late career students. This was certainly the case with Nadine’s first team who
found one of her supervisors quite objectionable, acting like a school principal and rejecting her
industrial experience as irrelevant. As a senior educator herself she believed her practical
knowledge to be valuable. Nor did she appreciate being told that her meeting schedule would be
every three weeks and she was to have the required written material emailed a week prior. This
was presented as non-negotiable and did not fit with her working patterns. Roslyn was highly
anxious that she felt she was taking an enormous risk returning to study. An awareness of possible
failure and the consequences of that, added to her distress. As argued in Robertson (2014a);
Mid-career professionals … bring with them a substantial body of industry based
knowledge that often informs their topic choice and methodology (Ryan, 2012), and may
exceed the contextual knowledge of their supervisor, making this relationship
fundamentally different to those who proceed to doctoral studies pre or early career
(Morley, 2005). Supervisors have extensive academic knowledge and access to the wider
academic community required by the novice researcher as they develop their thesis. These
differing skill sets potentially create a more equitably balanced learning environment,
creating opportunities for expanded learning for all stakeholders (p. 1960).
Students from this cohort drew on their professional backgrounds for their thesis topics as
Ryan (2012) and Berman and Smyth (2013) note. Nadine and Sharon enrolled initially in
Professional doctorates, mainly to gain access to coursework, and transferred to PhD. Candidates
enrolling in Professional Doctorates are required to have significant industrial experience, and
from a supervisor’s perspective different approaches are needed as Morley (2005) suggest. With
the exception of Roslyn, they regarded their maturity, life experience and professional
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backgrounds as contributing positively. They felt more able to adjust to pressure or obstacles
thrown in their path during candidature. Financial pressure was also acute for those without
supporting partners, and for Jennifer as a sole parent, once her scholarship ran out she became
quite distressed. This was not however confined to the more mature students, as Sally, an early
career student also made comment on her difficult financial circumstances. The numbers of mid
and late career doctoral students has been rising steadily (Edwards et al., 2009). Mid-late career
stage doctoral students appear to experience doctoral studies differently, and require different
kinds of support from their supervisory team or peers. With well-established professional and
personal identities, adjustment to returning to study has challenges, especially for those coming
from middle or senior management positions such as Nadine, George and Sharon. Those students
who are accustomed to others fitting to their schedule, or being acknowledged as having
expertise, may find the transition difficult as suggested by Petersen (2012). Seven of the ten
doctoral student participants were mid-late career stage.
There are both potential gains and limitations to mid-late career enrolment in doctoral
studies. A significant readjustment to identity is necessary to make the initial transition from
‘expert’ in their professional lives to novice researcher. There are substantial financial and selfesteem risks, but there are also benefits of resilience and well-established networks of support
external to the university. While a number of studies have included mid and late career students,
this aspect is not fully informed by the literature in the field and further in-depth investigation on
this growing cohort of doctoral students would be valuable.
6.4.3 Effects of cultural background in supervision
Intercultural communication and cultural sensitivities operate within the interpersonal
domain, as well as the other three domains. Because culture and language are deeply embedded
in identity, the primary site is interpersonal. Much valuable research has been conducted in this
field, particularly by Manathunga (Manathunga, 2014) and Cotterall (Cotterall, 2011, 2013a,
2013b). However, this study was confined to domestic students, all of whom were of Anglo
origins, as were the supervisor participants. This was a deliberate choice to remove one highly
significant variable from an already complex study.
There is a strong relationship between the domains of Interpersonal relationships and
Desires. Within the team context, the intense interpersonal relationships between team members
are in the connections between self and desire, with the fundamental belief that team members
will be able to satisfy some needs. The student is relying on supervisors to guide, stimulate and
support the ‘becoming doctor’ identity. The supervisors depend on the support of their colleague
to manage the work, and provide support for themselves and the student. The supervisors are also
relying on the student to fully commit to the work necessary to complete the best possible thesis
in a reasonable time. Successful completion is cause for team celebration, acknowledgment that
all have made a considerable contribution, not simply in the Pedagogic domain, but the
Interpersonal relationships and Desire domains as well. There are mutual dependencies,
supported by mutual trust and respect in functional collaborative teams.
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Figure 6-8: 3rd domain: Interpersonal

