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The UKPSF sets out the higher education sector’s professional standards for teaching and supporting
learning, and is used as a developmental tool to enhance practice and, through the provision of evidence
of alignment, to gain professional recognition in terms of Fellowship of the HEA. The aim of the present
guide is to show how the Descriptors can be interpreted in terms of doctoral supervision. It was formulated
in two stages; the first involved defining the typical roles/career stages for doctoral supervisors while the
second involved showing how the associated professional standards can be interpreted in terms of doctoral
supervision.
Doctoral supervisors normally occupy the roles, or are at the career stages, defined in Descriptors 2 and 3
of the UKPSF. Descriptor 2 incorporates established practitioners with extensive roles in learning and
teaching which will include all of those acting as principal or second/associate supervisors. Descriptor 3
incorporates experienced practitioners who have roles in co-ordinating, managing, supporting, and
mentoring others in relation to learning and teaching. Many staff, for example directors of doctoral training
centres/postgraduate studies/research degree programmes, mentoring research supervisors, and
postgraduate research tutors, undertake these functions in relation to doctoral supervision and meet the
D3 criteria.
The guide starts by defining roles and/or typical career stages for doctoral supervisors at D2 and D3 so
that supervisors can locate themselves in the relevant category. Bearing in mind that they may wish to use
the guide for recognition purposes, the HEA’s requirements for Fellowship (D2) and Senior Fellowship (D3)
respectively are then reproduced. The core of the guide is an interpretation of the dimensions in terms of
doctoral supervision. For each, there is a general overview, a list of typical examples of practice, and a
brief outline of the supporting literature.

Roles and/or typical career stages for Doctoral Supervisors
At D2, individuals should be able to provide evidence of broadly based effectiveness in supervising doctoral
students. Such individuals are likely to be members of one or more supervisory teams. Typically those
would include:



Academics and researchers with supervisory responsibilities, e.g. as principal and/or
secondary/associate supervisors;
Experienced supervisors relatively new to supervising doctoral students in the relevant national higher
education system.
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At D3, individuals should be able to provide evidence of a sustained record of effectiveness in coordinating, supporting, managing and/or mentoring of others in relation to doctoral supervision. Such
individuals are likely to lead or be members of established academic teams. Typically those would include:



Experienced staff who play roles in supporting and mentoring fellow-supervisors;
Experienced staff able to demonstrate impact and influence through, for example, responsibility for
leading, managing, co-ordinating, or organising doctoral supervision in faculties, departments, research
institutes and research group.

This guidance addresses the following questions:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

What are the UKPSF Dimensions of the Framework?
How do the Dimensions relate to each other?
How can I demonstrate my engagement with the Areas of Activity?
How should I show my understanding of the appropriate Core Knowledge?
How should I demonstrate my commitment to the Professional Values?

1. What are the UKPSF Dimensions of the Framework?
The UKPSF identifies the diversity of higher education teaching and support roles and environments; this
diversity is reflected and expressed in the Dimensions of the Framework.
The Dimensions of the Framework are outlined in three key sets as follows:
 Areas of Activity (A) which you undertake when teaching, supporting and facilitating learning in
higher education;
 Core Knowledge (K) which is needed to carry out the areas of activity;
 Professional Values (V) which you should embrace and demonstrate in your teaching or support of
teaching.

2. How do the Dimensions of the Framework relate to each other?
Each of these three sets of the Dimensions is subdivided into statements: five Areas of Activity, six aspects
of Core Knowledge and four Professional Values. Combined they cover the complexity of professional roles
in higher education, be it teaching, student support or the supervision of research students.
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The UKPSF Dimensions of the Framework

In the sections below, each of the fifteen statements is explored in more detail and examples are provided
of the types of evidence that might demonstrate how your experience relates to them.
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Your level of engagement with the three sets of Dimensions will depend on the category of Fellowship for
which you are applying. HEA Fellowship is aligned to the UKPSF descriptors that outline the key
characteristics of four broad categories of typical teaching and support roles:





Associate Fellow – Descriptor 1 (D1)
Fellow – Descriptor 2 (D2)
Senior Fellow – Descriptor 3 (D3)
Principal Fellow – Descriptor 4 (D4)

In this document, guidance is provided for those whose roles align to the Descriptor 2
and Descriptor 3 categories.
Requirements for professional recognition at D2 (Fellowship) and D3 (Senior
Fellowship)
At D2, individuals should be able to demonstrate a broad understanding of effective approaches to doctoral
supervision as key contributions to high quality student learning. Individuals should be able to provide
evidence of:







Successful engagement across all five Areas of Activity.
Appropriate knowledge and understanding across all aspects of Core Knowledge.
A commitment to all the Professional Values.
Successful engagement in appropriate teaching practices related to the Areas of Activity.
Successful incorporation of subject and pedagogic research and/or scholarship within the above
activities, as part of an integrated approach to academic practice.
Successful engagement in continuing professional development in relation to teaching, learning,
assessment and, where appropriate, related professional practices.

At D3, individuals would be expected to provide evidence of the above and additionally of their roles in the


Successful co-ordination, support, supervision, management and/or mentoring of others (whether
individuals and/or teams) in relation to teaching and learning.

3. How can I demonstrate my engagement with the Areas of Activity?
There are five Areas of Activity:
 A1: Design and plan learning activities and/or programmes of study.
 A2: Teach and/or support learning.
 A3: Assess and give feedback to learners.
 A4: Develop effective learning environments and approaches to student support and guidance.
 A5: Engage in continuing professional development in subjects/disciplines and their pedagogy,
incorporating research, scholarship and the evaluation of professional practices.
You need to provide evidence of successful engagement with these Areas of Activity.



