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Item 1: 

Holligan, C. (2005). 
Fact and fiction: A case 
history of doctoral 
supervision. 
Educational Research, 
47(3), 267-278. 

 

There exist a number of textual sources of advice on “How to get 
a PhD” which may at a first glance look helpful to students and 
supervisors (including myself). Holligan argues however that 
most of this literature does not adequately capture the 
complexity of the processes of developing original thought for 
the PhD students and the implications with regard to PhD 
supervision in the present-day managerial university. Taking a 
case study as a point of departure, the authors explore and 
discuss the contradictions of the current supervision regime, 
which oscillates between two extremes: the older ‘sink or swim’ 
approach and the recent ‘spoon-feeding’ model. Instead of 
quickly adopting the one or the other position, the authors situate 
the contradictions in the broader landscape of top-down 
academic politics and policies and raise the complexity with 
regard to the relevant literature.  

Reading this article has indeed helped me to prevent 
“individualizing” the contradictions that I encounter as a PhD 
supervisor and to see myself within a broader dynamic landscape 
– therein recognizing the various problems as well as the 
possibilities and prospects for professional development and 
personal growth.  

Item 2: 

Burke, P. J. (2012). The 
right to higher 
education: Beyond 
widening participation. 
London: Routledge. 

Penny Jane Burke provides here rich information concerning the 
higher education policies and their histories in the UK as well as 
tools for critique and reflection on these policies. She draws on 
an impressive array of resources including feminist post-
structuralism, critical pedagogy, and political sociology as well 
as interviews with social inclusion practitioners and students 
from the UK, US and India. On this ground, Burke suggests how 
to move beyond the widening participation policies while 
focusing on the institutional politics of recognition and 
misrecognition, silencing, voice, literacy and writing as well as 
by embedding all relevant actors in this endeavour (from senior 
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managers to lecturers).  

I believe that this approach can apply to PhD students – who 
may nowadays come from various backgrounds and/or countries. 
Reading this book has inspired reflection on my own trajectory 
in academia (as the first child who entered university in my 
family) and the ways in which I can recognise potentially 
“silenced” voices of my PhD students in everyday academic life 
and in their writing at the University of Roehampton.  

Item 3:  

Deutchar, R. (2008). 
Facilitator, director or 
critical friend? 
Contradiction and 
congruence in doctoral 
supervision styles. 
Teaching in Higher 
Education, 13(4), 489-
500.  

 

  

  

Situated in a context of neo-liberal and consumerist academic 
agendas, this paper raises questions about the skills and expertise 
expected from PhD supervisors – myself, too. Through a critical 
review of literature into supervision styles and a series of 
illustrative examples, Deutchar explores four paradigms of 
supervisory styles in relation to the supervisor’s perceived roles 
in the organisation and management of the research project. The 
four styles are: laisser-faire, pastoral, directional and contractual.  

The tensions highlighted raise central questions about how to 
oscillate between the growth/ autonomy dimension of PhD 
learning and supervision, on the one hand, and the control 
and intervention dimension on the other. I experience these as 
very real tensions in my own lived reality of supervision and 
project management – especially with regard to increasing time 
pressures for the students, the involved institutions/ sponsors and 
me as a supervisor.  

In my view, these questions can be dealt with differently in 
different cultural settings and/or with regards to different student 
biographic trajectories and economic conditions, which further 
raises the complexity. Solutions here are not easy; yet, 
discussing these issues and reflecting on supervision styles 
regularly and explicitly with the involved students and 
colleagues seems to me as a good strategy for finding and 
maintaining balanced attitudes between autonomy and control 
that can work best for all sides.   

Item 4:  

Fleischman, D., 
Lawley, M., & Raciti, 
M. M. (2010). 
Enhancing the 
international student 
experience with 
community 
engagement: A 
Conceptual model. E-

While Higher Education becomes more and more globalised, the 
question remains open how to best integrate international PhD 
students in the local contexts, in which they study. In this frame, 
Fleischman et al. (2010) develop a conceptual model for 
understanding how community engagement can be used as a 
marketing mechanism to co-create value in the international 
student experience—in turn, creating a competitive advantage.  

Taking critical distance from the “marketing discourse” of the 
paper, I see this conceptual model as an important contribution 
in two regards: Rather than viewing community engagement and 
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Journal of Business 
Education & 
Scholarship of 
Teaching, 4(2), 13-26. 

value co-creation as discrete constructs, the authors propose an 
understanding of community engagement as value co-creation 
(for all involved parts i.e. students, community, university). 
Then, they differentiate between the novice and the longer-term 
students – thus exploring the issue of community engagement as 
value co-creation as something that changes over time. 

Although the paper is just conceptual and does not present any 
empirical data that could support the proposed model, I find this 
article helpful in reflecting on and promoting the engagement of 
my PhD students in local activities connected to youth work, 
educational activities and media projects – which anyway relate 
to the topics of research I usually supervise.  

Item 5:  

Firtha, A., & Martens, 
E. (2008). 
Transforming 
supervisors? A critique 
of post-liberal 
approaches to research 
supervision. Teaching 
in Higher Education, 
13(3), 279-289. 

 

There exist a number of textual sources on how to supervise 
research and PhD students. Firtha & Marten discuss here two 
quite different approaches:  

(a) the post-colonial/ feminist-oriented approach by 
Manathunga, which promotes self-transformation and 
healing as necessary presuppositions for efficient 
supervision 

(b) managerial and rational models which focus more on the 
technical and intellectual aspects of PhD supervision and 
writing.  

The authors do not quickly adopt the one or the other position 
and avoid polarising the debate as much as Manathunga does. 
Instead they look carefully on the philosophical foundations and 
histories of these approaches as well as on relevant empirical 
evidence. Doing that they argue for a balanced approach to 
supervision which is based on agreeing and regularly reviewing 
minimal but essential contractual responsibilities while leaving 
enough open space to supervisors and PhD students to develop 
the emotional relationship they prefer.  

This paper highlights the importance of balance between a 
flexible and a responsible/ managerial view of supervision – 
which I think is essential in order to minimize risks and delays 
while taking under consideration that student development is an 
emotionally intense and dynamic process.  