Figure 6-9: Interaction between Governance, Pedagogy and Interpersonal domains

6.5 Fourth domain: Desires
For the doctoral students, the commitment to dedicate a significant period of their lives to
the pursuit of a single objective requires considerable commitment, one that could only be made
in response to strongly felt desire. For many students the financial penalties in loss of potential
earning and/or the time taken from social interaction with family, friends and colleagues for parttime students is not undertaken lightly. Supervisors also make a commitment to a student and
their thesis topic, a commitment that requires time, emotional and pedagogic support for a
considerable period of time. How well understood these desires are, whether they are conscious
or non-conscious (Bandura, 1997) is a moot point, depending on the individual. The desire to have
some measure of control over shaping preferred outcomes and futures is fundamental to all
people (Bandura, 1986). Desire is shaped and constrained by social context, by what appears to
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the individual or groups as ‘reasonable’(Haugaard, 2012) as a continuous and interactive
engagement as the individual develops their identity, their future self, within a given context.
Desire operates interactively in all domains; the first domain of governance defines and
constrains the positioning of the parties, towards each other and in interaction with the wider
framing of the institution; the second domain shapes the pedagogic relationships between team
members and the thesis; the third domain enervates the interpersonal relationships; and the
fourth domain, the site of Desires acts as the wellspring of emotions, the knowable and partly
knowable. In this section, the tangled web of interaction between desire and the other domains is
explored.
The doctoral student participants were conscious of the motivations for engaging in
doctoral studies. These ranged from Ben who was desperate for a job with a future, Connie who
had been unwell and needed a period of time where she could regulate her work commitments
while she recovered, Roslyn who had discovered the joy of teaching and wanted to move out of
her previous industry where she saw no future. George and Fiona, as late career candidates
wanted to investigate particular issues and find some answers to problems they had encountered
in their professions. Sally had worked in the public service and wanted to develop an academic
career. Sharon needed to upgrade her qualifications to access promotion opportunities within the
academy. Natalie wanted to develop a tool to assist with identification of support requirements
for students with additional needs. Jennifer, a sole parent, wanted to improve access to higher
education for others like her who found access difficult. Unsurprisingly, there is great diversity in
the articulated motivations for these students. However, much more was revealed in analysing the
interview data. As Grant (2003) points out, individuals are not entirely knowable even to
themselves, let alone to others. There is a level of reactivity within the privacy of supervision
between team members that will at times go beyond the conscious, tapping into deep-seated
feelings, linked to life experiences that catch by surprise at times. As social beings, individuals are
enmeshed in complex webs of interrelationships, and “reciprocal causation” (Bandura, 1997, p. 5)
of individuals reacting to external and internal events. Self-regulation becomes crucial within
teams so that individuals are able to work together productively, and a key component of selfregulation is critical self-reflection (Bandura, 1986).
Within the domain of governance, the striving for modes of supervision that matched the
needs of the students was apparent. Jennifer was angry and frustrated that, through behaviour
she felt was cavalier and disrespectful her first co-supervisor left without notification to her and
subsequently took up an international posting, again without any communication with her. This
left her without a co-supervisor for over twelve months. A second co-supervisor was then
engaged, but was vetoed by administration after several months because of workload
commitments of the co-supervisor. Months went by before another co-supervisor was engaged
during the final writing up stage, and the team operated in a segmented style. Jennifer questions
the capacity and commitment of academics to engage collaboratively with students, exclaiming
that “collaborative supervision is a little myth” (DS07, line 227). Annette thought beforehand that
she would spend time with her supervisors “discussing great thoughts” (DS03, line 160) but her
experience did not meet her expectation. Instead she was left to manage interpersonal hostility
between supervisors and find her own way. Sharon experienced unethical and highly
unprofessional behaviour of a series of co-supervisors, leaving her with a sequence of segmented
and largely de facto dyad modes. However, Roslyn’s final team composition and mode went well
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beyond her expectations, filling her with awe at the support she received. The gap between
preconceived notions of available supervision modes and the lived experience may be understood
as a gap between desire and reality in the context of supervision.
Supervisors also reported difficulties in governance. Much of the discontent was directed
at the lack of acknowledgement of workload. The supervisors felt a conflict between their desire
to fully support their students and the amount of personal and professional resources that
required. While supervision is now factored into workloads, the perception is that it is still
inadequately recognised. There is a belief that work intensification places unrealistic demands on
supervisors, and time available for doctoral students is compromised. There is also conflict evident
between the desire to conform to policies for team supervision and the reality of working with
colleagues where interpersonal relationships become challenging. Working collaboratively is
acknowledged by the supervisor participants as being difficult in some circumstances, and some
supervisors “have a hankering after being the sole supervisor” (SP02, line 47) where they feel they
have more control. Many of the supervisors felt that the benefits of working collaboratively
outweighed the challenges, especially if they were careful about which colleagues they partnered
with. They were then able to support the students more adequately and gain from the intellectual
stimulation, fulfilling a number of desires.
A similar gap was seen to exist in the domain of pedagogy, particularly from those who
were unable to gain access to collaborative modes. Nadine’s first experience was unsuitable for
her particular learning style and work patterns. Nadine’s desire was to be treated with the respect
of one professional educator to another. Sharon had similar experiences with her primary
supervisor and co-supervisor gave contradictory advice. The co-supervisor refused to read further
than a single chapter until all changes she suggested had been made, and even when that had
been done, re-edited and contradicted her initial advice. Because the supervision was conducted
in a segmented mode there was no opportunity to mediate the different perspectives. The
relationship with the co-supervisor became increasingly hostile, and after unethical behaviour
from this academic which resulted in disciplinary action, the co-supervision relationship was
terminated. Again the desire is to be treated with respect, which was not fulfilled. The opportunity
to meet together as a team appears to resolve many issues around receiving conflicting advice
from supervisors. Those students with collaborative modes valued meetings where their work was
discussed. They felt able to make their own decisions after discussing different perspectives. This
was highlighted by Sally’s experience where for a short time she met her supervisors separately
and things went badly. She very quickly arranged to meet her supervisors together for all future
meetings. The sense of shared journey achieved through collaborative modes goes some way to
addressing issues of isolation experienced by some doctoral students. The opportunity to discuss
‘great thoughts’ fulfils yearnings for rich intellectual stimulation.
Desire in the interpersonal domain may be far more complex and precarious than in the
pedagogic and governance domains. As the primary site of identity development, the added
complexity of desire makes this a delicate negotiation as Grant (2003) observes. In Grant’s
examples (Grant, 2003) concerns of repeating behaviour experienced by supervisors in their own
doctoral supervision relate to an incapacity to adequately self-regulate. Manathunga (2012a)
suggests that meeting together as a team may promote self-regulation. This is supported by the
evidence in the previous chapter that supervisors particularly are aware of their own responses in
the presence of a trusted colleague, and this extends to the ‘absent presence’ when meeting the
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student separately. Peer regulation may be understood as an individual adjusting their behaviour
to replicate standards of performance of role models (Bandura, 1986), promoting collective
efficacy. In the privacy of a one to one meeting, poor behaviour may go unwitnessed. Not so when
there is a colleague present. Several supervisors noted the need to have a co-supervisor present to
ensure their students, particularly international students and those of the opposite gender, felt
secure. It is also a way of protecting supervisors from inappropriate behaviour from students.
Having team meetings is a means of reinforcing the professional nature of the relationship,
defining the boundaries clearly. It emphasises the ethical parameters of the partnership.
Trusting, respectful team relationships create an environment for frank discussions of
feelings seen by Pang (1999) as crucial to the success of his team supervision. Roslyn spoke of
being talked “off the ledge a little bit” (DS06, line 223) by her supervisors when she was
overwhelmed with fear of failure. She is able to discuss her anxiety openly. The importance of the
power of trust in collaborative teams cannot be under-stated. Trust is reciprocal and openness
needs to be available for all team members. The absence of trust is debilitating, as seen in Dr
Albertson’s case, where his desire for career advancement through taking on supervision is
precarious and likely to fail because he cannot discuss his feelings openly with his senior colleague
without serious risk, personally and professionally. Developing trust enhances agency for team
members.