For D1 you need to provide evidence of engagement with at least two of the five Areas of Activity.
For D2 and D3 you need to provide evidence of engagement with all five Areas of Activity.
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A1

Design and plan learning activities and/or programmes of study

Overview

At D2, supervisors would be expected to be involved in designing and planning activities to induct their
doctoral students into research. In professional and practice-based doctorates, these would include
activities to support them to understand their practice as research. Whereas in some disciplines it is
customary for students to be recruited to undertake a pre-defined research topic, in others they have
greater scope and one of the key tasks of supervisors is to design and plan activities to support them to
choose a topic which has the potential to make a contribution to knowledge and understanding.
Supervisors may also need to design activities to support students to develop a detailed research proposal
and a research plan. Finally, one of the key expectations is that supervisors will to be able to design and
plan supervisory meetings in order to support their students to progress their research projects.
Supervisors in the D3 category would be expected to have played roles in mentoring and supporting less
experienced supervisors in their design and planning activities and/or in designing and planning doctoral
programmes in whole or part.

Typical examples

At D2 evidence of designing and planning:





learning activities to develop students’ understanding of research;
where appropriate, of activities to support students to choose a suitable topic, e.g. giving them the
criteria and asking them to self-evaluate topics;
activities to support students to develop research proposals and research plans;
supervisory meetings to support students to progress their research projects.

At D3 evidence of:



mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors to undertake the above;
co-ordinating, supporting or managing or leading the design of doctoral programmes or of components
of doctoral programmes, for example induction and research training workshops or modules.

Supporting literature

Students often have conceptions of research which are far removed from those of their supervisors (Kiley
and Mullins 2005, Meyer et al 2005, 2007, Meyer 2007, Stubb et al 2012, Holbrook et al 2014). For this
reason, there is a need to calibrate expectations at the start of the doctoral degree by, for example,
activities such as sharing ‘warts and all’ accounts of supervisors’ own research experiences. This can be
particularly crucial in the cases of practice-based doctorates, where students may have difficulties in
relating their practice to their research (Hockey 2003, Hockey and Allen-Collinson 2005, Paltridge et al
2011).
Students may need to be supported to choose a topic for their doctoral research, which can involve
iterations of discussing potential ones, inviting them to self-evaluate their suitability, producing reports, and
giving feedback (Taylor and Beasley 2005, Kiley 2009).
The development of research proposals and plans can be difficult for students as they may have little or no
experience and supervisors need to offer support, for example by showing them exemplars (Taylor and
Beasley 2005). For research plans, Delamont et al (2004) have devised a very useful activity involving
supervisors showing students deliberately unrealistic timetables for research projects and inviting them to
find the flaws.
Supervisory meetings need to be designed purposefully to support students to progress their research and
to have an agenda and include clear objectives, processes, outcomes, and arrangements for recording (see
Delamont et al 2004, Eley and Murray 2009).
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A2

Teach and/or support learning

Overview

In the same way as they have different approaches to lecturing or small group teaching relating to student
needs, supervisors have different approaches to supervision which may or may not match the needs of
individual students. Supervisors need to be aware of the various approaches, and to be able to adapt them
in relation to student needs. Such needs should, of course, change over the course of doctoral studies as
students develop into independent researchers, and again supervisors have to be aware of the issues and
be willing to allow students greater autonomy. But they may still need support, particularly in relation to
encouraging them to write and in developing their writing skills. It is crucial that these have been mastered
before the final stages in which students complete their thesis, dissertation, artefact(s), exegesis, and/or
contributory publications, when they may need additional support from supervisors to produce the final
submission. In systems where team supervision is the norm, supervisors need to recognise the potential
pitfalls and to develop strategies to secure the quality of the student learning experience.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:







awareness of different approaches to supervision and their relationship to student needs;
adapting approaches to meet the differing needs of individual students;
maintaining alignment of approaches as the needs of students change and evolve over the course of
the research project;
encouraging students to write early and regularly;
supporting students to complete their projects;
where team supervision is the norm, the development of strategies to secure the quality of the student
learning experience.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

In the literature, there are a number of studies of supervisors’ preferred approaches to supervision and of
the linkages between these and the needs of students (see for example Gatfield 2005, Deuchar 2008, Egan
et al 2009, Lee 2012). The last is particularly useful as it contains a self-evaluation questionnaire to assist
supervisors to identify their preferred approaches.
Similarly, there are studies of the ways in which supervisory approaches need to become more ‘hands-off’
over time as students become more independent as researchers (see for example Gurr 2001, Baker and
Pifer 2011, McAlpine, 2013, Benmore 2014, de Kleijn et al 2015).
However, one area in which they may need continuing encouragement is in writing up as they go. Students
often assume that writing can be left to the end, but it is important that they are encouraged to write early
and regularly (see Kamler and Thomson 2006, Woolf 2010, McAlpine 2013, Kiley 2015).
As students move towards completion of their projects, supervisors may need to offer support, including
advising them when they have done enough and in how to go about producing the final work to be
submitted for examination (see for example Kiley 2009, Lindsay 2015).
Whereas historically, supervision involved a one-to-one relationship between supervisor and student, in
many cases team supervision is now the norm. While this can bring considerable benefits, it can also lead
to conflict where supervisors have different expectations of the aims of the research or how it should be
undertaken and this can have a negative impact on the student learning experience (see Guerin et al 2011,
Manathunga 2012, Lahenius and Ikavalko 2014, Guerin and Green 2015). Supervisors need to be aware of
these issues and to have strategies to manage them, for example agreeing expectations at the start and
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reviewing co-supervision with the student at regular intervals over the course of the project (Taylor and
Beasley 2005).

A3

Assess and give feedback to learners

Overview

One of, if not the, most important functions of supervisors is to give students effective feedback on their
work, for example on experimental design or documentary or data analysis or artefacts.
Students also need to know about assessment criteria and examination requirements and, in systems
which have an oral examination, be given the opportunity to have a practice viva. Following the real viva,
supervisors may have to advise students on how to proceed in cases where the examiners have
recommended revision and/or resubmission. While for obvious reasons supervisors do not normally act as
examiners of their own doctoral students, they may act as internal or external examiners of other students
and in these capacities may assess and give feedback on submissions for doctoral degrees.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:







giving students timely and constructive feedback on their work which is clear and actionable;
giving students feedback on their writing;
familiarising students with assessment criteria and examination requirements;
supporting students to prepare for examination including, where appropriate, offering the opportunity
for a practice viva;
supporting students after the examination including, where appropriate, advising on major revisions
and resubmission;
acting as an internal or external examiner or as an independent chair.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors and/or examiners in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

In giving feedback to students, supervisors have to bear in mind the need for it to be timely (delays can
hold up the whole research project) and constructive (students’ self-esteem is on the line and negative
feedback can damage their confidence or worse) (see Halse 2011, Wang and Lee 2011, Aichison and
Mowbray 2013). Feedback should also give clear messages to students and, where appropriate, be
actionable (see McAlpine 2013).
Feedback should also include students’ writing. In order to produce a doctorate, students have to learn the
skills of producing academic writing in their discipline(s) and the supervisor has a key role to play in giving
feedback and supporting development (see Diezman 2005, Kamler and Thomson 2006, Lee and Murray
2013).
At the start of their studies, students may have little or no understanding of what is required to achieve a
doctorate, and feedback also needs to help them to understand the assessment criteria for the award and
the requirements for examination (see Wellington 2010).
The doctoral examination involves submission of a thesis or dissertation or publications or artefacts to
examiners. In a few countries, this is the only mode of examination, but in most there is also an oral or
viva in which students have to defend their theses before examiners. Students can be very apprehensive of
this ordeal and it can be helpful to explain what is involved and, if appropriate, to offer them the
opportunity to practice in a ‘mock viva’ (see Green and Powell 2005, Murray 2009).
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Following the viva, examiners will make their recommendations which, in most cases, will be for an
outright pass or a pass subject to making minor revisions, usually in the form of corrections of spelling and
grammar. However, in some cases, examiners will ask for more substantive revisions and for the work to
be resubmitted, which can involve supervisors in discussing changes with students, reading revised
materials, and advising on resubmission (see Taylor and Beasley 2005).
Examiners of doctoral degrees need to understand the criteria for award which will vary between
disciplines (see Lovitts 2007), the type of doctorate and in some higher education systems between
institutions (see Tinkler and Jackson 2004). They need to be able to conduct examinations fairly (see
Mullins and Kiley 2002, Kiley and Mullins 2004) and make appropriate recommendations (see Pearce 2009).

A4
Develop effective learning environments and approaches to student support and
guidance
Overview

Supervisors need to ensure that their students have adequate resources to undertake their research
project, otherwise completion can be delayed. They also need to ensure that students are aware of sources
of academic support and that they are fully informed about issues relating to research integrity and
associated matters. In their private lives students are subject to life-changing experiences, and it is
important that supervisors empathise with them and, where appropriate, know where to refer them for
personal support. Of course, for personal and other reasons, students may fall behind in their studies and
supervisors need to understand the causes and be able to support them to progress. One of the major
causes of falling behind is a lack of funding, and supervisors may have to support students to apply for
positions and grants.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:







ensuring that students have adequate resources to undertake their research projects including study
facilities, storage facilities, IT, and where appropriate, equipment, and in the case of practice-based
doctorates, workshop facilities, library;
ensuring that students are fully informed about issues relating to research integrity;
empathising with students facing personal issues and being aware of institutional support services to
which they can be referred for help;
understanding why students may fall behind and supporting them to progress;
where appropriate, assisting students in applying for positions and grants;
engagement with Careers Service.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

Supervisors need to ensure that, as far as possible, the resources required for students to undertake their
projects are in place at the start or will be when they are needed; there have been cases where promised
access has not materialised and students have been left for months kicking their heels (see Taylor and
Beasley 2005).
Particularly in view of recent widespread allegations of academic and research misconduct in doctoral
studies (see for example Nilstrum et al 2010, Ospian 2012), supervisors should ensure that their students
are fully informed about issues relating to research integrity (see Mahmud and Bretag 2013).
Students may experience a range of life-changing experiences during their studies, including pregnancy,
illness, divorce, the death of family or friends (see for example Wright 2003). Supervisors need to be
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empathetic towards students undergoing such experiences and, where appropriate, know where to refer
them for professional support (see Pearson 2012).
Such life-changing experiences are among the reasons why students delay submission or fail to complete.
Others include isolation which supervisors may be able to counter by supporting students to integrate
academically and socially into the research milieu (see Lovitts 2001, Golde 2005, Gardner 2008a).
Of all the factors causing delay or drop-out, numerous studies (Bair and Hayworth 2004, Kim and Otts
2010, Ampar and Jaegar 2011, van der Haert et al 2014, and Kyvik and Olsen 2013) have identified the
most important one as availability of funding, and one key function of supervisors is to assist them to
identify funding opportunities in the forms of research or teaching assistantships or scholarships or grants.