Figure 6-10: 4th domain: Desires

6.6 Lamination of domains
The four domains of power operate simultaneous and interactively in collaborative team
supervision. The interactions may be random or reactive tapping into deeply felt emotions and
desires, managed or controlled by social positioning. They are subject to external forces as team
members are all interconnected with social networks that operate in much wider local and global
contexts, engaging with and developing collective efficacy. The power of collaboration in HDR
teams is potentially highly productive, not only for the doctoral student but for the supervisors as
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well. Functional teams nurture the agency of individuals, and create ‘power with’ as it “leads to
something that is greater than the sum of the parts” (SP11, line 243).
Any ‘map’ is a gross simplification of the dynamics of power. The stories related by the
doctoral student and supervisors participants alike, clearly indicate that power is a highly complex
dynamic. Some of the students (Annette, Jennifer, Sharon and Nadine’s first team) had a deep
desire and expectation that their teams would work collaboratively and were frustrated and angry
that these desires were thwarted. As highly intelligent, mature women they were caught up in
circumstances they felt unable to control sufficiently to satisfy their needs. Nadine was proactive
after suffering for eighteen months and withdrew. She was very careful in her second attempt to
clarify attitudes and expectations before she committed to her team. She had sussed out her
primary supervisor through coursework contact. As Grant (2003) observes “we do need to talk
about these matters because they are important for students at least” (p. 188). I would suggest,
that discussing and coming to some understanding of the dynamics of power in supervision is
important also for supervisors, especially those entering into supervision as this study’s finding
clearly indicate. I would also bravely suggest that there is a potentially positive outcome for
research itself, if the productive potential of collaborative power of team supervision is to be
realised more consistently.

Figure 6-11: Interaction between Governance, Pedagogy, Interpersonal and Desires domains

6.7 Power and teams
Concepts of Power have been approached in three ways in this study; firstly in attempting
to describe how power operates across four dimensions (Haugaard, 2012); secondly, how power is
utilised by individuals and groups to effect agency as individual agency and team agency (Bandura,
1986, 1997, 2000, 2001); and finally how power may be understood to operate in four domains in
supervisory teams, building on the work of Grant (2003).
This gives rise to two conceptual ‘maps’, the first of which graphs the team modes along a
continuum. As stated previously, team modes are not fixed and oscillate along the continuum in
response to factors such as the stage of the thesis and personal/professional circumstances of
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team members. The three discernible team modes – De facto dyad, Segmented and Collaborative are depicted along the continuum. Collaborative modes are further divided into two subsets –
Hierarchical and Horizontal as identified by Guerin et al. (2011). ‘Power over’ and ‘power to’ work
together and are available to all teams. ‘Power with’ increases as the enactment of social position
is backgrounded, and the team is able to focus unimpeded by social barriers of hierarchy, on the
creation of knowledge.

Figure 6-12: Agency and team modes

6.8 The power of collaboration
The focus throughout has been to illuminate and evaluate the possibilities of collaborative
supervision, most specifically the horizontal mode. This mode has great potential for the creation
of new knowledge and building the capacity of all team members. The principles of working
collaboratively underpin the relationships and attitudes - ethical, reflexive, scholarly, sustainable,
transformative and synergistic as Arden et al. (2010) propose – serve to develop trust and respect.
It may be precarious, dependent on all members sharing understanding, meeting expectations,
and working towards shared goals, but the rewards are rich. If the relationships break down for
any reason, the team mode may oscillate towards segmented or de facto dyads, or in extreme
cases termination of the team completely. There are enormous pressures within the academy,
structured with traditional hierarchy and at the mercy of work intensification and growing
accountability. It is not advisable to assume that the academy is quarantined from petty
jealousies, gender issues and other forms of prejudice that operate more broadly in society. These
issues were all clearly evident in this study. Entering into the intensity of supervisory relationships
for any team member – student or supervisor – requires caution and lots of ‘subtle homework’ to
avoid the risks of relationships that ‘go bad’, leaving team members with diminished agency and
scarred identities. But when it works, it’s deeply enriching for individuals, for teams and creates
flow on benefits for disciplinary knowledge, and society more broadly.
Drawing together the forms of power available in horizontal collaborative teams with the
four domains of power, horizontal collaborative supervision mode may be conceptualised as
follows:
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Figure 6-13: Agency in horizontal collaborative mode

6.9 Summary
The rich data provided by my participants demonstrates the complexity of the operation of
power in collaborative team supervision. The interactions within and between domains, apparent
in the previous chapter and elaborated in this chapter present a multidimensional, dynamic and
fluid conception of the performance of team supervision as a collaboration between individuals.
The following chapter: Journey’s End is in some respects a misnomer. It is indeed the last chapter
of this dissertation in which I put forward the responses to the questions addressed in this study,
but I am left with many more questions to pursue. There are many limitations to this study and
aspects that beg further study. There are implications that need thoughtful consideration and
recommendations for changes to current practices of team supervision.
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Chapter 7: Journey’s End
Conclusion
Based on the qualitative data gathered from in-depth interviews of cohorts of supervisors
and doctoral students elaborated in Chapter 5 and discussed in reference to the theoretical
framing and literature in the field in Chapter 6, this chapter presents an integrated summary and
conclusion to the study. I firstly review the intentions of the research and the reasons why a study
of this kind has great value for those involved in doctoral studies. Each research question is
addressed, with the contributions to new knowledge presented and summarized. The implications
of this new knowledge is examined. This is followed by a clear statement of the acknowledged
limitations of this research. I then make recommendations for further research opened up by the
findings of this study. The chapter is completed with recommendations for changes to current
practices, and a final summarization of the research project.

7.1 Intentions of the research
I undertook this study with the intention to carefully examine team supervision of doctoral
students in Australia, to make visible what the current understandings of team supervision are and
how this translates into practices broadly in the field; to ‘map’ power dynamics of team
supervision as practiced, with a particular focus on collaborative team modes; and to identify
strategies and principles that foster agency - agency for doctoral students and supervisors - that
builds capacity for individuals and the team, and has potential flow on benefits for the wider
community.
This quest was prompted by two significant gaps in the literature. Recent changes to
doctoral supervision guidelines that strongly recommend two or more supervisors has resulted in
policy development in many universities across Australia that mandate what is seen as ‘team’
supervision. However, there was very little clarity on what ‘team’ means. Existing definitions
(Guerin et al., 2011; Manathunga, 2012b) are very broad and lack substance. There was no
indication of the nature of relationships between the various parties and how those relationships
might function. Little attention has been paid to the relationships between supervisors and how
this impacts on team dynamics. There are dangerous assumptions in policies for team supervision
that the academy is immune from unprofessional behaviours, biases and prejudices. With a
clearer understanding of how power may be shared and fostered, it is possible to identify
underpinning principles and strategies that increase the capacity of individual team members and
the team itself. As Grant (2003) observed of dyadic supervision, power dynamics are an aspect of
supervision that does need to be talked about, for students and for supervisors.
Doctoral students are well advised to carefully research universities and possible
supervisors, with many valuable and helpful tips on how to go about this. However, setting up
your supervision team is hazardous if you are unaware of the possible risks or benefits by choosing
one mode of supervision over another. There are assumptions that designing your team around
expertise alone, will automatically have people who can actually work together. Even with
excellent ‘how-to’ advice, there is ample evidence in exit data that far too many doctoral students
are not satisfied with their experiences of supervision. The same appears to be true for Early
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Career Supervisors. But some teams work brilliantly! What is it they have and/or do that makes
them so successful?
The apparent gaps in the literature in the field and my own experiences of working in
professional teams prompted the following research questions.
•

What are the current understandings of ‘team’ supervision in doctoral studies?

•

How does power operate within collaborative team supervision?

•

What pedagogic principles and design strategies increase the productive operation of
collaborative team supervision?

7.2 Addressing the intentions
Rich data was obtained from cohorts of highly experienced supervisors, Early Career
Supervisors and late stage or recently completed doctoral students. The focus has been on
disciplines within the Humanities, Social Sciences and Education at universities in Australia. Indepth interviews were conducted that provide a thick description of the lived experiences of
participants. This has provided a clear picture of the current practices of supervision of doctoral
students from the perspectives of supervisors and how these practices affect the experiences of
doctoral students. There is also a picture of the relationships between supervisors, particularly
between experienced and novice supervisors that has been largely absent from the discourse.
Some of these stories are heartening, some alarming.

7.3 Key findings
In the following section the key findings of each research question are summarized, with
the contributions to new knowledge listed under each research question. With each summary of
key findings for each research question, a brief dot point summary has been provided.
7.3.1 Research question 1
It is clear in the evidence from this study that there is great latitude in the interpretation of
‘team’ in team supervision. Supervision for an individual doctoral student is adapted to the
student’s learning needs, the nature of their project, the policy requirements of the faculty of
department, in negotiation with the supervisors. Apparent in this study, one interpretation of
supervision cannot match all students or supervisors. There is a wide spectrum of team modes,
from the highly dyadic, through segmented teams to the highly collaborative teams.
Team framing as inter, intra, cross and trans-disciplinary have not been shown in the
evidence to predetermine team mode or the function of power. Framing sets parameters of
expertise required to support the project, but it is the team itself that determines the
interpersonal and pedagogic relationships that determines the power dynamics within the team.
Funded projects may limit the capacity for doctoral students to change supervisors if relationships
between the team members break down.
As a contribution to new knowledge I have identified three main modes of supervision of
doctoral students; de facto dyad; segmented; and collaborative. Guerin et al. (2011) identified two
forms of collaborative supervisory teams, hierarchical and horizontal. These two modes are seen
in this study as subsets of collaborative modes, with the determining factor being the level of
enactment of social position. The greater the enactment of social position by a senior supervisor,
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the more hierarchical and the less collaboratively the team functions. The more social status is
backgrounded, the more collaboratively the team functions, and the greater the focus of
collaborative knowledge creation. Guerin et al. identified hierarchy as determining the team
function. I have taken this further to identify, based on the evidence, that it is the enactment of
social status that impacts on the degree of collaboration within the team.
Utilising the data, graphic representations of team modes have been developed. This study
builds substantially on the earlier work of Grant (2003). The graphics for De facto dyad and
Segmented modes are significantly adapted from Grant’s (2003) model, developing from the
triangular representation to a diamond form. The dominant position of the primary supervisor is
signified by occupying the superior point, with the doctoral student and co-supervisor at lower
(and less powerful) positions. The thesis is the point of intersection for all parties. The Hierarchical
collaborative mode fully utilizes a diamond form. Horizontal collaborative mode is conceptualized
as a horizontal disk, minimizing power differentials implicit in the other representations.
Team modes have been defined according to the relational positioning and power
dynamics. The characteristics of power relationships in the team modes emerged convincingly
from the data. The team structuring is a strong determiner of whether the student is positioned as
part of the team, or subject to supervision. The relational positioning also has an impact on the
forms of power available to the team – ‘power over’ and ‘power to’ are conceived as working
together (Haugaard, 2012) and are shown to be available to all teams. ‘Power with’ becomes
increasingly available as the team mode becomes collaborative, with optimal ‘power with’ in
horizontal collaborative mode. This was clearly apparent in the evidence from those doctoral
students who experienced the horizontal collaborative modes, such as Roslyn, Fiona and Nadine’s
second team.
Team modes have been conceptualized as operating along a continuum, from de facto
dyad, through segmented to horizontal collaborative mode. Teams were shown to oscillate along
the continuum, changing modes according to such factors as stage of thesis development and the
personal/professional circumstances of team members. Annette’s team shifted from horizontal
collaborative to Segmented when the relationship between her supervisors became acrimonious.
Jennifer's team moved from De facto dyad to Segmented in the final stages when a co-supervisor
was engaged. Connie’s team mode oscillated from Hierarchical collaborative mode to De facto
dyad mode when her Early Career Supervisor moved overseas.
Parallel to the team modes continuum, a spectrum of power is apparent. High ‘power over’
and low ‘power to’ matching the highly directive forms of dyadic supervision. The evidence for this
exists in the literature and revealed in this study in the accounts of supervisors referring to others
whose practices were known to them. Nadine’s first team experience clearly demonstrated her
lack of agency under a highly directive supervisor. ‘Power to’ increases as and ‘power over’
diminishes, increasing the agency of the doctoral student. Sharon’s experience oscillated
according to her supervisory mode. As she established a functional supervisory team her agency
increased. ‘Power with’ becomes available in collaborative modes, when the level of enactment of
social status diminishes. ‘Power with’ is fully available in horizontal collaborative mode. This was
clearly evident in Roslyn’s team when her first primary supervisor left and was replaced by
another. Roslyn was acknowledged and acknowledged herself as the leading expert in the team
and she flew through the final stage of writing up with the support of her team in just eight
months. As the mode of supervision fluctuates, so too does the level and type of agency available
to individuals and teams.
In summary:
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Team framing does not determine team mode or power dynamics, although some
limitations may be imposed by the framing
Identified and defined three main team supervision modes as De facto dyad, Segmented
and Collaborative, with Collaborative mode divided into subsets of Hierarchical and
Horizontal modes
Graphic representations have been developed of these four modes based on their
structuring
Identified team modes as operating along a continuum from De facto dyad, through
Segmented, Hierarchical to Horizontal collaborative modes, with team modes oscillating
along the continuum depending on such factors as stage of thesis and
personal/professional circumstances of team members
Identified a spectrum of power that operates along a parallel continuum, demonstrating
individual agency as ‘power to’ and ‘power over’ and team agency as ‘power with’.