A5
Engage in continuing professional development in subjects/disciplines and their
pedagogy, incorporating research, scholarship, and the evaluation of professional
practices
Overview

Before becoming principal supervisors, supervisors in category D2 are often required to serve an
apprenticeship as a second/associate supervisor, usually for one completion. During this time they are
mentored by experienced supervisors in their disciplines and should undertake appropriate professional
development. This may take the form of an initial training programme, which should include exposure to
research and scholarship in doctoral supervision, as well as provide participants with tools to evaluate and
enhance their practice. Once they have completed their apprenticeship and initial training, supervisors need
to continue to reflect upon, evaluate and improve their practice.
Supervisors operating at D3 may be expected to be able to reflect upon and evaluate their practice as
experienced supervisors, to reflect on and to evaluate their mentoring and co-ordinating. Also supporting,
mentoring and managing functions, to be familiar with the scholarly and research literature, and to engage
in relevant continuing professional development. Additionally, they may organise and/or contribute to the
professional development of less experienced supervisors.

Typical examples

At D2, reviews of what was learned and what changed through:





acting as a second/associate supervisor;
the initial professional development programme;
engagement with the scholarly and research literature;
subsequent reflection on and evaluation of practice.

At D3, reviews of what was learned and what changed through:






the experience of supervision;
undertaking roles in leading, managing, and co-ordinating supervision;
engagement with the scholarly and research literature on these functions;
organising and contributing to the development of their less experienced colleagues;
‘top up’ professional development.

Supporting literature

For supervisors at D2, there are numerous scholarly sources which can be used to benchmark and enhance
their practice, including Delamont et al (2004), Taylor and Beasley (2005), Parry (2007), Eley and Murray
(2009), Lee (2012), and Wisker (2012).
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For those at D3, sources to prompt reflection and evaluation include Taylor (2002) and Boud et al (2014a
and b).

4. How should I show my understanding of the appropriate Core
Knowledge?
K1

The subject material

Overview

A key requirement of D2 supervisors is to ensure that there is a good match between the student’s
research project and their own interests and expertise. In many cases, this will be achieved because the
project has been pre-defined by the principal supervisor and the student recruited to undertake it, but in
others students will have greater scope to define it themselves. In such cases, supervisors may need to
support them to choose a topic which has the potential to make an original contribution to knowledge and
understanding in the discipline or disciplines. Once students have chosen a topic, they then have to do the
research, which can be beset by problems. Here, as the subject experts, the advice of supervisors as
experts can be invaluable. Of course, most supervisors are only experts in their own discipline, which can
lead to issues where students are engaged in interdisciplinary research. In such cases, it is important that
supervisors respect the perspectives of other disciplines and support students in their endeavours to create
new understandings from traditionally different disciplines.
At D3, supervisors may have responsibilities for matching students and supervisors and would be expected
to mentor and support less experienced colleagues in subject-related matters.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:





matching the student’s research project and the research expertise and interests of the supervisory
team;
where appropriate, supporting students in selecting appropriate topics;
supporting students in overcoming academic problems with the research;
supporting students engaged in interdisciplinary research.

At D3 evidence of


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors or examiners in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

One of the key findings of the literature is that students are more likely to have a high quality learning
experience and to complete on time where there is a good match between their research projects and the
expertise and interests of their supervisory teams (see Bair and Haworth 2004), Jacobsson 2010,
Wadesango and Machingambi, 2011, McAlpine et al 2012) and it is important that prospective supervisors
carefully weigh this before agreeing to take on students.
While there can be no guarantees that research topics will necessarily make an original contribution to
knowledge and understanding, supervisors may need to support students to assess the risks entailed in
different topics and to make choices accordingly (see for example Boehe 2014, Kyvik and Olsen 2013, Van
de Schoot et al 2013).
Students starting research often assume that the process will be one of a smooth journey from initial ideas
through to conclusions, and it can come as a shock when they come across problems, for example in
grappling with theoretical issues or with coping with experiments which yield contrary results. As
specialists, supervisors should be accustomed to the ‘messiness’ of research and be able to support
students to overcome problems (see Geraniou 2010, McAlpine et al 2012, Kiley 2015).
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Evidence suggests that many supervisors have little personal experience or understanding of
interdisciplinary research which can seriously disadvantage students (see for example Gardner et al 2012,
2014, Holley 2015). Lyall et al (2008) suggest that supervisors need to develop strong team working skills,
sort out issues such as methodologies, formats and outcomes at the start and regularly review these over
the course of the project.

K2
Appropriate methods for teaching, learning and assessing in the subject area
and at the level of the academic programme
Overview

There are distinctive frameworks both within and between disciplines for doctoral research with, at one
extreme, the so-called ‘positional’ framework where the student is part of a much larger specialist research
group and subject to detailed direction and, at the other, the ‘personal’ one where the student is left much
more to his or her own devices. Supervisors at D2 need to be aware of the relevant framework within their
discipline and of the associated pedagogical approach to supervision. They may also need to be aware that
methods of supervision may vary at the level of the academic programme, depending upon whether it is a
PhD, a professional, practice- or industrial project-based doctorate and be able to adapt their supervision
accordingly.
Supervisors at D3 would be expected to mentor and support their less experienced colleagues in the
above.