7.3.2 Research question 2
This study provides evidence that is used to develop the concept of four domains of power
in doctoral supervision – Governance, Pedagogy, Interpersonal relationships, and Desires. This
builds significantly on the work of Grant (2003), acknowledging the effects of policy change and
political climate in the last decade.
From the evidence it is shown that the first domain of Governance forms the basis of team
mode. The role of governance has increased since 2003, with more policing of professional
performance and accountability that has accompanied the shift in policy to ‘team’ supervision. The
governmental pressure on increasing completion numbers and timely completion of doctorates
exerts pressure on supervisors and students. The social positioning, as a default mode, is
determined through policy that establishes a primary supervisor, with one or more co-supervisors
who act to supervise the doctoral student. In this default form, power is asymmetric, and the
position of the student is unclarified. It is left to the discretion of the team to negotiate power,
accepting the default position or adjusting to suit particular circumstances and personalities. This
negotiation is shown to establish team mode and the kinds of power available to the team.
Enforcing regular Research Review Panel reporting may provide proximal goals and
increase transparency, possibly supporting agency but there is insufficient evidence to make such
a claim.
The second domain of Pedagogy is shown to be highly interactive with other domains,
responding to the team framing within the domain of Governance by making different pedagogies
available according to team mode. In some team modes (especially Horizontal collaborative),
knowledge is robustly challenged, extending the focus from the thesis to broader aspects of
knowledge creation by the team. Supervisors are seen to be also learning, blurring the boundaries
of teaching and learning. A number of supervisors noted this, and it was also evident in several
doctoral student’s data. For this reason the domain of Pedagogy has been cast as knowledge and
thesis. The evidence supports the notion that supervision meetings are a crowded space, with
each member drawing on collective efficacy formed through prior knowledges. Acknowledgement
of prior learning was most evident in the collaborative modes.
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The third domain, Interpersonal relationships is strongly impacted by the structuring,
operation, and the pedagogies of the team. The Interpersonal domain becomes increasingly
complex with the addition of one or more co-supervisors. The Interpersonal domain is the primary
site of identity and is therefore the primary site of issues relating to gender, age and cultural
background. It is the primary site of ‘becoming’ as the novice student or supervisor transforms
their identity. It is also the most precarious of the domains, with disruption in interpersonal
relationships impacting on the functionality of the team. Conversely, teams where the
interpersonal relationships were harmonious tended to remain as Horizontal Collaborative modes.
There is strong interaction between this domain and the domain of Desire.
The fourth domain, Desires carries the hopes, dreams and ambitions of all team
participants. From the articulated wishes for career pathway or advancement, finding answers to
problems encountered in the workplace, or simply proving personal capacity this domain is
seething with the wants and needs of individuals. Individuals who embark on a doctorate are
dedicating a significant part of their lives for a sustained period of time, fuelled by desires. These
needs are met or unmet through interaction with the other domains.
There is strong evidence that team members take leadership in different domains at
different times. The principal supervisor takes leadership within the governance domain, taking
responsibility for the administrative procedures. The doctoral students most frequently take
leadership in the interpersonal domain, initiating meetings, developing the agenda and reporting
back. The pedagogic domain is a negotiated domain, with leadership fluctuating continually. The
domain of Desire is also negotiated and highly fluid. Power through leadership and the exercise of
agency can be understood as different members exercising power at different times and in
different ways during the course of the doctoral project.
This study fully supports Grant’s (2003) contention that the fields of power interact with
each other in complex and unpredictable ways. It is the interaction between these fields that
supports or constrains agency for all team members.
In summary:






There are four domains of power that relate to collaborative doctoral supervision:
Governance; Pedagogy; Interpersonal relationships; and Desires. This builds substantially
on the work of Grant (2003), acknowledging the changing context of supervision in
universities in the current political and policy climate.
The 1st domain: Governance, establishes the modal structure of the team. The default
position of policy attributes power asymmetrically to the primary supervisor. Team
members are able to reposition to share power more equitably and productively. Team
mode has a direct impact on the kinds of power available and the way power functions to
increase or diminish agency for team members. In collaborative modes the student is
positioned explicitly as part of the team, not subject to supervision.
The 2nd domain: Pedagogy. In collaborative modes knowledge is robustly challenged and
extends beyond the immediate scope of the thesis topic. Supervisors are seen to be
learning alongside the doctoral student. Team members draw heavily on prior knowledge,
sharing this within the team which builds capacity.
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The 3rd domain: Interpersonal relationships is crucial to team function. It is the site of
potential disruption, that is, disruption in this domain is likely to have serious
consequences to the team function overall. It is the primary site of identity transformation
for all team members and as such is sensitive to issues of gender, age/career stage and
cultural characteristics of team members.
The 4th domain: Desires carries the wants and needs of team members that may be
conscious or non-conscious. As such it is highly unstable and unpredictable.
These domains of power are highly interactive with each other. The outcome of
interactions between these domains foster or constrain agency for all team members.
Power through leadership and the exercise of agency can be understood as different
members exercising power at different times and in different ways during the course of the
doctoral project. Power dynamics are fluid and negotiated within the team.