Typical examples

At D2, evidence of awareness of:



the disciplinary framework and of associated pedagogic approaches to supervision;
the different methods of supervision associated with different kinds of doctoral programmes and ability
to adapt their supervision accordingly.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors or examiners in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

The classic account of the different frameworks for supervisory practice between disciplines is Delamont et
al (2000) while that of variations in disciplinary pedagogies is Parry (2007).
There are numerous useful sources on the differences in methods of supervision between traditional and
other kinds of doctorates including Neumann (2005) and Carr et al (2010), on professional doctorates,
Draper and Harrison (2011) and Allpress et al (2012), on practice-based ones, and Malfoy (2011) and
Cuthbert and Molla (2014) on ones involving industrial or commercial projects.

K3

How students learn, both generally and within their subject/disciplinary area(s)

Overview

Supervisors at D2 would be expected to have an understanding of ways in which doctoral students
generally learn to make the transition to becoming independent researchers and of the implications for
their practice. Similarly, there would be an expectation of an understanding of the ways students learn
within the discipline. In the case of students undertaking interdisciplinary research, supervisors may need
to be aware of how students learn in disciplines other than their own and be able to adapt and support
them in their studies.
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Supervisors at D3 would be expected to mentor and support their less experienced colleagues in the
above.

Typical examples

At D2 evidence of awareness of:




how students generally learn to become independent researchers and how this influences practice;
how students in the discipline learn to become independent researchers and how this influences
practice;
where appropriate, how students from other disciplines learn and how to adapt and support them in
their studies.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors or examiners in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

As Lovitts (2001, 2005, 2008) has shown, students generally may learn to become independent
researchers in many different ways and it is important that supervisors recognise these differences and are
able to offer appropriate support, particularly by encouraging them to integrate fully within the cultures of
their research environments (see for example Golde 2005, Gardner 2008b, Holloway and Alexandre 2012).
Students learn to make the transition in different ways in different disciplines, usually with greater
intervention from their supervisors in the natural sciences than in the social sciences or arts and humanities
(Delamont et al 2000, Lovitts 2007, Parry 2009, Ehrenberg et al 2010). But this is by no means an absolute
distinction: for example in the sciences, mathematicians may be left very much to their own devices (see
Herzig 2004, Geraniou 2010) while there has been experimentation with more interventionist supervision in
education and the social sciences (see for example Jones 2009, Hakkarainen et al 2016).

K4

The use and value of appropriate learning technologies

Overview

Learning technologies are transforming how research is undertaken, and supervisors need to be able to
support their students in acquiring relevant skills. Similarly, technology is transforming communication and
supervisors need to be able to use the relevant channels effectively to maintain contact with students. The
latter may also need to be encouraged by their supervisors to use these media to establish contact with
other researchers and to build their profiles in the research community.
Supervisors operating at D3 may be expected to mentor and support less experienced supervisors in the
use and value of appropriate learning technologies, and they may also be responsible for ensuring that
appropriate resources are available to them and their students.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:




supporting students to acquire the relevant technological skills to undertake their research projects,
including information searching, retrieval, storage, and sharing;
understanding the role of appropriate technologies, including social media, in maintaining contact with
students, and using these effectively;
encouraging students to use relevant media to contact other researchers and build their profile in the
research community.
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At D3 evidence of:



mentoring and supporting less experienced supervisors in undertaking the above;
being responsible for ensuring that the relevant resources are available to supervisors and students.

Supporting literature

A study sponsored by the UK higher education funding bodies and research councils and the British Library
(Research Information Network 2011) and a recent study by Dowling and Wilson (2015), found that many
supervisors have less understanding of the use and value of learning technologies than their students and
suggests that acquiring the relevant knowledge and skills would benefit both their own research and their
abilities to advise students. Guidance on information searching, retrieval, and storage can be found in Corti
et al (2004) while Minocha and Pretre (2012) have produced a comprehensive handbook of social media
for researchers and supervisors.

K5

Methods for evaluating the effectiveness of teaching

Overview

As with other forms of teaching, supervision can be evaluated by students, peers and by supervisors
themselves. Supervisors at D2 need to engage with these methods for evaluation and respond effectively
to feedback.
Supervisors at D3 would be expected to mentor and support less experienced colleagues in methods for
evaluating their supervision and possibly also play more formal roles in institutional, faculty, school or
departmental evaluation processes.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:




awareness of the range of methods for evaluating supervision;
using an appropriate mix of methods for evaluating supervision;
demonstrating effective responses to feedback.

At D3 evidence of:



mentoring and supporting less experienced colleagues to evaluate their supervision;
undertaking formal roles in evaluation processes, e.g. as members of staff student liaison committees,
Directors of Studies managing the administration of internal and external student questionnaires and
reporting on the results, or members of review bodies reviewing the comments of examiners relating to
the student experience.

Supporting literature

Self-evaluation can be undertaken in the same way as for taught programmes, e.g. after each supervision
spending a few minutes completing a simple pro-forma with ‘what went well?’, ‘what went less well?’ and
‘what will I do differently next time?’ (see Hill 2011).
Student evaluation can include devoting (say) one meeting a year to a general discussion of how the
student feels about the quality of supervision and/or administering a questionnaire such as that developed
by Lee and McKenzie (2011) and discussing the results and/or the administration of an exit questionnaire
to departing doctoral graduates (see Taylor and Beasley 2005).
Peer observation is a familiar part of evaluation in taught programmes, and it is equally applicable in
doctoral ones (see Goode 2010).
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Systematic evaluation over time at departmental level can, as Sampson et al (2015) have shown, be a
powerful driver for academic development and continuous improvement of the student learning
experience.