7.3.3 Research question 3
The principles that underpin and support collaborative team supervision are relationships
and attitudes to the research project that are ethical, reflexive, scholarly, sustainable,
transformative and synergistic. Mutual trust and respect are crucial to collaborative team
supervision. These principles, identified by Arden et al. (2010) are in reference to collaborative
academic research. In horizontal collaborative mode of supervision the student is explicitly
included as a team member.
Pedagogies that privilege the principles of collaborative research, explicitly including the
student as a team member, foster individual agency and by working together to support the
research being conducted by the doctoral student, foster the agency of the team. These
pedagogies recognise that the supervisors are also learning, and that part of the learning includes
the mentorship of their colleague/s and the student. There is also recognition that each individual
brings with them a wealth of knowledge from prior life experiences, cultural background, industry
and academic experience, and that the research contributes positively to their own capacities.
Pedagogies are not fixed but reflexive, adapting to changing circumstances of team members.
Collaborative work is highly dependent on effective and comprehensive communication.
Teams meet together to discuss the projects progress and all issues related to this forward
trajectory, as the usual practice. In between meetings communication is shared with all members
as a matter of course. The importance of keeping everyone ‘in-the-loop’ is a strong and consistent
theme.
Establishing these pedagogic relationships takes time. Initial conversations about the
Higher Degree Researcher’s topic, meeting protocols and logistics, timelines, expectations and
defining the boundaries of the relationship are an excellent beginning, but they are just that.
There needs to be a willingness on the part of all team members to adapt and adjust to each
other’s needs and discuss openly points of tension. There also needs to be an understanding that
sometimes team fail and that each member has the right to gracefully remove themselves from
the team. There are protocols and processes that enshrine this process for Higher Degree
Researchers but these processes are much less clear for supervisors.
In summary:
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Principles of social justice, mutual respect and trust underpin collaborative work. This
extends the findings of Arden et al. (2010) from collaborative academic research to
collaborative team supervision of doctoral students.
Doctoral students are explicitly included as a team member rather than being subject to
supervision.
Learning is transformative for all team members.
The pedagogies are reflexive.
Inclusive and effective communication is crucial to the functionality of the team,
confirming the findings of Guerin et al. (2011).
Establishing pedagogic relationships takes time and need to be supported by a willingness
of all team members to adapt and respond.
Team can fail and supervisors need to have the support of procedures to exit gracefully in
the same way as doctoral students.

7.4 Implications
While this research has focused on teams formed for the purposes of supporting doctoral
students through the process of thesis development in Australia, there are wider implications.
There are significant differences in examination protocols in Australia and local political climates
vary across western nations, however there are also common features between the UK, Canada,
the USA and NZ. ‘Team supervision’ has been implemented in various forms in many of these
contexts, and the findings of this research may have application there.
This research may also apply to the supervision of honours and masters by research
students in Humanities, Social Sciences and Education disciplines in Australia and in other western
countries where supervision is performed by more than one supervisor.
There are also implications for academic research teams, particularly in the trend towards
collaborative research across universities at national and international levels. It is expected that
such teams will have academics of different social status, areas of expertise and interpersonal
attributes. Understanding of how power operates and may be made to operate more productively
in teams has value in these contexts.
The same may be true to a lesser extent in industry where teams are formed for research
purposes.
Being able to identify a team type – de facto dyad, segmented or collaborative – may be
useful in both academic and industry contexts with the accompanying understandings about the
forms of power available in the various modes.

7.5 Limitations
This study is limited to Australia, and to doctoral students of domestic origin, as a means of
reducing the considerable variables introduced by diverse cultural background and language. It is
also limited to disciplines within Education, Humanities and Social Sciences. The sample size of 12
experienced supervisors is relatively small compared to the possible pool of over 11,000 EFT (ABS,
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2012a) academics in these disciplines, as is the sample size of 10 near completion doctoral
students from possible 6,000 plus (ABS, 2012b). Each participant’s experiences and story are
unique and does not fully represent the spectrum of experiences. Data was obtained from four
states and one territory, with a reasonable distribution of university types except from regional
universities.
The data itself has limited reliability. There are issues with the nature of remembered
events, as memories change with context and time (Cohen et al., 2011). Only one side of any
supervision story is told by participants, and there is a natural inclination to cast the behaviour of
self in the best possible light and to be selective in presenting recalled events (Cohen et al., 2011).
Throughout I have been mindful that as a participant in doctoral studies myself, my own
experiences may have some impact on the interpretation and representation of the data. This
adds to the complex possible effects of the interviewer in interviews. However, in some respects
adds to the authenticity of the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
The findings may have limited application outside Australia, where supervision policies and
practices may be significantly different. Team supervision in the natural sciences, where
relationships with supervisors and colleagues may be structured differently, and thesis topics are
more confined by research lab foci and funding.

7.6 Recommendations for current practices









Currently there is a lack of understanding of team modes and how power operates in
various modes. Collaborative teams have great capacity building potential. However there
are serious risks and these risks need to be anticipated and managed and the responsibility
for this rests with all team members. Awareness of both the potentials and risks is
underappreciated by academics and doctoral students. Induction programs for new
students and training for supervisors that specifically relate to team modes, power
dynamics and principles that underpin functional teams need to be implemented across all
universities. This means that checklists should be treated as conversation starters not
administrative processes.
There also needs to be recognition that teams can fail, and that exit strategies for
supervisors need to be in place, as they are for doctoral students.
Mentoring needs to be recognised as a key component of team supervision, especially for
early career academics, and experienced supervisors need to be adequately prepared to
support their less experienced colleagues. The mentor/mentee relationship needs to be
explicit and recognised as part of the work of supervision.
Relationships take time to develop and thought needs to be given by governing bodies to
allow for a period of grace while the students topic becomes more firmly established and
which academics are suitable in terms of expertise and interpersonal attributes for the
team. Assigning academics and students to supervisory teams as a practice is a high risk
strategy and inadvisable.
The contribution of co-supervisors is often under-recognised and should be addressed in
both workload and acknowledgment protocols. Appropriate acknowledgement could add
greatly to co-supervisors sense of agency professionally and within the team.
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7.7 Recommendations for further research
This study opens up aspects of Higher Degree Research supervision that would benefit from
further research:








What are the effects of team supervision arrangements on Early Career supervisors,
particularly on how their agency may be fostered through mentoring? This study has
indicates that there are tensions in the senior/novice supervisor relationships that have the
potential to impact negatively on all parties within teams, particularly when the
relationships are not framed as mentor/mentee.
Does team mode affect the quality of theses being produced? There was evidence in this
study that the experiences of doctoral students in collaborative supervision were viewed as
more satisfying. However the study was not designed to investigate the impact of
supervisory team mode on the quality of the thesis. Such a study may add further
substance to decisions made by the team on preferred mode.
What are the effects of mid-career stage on doctoral student experiences, and particularly
on power dynamics in supervisory teams? If the experiences are different as they appear
from this study, how are universities and supervisors responding to this growing cohort?
And how might this response be improved? A further study may assist universities to
respond supportively, particularly in training provided for supervisors to cater for these
students.
What are the effects of Research Review Panels on team performance in supervision?
Research Review Panels have been implemented as a means of performance review largely
directed at individuals – the doctoral student in meeting milestones in a timely manner and
the principal supervisor in the administration of the doctorate. However the potential to
improve the performance of the team by regularly revisiting team functionality appears to
have been largely overlooked.

7.8 Summary
This dissertation has investigated the current practices of team supervision of doctoral
students in Australia. The current understandings of what constitutes a team is shown to be
broad, with three main team modes – de facto dyad, segmented and collaborative. Collaborative
modes have been further divided into two subsets – hierarchical and horizontal. These modes
have been defined according to the key characteristics, focusing particularly on the power
relationships between the team members and the positioning of the members. This study has
made a number of significant contributions to clarifying the understanding of what constitutes a
team, and power dynamics within different team modes. The enactment of social status in
collaborative modes determines the degree of ‘power with’. Team modes are shown to be fluid,
with teams oscillating along a continuum depending on contextual factors. Parallel to the
continuum of team modes, different forms of power – ‘power to’, ‘power over’ and ‘power with’
are available. The focus then shifted to developing a model of collaborative modes of supervision,
with four domains of power explained, and shown to be highly interactive with each other. These
findings add significantly to seminal work by Grant (2003). Power is seen to be shared and
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negotiated, with different team members taking leadership in different ways at different times
during the course of the doctoral project. There are principles of social justice, mutual trust and
respect that underpin the pedagogies of functional team supervision. Acknowledgment and
respect for team members’ prior knowledge and experience contributes to individual and team
agency. In teams that include Early Career supervisors the framing of the relationship between
experienced and novice supervisor as mentorship supports the agency of both. Collaborative team
supervision is shown through the evidence to foster the agency of all team members and to build
capacity within the team.
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Epilogue
Having travelled through this terrain, I was able to plot my course on my map, charting the
key features, noting the hazards and pitfalls. It is here that I drew on all the components of my kit.
I have a smorgasbord to choose from, and yet there were some things missing that would be of
use to others. Perhaps my journey’s experiences will fill some of those gaps. My field glasses
worked well, providing a different perspective and new insights into this fascinating territory. I was
gifted rich information from others who answered my questions with enthusiasm. Their stories
create the layered terrain of this landscape. My path converged with others at times, and similar
features were observed. Then at other times I created a new path, with new features to marvel at.
At journey’s end there is much to share with others, in the hope that with more information from
my study, others may experience doctoral supervision as I have. This can be a truly transformative
experience if risks are acknowledged, managed or better yet avoided.
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Appendix 1: Interview Questions
Interview questions: Indicative
Collaborative team supervision: supervision by 2 or more supervisors who are actively involved in
the student’s thesis development.
Supervisors:
Biographical information: can you give me a short summary of your experience with doctoral
student supervision?
1. Can you tell me about the collaborative team supervision experiences you have had?
2. In your experience, do different members of the supervision team undertake similar or
different roles? And do these roles remain the same throughout or do they change during
the course of the student’s study? When are these roles determined?
3. I am interested in the pedagogic interactions you routinely plan for your doctoral students,
such as meetings, feedback, specific skill development etc. Who are these interactions
with, and what is the nature of these interactions?
4. What is the intention of these interactions?
5. How are these interactions managed? Who does the managing?
6. In your experience what are the issues with these interactions?
7. What are the variables you consider in planning interactions for doctoral students?
8. Are there particular characteristics of students and or supervisors that collaborative
supervision works best for?
9. What advice would you give to team supervisors inexperienced with collaborative
supervision? Are there recommendations that you would make about this supervisory
arrangement to make it effective?
Students:
1. How was supervision arranged for your study?
2. Do members of the supervisory team take the same role or different roles, and do they
maintain the same roles throughout?
3. In the early stages of your study, how clear were the arrangements of supervisory
interactions? How were they scheduled?
4. During your study, what other interactions or collaborations did your supervisor/s arrange
or encourage you to arrange to support your study? (study groups, writing groups,
conferences, other academics etc.)
5. How were these interactions managed?
6. Did you find that there were any issues with these interactions?
7. Did your supervisors encourage you to participate in other professional development
activities?
8. Did you receive any conflicting advice from your supervisor/s? How did you resolve this?
What was the outcome of this?
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9. How would you describe the quality of your interactions during your study?
10. How might the quality of interactions be improved?
11. What advice would you give to new students about collaborative supervision?
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182

183

Appendix 3: Participant Information Sheet

Participant Information Statement
‘Designing in’ interaction in doctoral studies pedagogy: Collaborative team supervision in
Australia.
Margaret J. Robertson (Researcher)

Dr Mike Brown (Principal supervisor)

Doctorate of Education

Faculty of Education (Bundoora)