K6
The implications of quality assurance and quality enhancement for academic
and professional practice with a particular focus on teaching
Overview

In many countries, doctoral supervision is now regulated by external bodies, including governments, and
by institutions themselves. Supervisors at D2 need to be aware of policies and procedures governing
supervision and be able to implement them. They also need to be aware of mechanisms for quality
enhancement.
Supervisors at D3 may be expected to mentor and support less experienced colleagues in the above.
Additionally, they may also have responsibilities at institutional, faculty, school or departmental levels for
co-ordinating, supporting, or managing policies and procedures for quality assurance and enhancement in
relation to doctoral supervision.

Typical examples of practice

At D2 evidence of awareness of policies and procedures for quality assurance and enhancement relating to
doctoral supervision including:






eligibility requirements for acting as principal or secondary/associate supervisors;
supervisory loads and numbers of students;
monitoring student progress;
examination policies and procedures;
mechanisms for quality enhancement, e.g. departmental annual reviews, supervisor forums, excellence
in supervision awards.

At D3 evidence of:












mentoring or supporting less experienced supervisors in undertaking the above;
co-ordinating, supporting and managing policies and procedures for quality assurance and
enhancement such as:
approving recommendations for the appointment of supervisors;
monitoring supervisory loads and numbers of students;
monitoring continuity of supervision and, if appropriate, appointing new or additional supervisors;
monitoring student progress across cohorts;
reviewing cases of termination and making recommendations;
reviewing and responding to the reports of examiners;
reviewing complaints and appeals;
leading or participating in internal and external reviews of doctoral programmes and responding to
findings;
organising and/or delivering events designed to enhance the quality of doctoral supervision.

Supporting literature

Historically, doctoral supervision has been characterised by Park (2008) as a ‘secret garden’ within which
supervisors and students engaged privately in isolation from the outside world. However, over the past two
decades or so, it has been subject to increasing intervention and in many countries it is now one of the
most heavily regulated areas of academic practice.
A useful source on quality assurance for supervisors in the UK at both D2 and D3 is Eley and Murray (2009)
which unpacks good practice in terms of the precepts of the Quality Assurance Agency’s (QAA) Code of
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Practice for Postgraduate Research Programmes. While the version of the Code used in the account has
been superseded by a later version (QAA 2011), many of the precepts are similar and much of the analysis
is transferable. For Europe, there are useful country overviews in Bitusikova et al (2010) and Byrne et al
(2013). For Australia, sources include Hammond et al (2010) and Kiley (2011a).
Useful sources on methods for enhancing the quality of supervision include Brew and Pesata (2009), Nulty
et al (2009), Brew et al (2011), Hill (2011), Spiller et al (2013), and Blass et al (2014).

5. How should I demonstrate my commitment to the Professional Values?
V1

Respect individual learners and diverse learning communities

Overview

Doctoral students are, of course, individuals in their own right, and must be respected as such by their
supervisors. Additionally, doctoral students come from a wide range of diverse groups and backgrounds in
terms of gender, ethnicity, race, nationality, social class, sexuality, disability, and age. As such, they
constitute diverse learning communities which supervisors need to respect. At D3, supervisors might be
expected to mentor and support their less experienced colleagues in these matters.

Typical examples of practice

At D2 evidence of awareness that:



every doctoral student is different and must be respected as an individual;
doctoral students constitute diverse learning communities which need to be respected.

At D3:


mentoring and supporting less experienced colleagues in respecting individual learners and diverse
learning communities.

Supporting literature

Doctoral supervision can be viewed as an asymmetrical relationship with the supervisor(s) having much
greater authority and power than their students (see for example Bartlett and Mercer 2000, Grant 2008).
With such an imbalance, there is a potential for abuse by treating students differently on grounds of their
status, personality, backgrounds or their membership of particular social, economic and cultural groups.
One common example of abuse of status is where supervisors insist that their names are automatically
included in their students’ publications even if they have made little or no contribution to the research.
Supervisors should avoid such ‘gift authorship’ and give credit where it is due (see McFarlane 2015).
There is evidence that some supervisors may behave differently towards students on the basis of their
personalities and/or social group memberships (see for example Gardner 2009a, Ostrove et al 2011,
Gunnarsson et al 2013, and Winchester-Seeto et al 2014). Such behaviours are discriminatory, which is of
course immoral and in many countries illegal. It is important for supervisors to be aware of the issues and
to accord students equal respect.

V2
Promote participation in higher education and equality of opportunity for
learners
Overview

Supervisors may be involved in the recruitment and selection of doctoral students, in which case they need
to bear in mind the need to reach out to applicants from all sections of the population and the need for
selection to be fair and based on merit.
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Once students have been admitted, supervisors need to be aware of the issues which may be associated
with diversity among the student population, domestic and international, and to develop strategies for
supporting all students to successfully complete their studies.
Similarly supervisors need to be aware of the issues which can be associated with variations in modes of
study, including part-time and distance, and again to have developed strategies to support students to
successfully complete their studies.
At D3, supervisors would be expected to be engaged in mentoring and supporting less experienced
colleagues in the above, and additionally they may be involved in co-ordinating, leading, managing or
supporting the recruitment and selection of doctoral students.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:






reaching out to try and recruit doctoral students from all sections of the population;
ensuring fair selection;
an awareness of issues stemming from:
 the social and economic diversity of the doctoral student population;
 the international diversity of the doctoral student population;
 part-time and distance modes of doctoral study;
the development of strategies for supporting all students to successfully complete their studies.

D3



mentoring less experienced supervisors in relation to undertaking the above;
co-ordinating, supporting, or managing initiatives to recruit and select doctoral students.

Supporting literature

Historically, doctoral students have tended to come from a narrow range of backgrounds (see for example
Gardner 2009b, Archbold 2011, Offerman 2011, and Petersen 2014). While there has been recent progress
in diversifying the student body, there is still some way to go (see Wakeling 2005 and 2008, Wakeling and
Kyriacou 2010, McCulloch and Thomas 2012) and this needs to be reflected in ensuring that recruitment
extends across the eligible population and that selection is fair, whether this be by individual supervisors
(D2) or those with institutional or departmental responsibilities (D3).
Supervisors need to be aware that students from non-traditional backgrounds may initially lack confidence
as researchers (see Johnson et al 2000) and offer them encouragement and support (see Taylor and
Beasley 2005). Similarly, supervisors need to be aware of the issues stemming from the international
diversity of the student population and to develop strategies for supporting them (see for example Ryan
2005, Manthunga 2014, and Hutchinson et al 2014).
Again historically, the vast majority of students studied full-time and on campus, but their modern
counterparts are much more likely to be studying part-time when in employment (see McCulloch and
Stokes 2008) and/or at a distance from the institution (see Erichsen et al 2012). Part-time and/or distance
studies can pose challenges for supervision and supervisors need strategies to overcome them (see Watts,
2008, Nasin and Mafakheri, 2015).
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V3
Use evidence-informed approaches and the outcomes from research, scholarship
and continuing professional development
Overview
Supervisors at D2 should be familiar with appropriate sources and be able to demonstrate influence upon
their practice. Similarly, they should be able to show that they have undertaken continuing professional
development and demonstrate the impact upon their practice.
At D3, supervisors may be expected to mentor and support less experienced colleagues in the above. But
they would also be expected to be engaged themselves in similar activities relating to their roles in coordinating, supporting, managing and/or mentoring doctoral supervision.

Typical examples
At D2 evidence of:



familiarity with the relevant scholarly and research literature on doctoral supervision and evidence of its
influence upon practice;
engagement in appropriate continuing professional development (for example participating in initial
training programmes, keeping supervision logs, attending supervisor forums, training as examiners)
and its influence upon practice.

At D3 evidence of:




mentoring and supporting less experienced colleagues in undertaking the above;
familiarity with the relevant scholarly and research literature on co-ordinating, supporting, mentoring,
and managing doctoral supervision, and evidence of its influence upon practice;
engagement in appropriate continuing professional development (for example top up training, modules
on leading doctoral supervision) and its influence on practice.

Supporting literature

As the bibliography to this guide hopefully demonstrates, there is a substantial scholarly and research
literature which doctoral supervisors can use to benchmark and enhance their practice.
In contrast to a few years ago when doctoral supervision had to be learned ‘on the job’ (see McAlpine and
Amudsen 2009), most institutions and many faculties, departments and schools now make provision for the
professional development of supervisors (see for example Hammond 2010, Kiley 2011b, Thune et al 2012).
Engagement in developmental activities would be an important source of evidence for this descriptor,
whether as participants and/or as contributors.

V4
Acknowledge the wider context in which higher education operates, recognising
the implications for professional practice
Overview

Over the past three decades or so, there have been numerous changes in the wider context of the doctoral
education which have had implications for supervision. Many of these, including the diversification of the
student population, the growth of regulation, and pressures for completion, have informed other sections
of this guide and need not be repeated here. But one important change which has not been so far
considered is in relation to the employability of doctoral graduates.
Historically students undertook doctorates in the expectation of becoming academics, and one of the
functions of supervisors has been to help them to prepare for this career. But, in recent years, doctoral
graduates have been going into a much wider range of careers and have needed to have or acquire the socalled transferable skills to find jobs in both the public and private sectors. While supervisors at D2 have
not normally been directly involved in developing such skills, they have acquired indirect roles in supporting
students to analyse their training needs and meet them.
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Supervisors at D3 might be expected to mentor and support their less experienced colleagues in these
matters.

Typical Examples
At D2 evidence of:



awareness of the need for doctoral students to develop the knowledge and skills to prepare them for
careers inside and outside academia;
supporting students to prepare for employment, for example by conducting training needs analyses to
identify gaps in their portfolio of skills and encouraging them to take advantage of relevant
development opportunities.

At D3 evidence of:


mentoring and supporting less experienced supervisors in undertaking the above.

Supporting literature

Overviews of the many changes in doctoral education over the past three decades or so and their
implications for supervision can be found, for example, in Taylor (2012 and 2014).
With regard to the specific case of employability, the doctorate was originally undertaken as preparation for
an academic career, and clearly supervisors are uniquely placed to support their students to prepare for
such a role. But research (see Austin 2011, Brew et al 2011, and McAlpine 2013) suggests that many
supervisors simply assume that students will acquire the relevant attributes by a process of osmosis and
fail to give them explicit guidance or support. Supervisors then need to consciously engage with students
contemplating academic careers and offer guidance and support, for example in relation to networking,
giving presentations, writing for a range of audiences, publishing their work, marketing themselves, and
crucially learning how to teach and support student learning (see Jephson et al 2012, Greer et al
forthcoming).
However, in recent years a complex set of supply-side and demand-side factors have meant that, in many
countries, only a minority of doctoral graduates have gone on to become academics while the majority
have found employment elsewhere in the public and private sectors (see for example Pederson 2014,
European Science Foundation 2015).
This de-coupling of the doctorate from academic careers has led to pressures from research sponsors,
employers and students for the provision to be made in doctoral programmes for the latter to acquire the
relevant knowledge and skills for wider employment (see Neumann and Tan 2011, Byrne et al 2013,
Diamond et al 2014, Hancock and Walsh 2016).
For these reasons, in addition to directly supporting their students to prepare for academic careers,
supervisors may now have wider roles in supporting them to develop transferable skills to equip them for
employment elsewhere in the public or private sectors (Taylor and Beasley 2005, Reeves 2007, McAlpine
and Emmioglu 2015).