ID. NO.71279431

La Trobe University, Vic. 3083

Faculty of Education (Bundoora),

email: m.brown@latrobe.edu.au

LaTrobe University, Vic. 3083

Ph: 03 9479 2345

email:
mj3robertson@students.latrobe.edu.au
Ph: 03 94792517

FHEC Approval Number. R012/14
This study explores the interactions that are designed into the pedagogy of collaborative
team supervision of doctoral students in social sciences, humanities and education disciplines. The
study aims to (1) add to the evidence and knowledge base into pedagogic interactions associated
with doctoral supervision; (2) increase understanding of power relations that may be present in
supervisor and student interactions: (3) see interaction enhanced through the design of a pedagogic
framework; (4) contribute to greater understanding of how design and management of interactions
may improve learning outcomes for students. The benefits of this research will be increased
understanding of effective collaborative team supervision pedagogies and lead to improved student
learning outcomes.
Supervisors have been nominated for this study through professional networks and Doctoral
students through professional networks, personal referral or response to an advertisement on
www.thesiswhisperer.com
In order to participate you must be:
A doctoral supervisor in Social Sciences, Humanities or Education faculties, recognised by your
institution or others for the quality of your supervision and with experience in collaborative team
supervision of doctoral students.
OR
A doctoral student in Social Sciences, Humanities or Education faculties in the latter stages of
completion or have recently completed your thesis (within 6 months of submission), with
experience of collaborative team supervision and enrolled as a domestic student.
Research procedures: The study involves in-depth interviews with two cohorts:
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Cohort 1: doctoral supervisors x 30 minute interviews x 2 occasions (a month apart)
Cohort 2: doctoral candidates x 30 minute interviews x 2 occasions (a month apart)
All interviews will be digitally recorded and fully transcribed. Transcripts of both interviews
will be returned to each participant for member checking.
It is not anticipated that participants will be subjected to any physical risk, however the
discussion of personal experience may cause some distress. If the participant should experience any
discomfort or distress as a consequence they are advised to seek counselling from Lifeline (PH. 13
11 14) or https://www.lifeline.org.au/Get-Help/Online-Services/crisis-chat
All recordings, transcripts and other hard copy data will be kept in a locked filing cabinet in
a code secured office at LaTrobe University. All computer data will be maintained in password
protected files on the university file server system. No files will be kept on a personal computer. No
identifying information will be kept, including the identity of participants or the site of the research.
All information provided by participants will be regarded as highly confidential except
where the information is authorised or required by law or where the investigator believes that
disclosure is necessary to lessen or prevent a serious threat to public health or public safety.
Hard copy consent forms will be maintained in a locked filing cabinet in a secure office at
LaTrobe University for at least 7 years after publication of the project. Other hard copy data will be
maintained in a locked filing cabinet in a secure office at LaTrobe University for at least 5 years
after publication of the project. Computer files will be maintained in password protected files on the
university file server for at least 5 years after publication of the project.
Participants will be provided with a summary of the results of the research on request.
Data will be preserved for at least 5 years and may be used for use in a future project,
conference paper, journal or other publication. Data may be provided to future researchers to verify
findings.
There are no disadvantages, penalties or adverse consequences for not participating or for
withdrawing from this research.
Any questions regarding this project may be directed to Margaret J. Robertson, of the
Faculty of Education, LaTrobe University, on (03) 9479 2517
If you have any complaints or concerns about your participation in the study that the
researcher has not been able to answer to your satisfaction, you may contact The Secretary,
Education Faculty Human Ethics Committee, Faculty of Education, PO Box 199, Bendigo 3552 or
email: educationethics@latrobe.edu.au Please quote FHEC Approval Number:
You have the right to withdraw from active participation in this project at any time and,
further, to demand that data arising from your participation are not used in the research project
provided that this right is exercised within four weeks of the completion of your participation in the
project.
You are asked to complete the “Withdrawal of Consent Form” or to notify the researcher
by email or telephone that you wish to withdraw your consent for your data to be used in this
research project.

Thank you for your interest.
Margaret J. Robertson
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Appendix 4: Participant Consent Form

Participant Consent Form
‘Designing in’ interaction in doctoral studies pedagogy: Collaborative team supervision in
Australia.
Margaret J. Robertson (Researcher)

Dr Mike Brown (Principal supervisor)

Doctorate of Education

Faculty of Education (Bundoora)

ID. NO.71279431

La Trobe University, Vic. 3083

Faculty of Education (Bundoora),

email: m.brown@latrobe.edu.au

LaTrobe University, Vic. 3083

Ph: 03 9479 2345

email:
mj3robertson@students.latrobe.edu.au
Ph: 03 94792517
FHEC Approval Number: R012/14

I__________________________ have read (or, where appropriate, have had read to me) and
understand the participant information statement and consent form, and any questions I have asked
have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in the project, realising that I may
withdraw at any time, up to four weeks following the completion of my participation in the
research. Further, in withdrawing from the study, I can request that no information from my
involvement be used. I agree that research data provided by me or with my permission during the
project may be included in a thesis, presented at conferences and published in journals on the
condition that neither my name nor any other identifying information is used.
I agree to audio recordings of interviews.

Yes
No

Name of Participant (block letters):
Signature:

Date:

Name of the Investigator (block letters):
Signature:

Date:

Name of student supervisor (block letters):

Date
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Appendix 5: Withdrawal of Consent Form

Withdrawal of Consent for Use of Data Form
‘Designing in’ interaction in doctoral studies pedagogy: Collaborative team supervision in
Australia.
Margaret J. Robertson (Researcher)

Dr Mike Brown (Principal supervisor)

Doctorate of Education

Faculty of Education (Bundoora)

ID. NO.71279431

La Trobe University, Vic. 3083

Faculty of Education (Bundoora),

email: m.brown@latrobe.edu.au

LaTrobe University, Vic. 3083

Ph: 03 9479 2345

email:
mj3robertson@students.latrobe.edu.au
Ph: 03 94792517
FHEC Approval Number: R012/14
I, _______________________ wish to WITHDRAW my consent to the use of data arising from my
participation. Data arising from my participation must NOT be used in this research project as
described in the Information and Consent Form. I understand that data arising from my participation
will be destroyed provided this request is received within four weeks of the completion of my
participation in this project. I understand that this notification will be retained together with my
consent form as evidence of the withdrawal of my consent to use the data I have provided
specifically for this research project.
Participant’s name (printed):

…………………………………………………………
Signature:
…………………………………………………………
Date:

La Trobe University
Contact Faculty Human Ethics Committee (FHEC) on the La Trobe web page:
http://www.latrobe.edu.au/researchers/starting-your-research/human-ethics
or email: humanethics@latrobe.edu.au
187

188