Conclusion
The UKPSF enables academic staff engaged in teaching and supporting learning to develop their practice
and to gain professional recognition. Hopefully, this Guide has shown that, as well as applying to teaching
on taught programmes, the framework can be applied to teaching and supporting learning in the form of
supervision on doctoral programmes. As such, it offers a powerful tool for the development of supervisory
practice and an important source for structuring evidence in applications for Fellowship of the HEA.
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Notes
All the experience and evidence included in an application for Fellowship must relate to HE provision, for
further details see The Frameworks for Higher Education Qualifications of UK Degree-Awarding Bodies.
For international qualifications see:
 first cycle or above of the Qualifications Framework in the European Higher Education Area (QF-EHEA);
 level 6 or above of the Australian Qualifications Framework;
 level 5 or above of the New Zealand Qualification Framework;
 other equivalent higher education frameworks;
 delivery of non-credit-bearing continuing professional development for academic and learning support
staff in higher education may also be considered as evidence equivalent to the higher education
academic frameworks.

References
Aitchison, C. and Mowbray, S. (2013). Doctoral women: managing emotions, managing doctoral studies.
Teaching in Higher Education, 18(8): 859-70.
Allpress, B., Barnacle, R., Duxbury, L. and Grierson, E. (eds.) (2012). Supervising Practices for
Postgraduate Research in Art, Architecture and Design (Vol. 57). Springer Schience & Business Media.
Ampaw, F. and Jaeger, A. (2011). Understanding the Factors Affecting Degree Completion of Doctoral
Women in the Science and Engineering Fields. New Directions for Institutional Research, 152: 53-79.
Archbald, D. (2011). The Emergence of the Nontraditional Doctorate: A Historical Overview. New Directions
for Adult and Continuing Education, 129: 8-19.
Austin, A. E., (2011). Preparing Doctoral Students for Promising Careers in a Changing Context:
Implications for Supervision, In Kumar, V. and Lee, A. (eds.) Doctoral Education in International Context:
Connecting Local, Regional and Global Perspectives. Malaysia, Universiti Putra Malaysia Press. 1-18
Bair, C.R. and Haworth, J.G. (2004). Doctoral Student Attrition and Persistence: A Meta-Synthesis of
Research. In Smart, J. C. (ed.) Higher Education Handbook of Theory and Research X1X. Dordrecht,
Kluwer Academic Publishers, 481-533.
Baker, V. and Pifer, M. (2011). The role of relationships in the transition from doctoral to independent
scholar. Studies in Continuing Education, 35(1): 5-17.
Benmore, A. (2014). Boundary management in doctoral supervision: how supervisors negotiate roles and
role transitions through the supervisory journey. Studies in Higher Education, 1-14.
Bartlett A. and Mercer, G. (2000). Reconceptualising Discourses of Power in Postgraduate Pedagogies.
Studies in Higher Education, 5(2): 195-204.
Bitusikova, A., Bohrer, J., Boroši´c, I., Costes, N., Edinsel, K., Holländer, K., Jacobsson, G., Jakopovi´c, I.,
Kearney, M-L., Mulder, F., Négyesi, J., Pietzonka, M. (2010). Quality Assurance in Postgraduate Education.
European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education. Available online at
http://www.enqa.eu/indirme/papers-and-reports/workshop-andseminar/ENQA%20workshop%20report%2012.pdf. Accessed 25th November 2015.
Blass, E., Bertone, S., Luca, J., Standing, C., Adams, R., Borland, H., Erwee, R., Jasman, Z., Tickle, K.,
Qing-Long, H. (2014). Supervision of Higher Degree by Research Students: Supervisor Resource
Book. Central Queensland University Australia, Edith Cowan University, University of Southern Queensland,
Victoria University, Office of Learning and Teaching. Available online at http://www.olt.gov.au/resourcetoolkit-framework-support-new-postgraduate-research-supervisors Accessed 26th November 2015.
Boehe, D. M., (2014). Supervisory styles: a contingency framework. Studies in Higher Education, 41(3):
399-414.
Boud, D., Brew, A., Dowling, R., Kiley, M., McKenzie, J. Malfoy, J., Ryland, K. and Solomon, N. (2014). The
coordination role in research education: emerging understandings and dilemmas for leadership. Journal of
Higher Education Policy and Management, 36(4): 440-54.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

19

Boud, D., Brew, A., Dowling, R., Kiley, M., McKenzie, J., Malfoy, J., Ryland, K. and Solomon, N. (2014).
Building local leadership for research education. Final report 2014. Australian Government Office for
Learning and Teaching, University of Technology, Sydney, The Australian National University, Macquarie
University. Available online at http://www.olt.gov.au/project-building-local-leadership-research-education2011 Accessed 26th November 2015.
Brew, A. and Pesata, T. (2004). Changing postgraduate supervision practice: a programme to encourage
learning through reflection and feedback. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 41(1): 522.
Brew, A. and Pesata, T. (2009). Supervision development and recognition in a reflexive space. In Boud, D.
and Lee, A. (eds.) Changing practices of doctoral education. London, Routledge. 126-40.
Brew, A., Boud, D. and Namgung, S. (2011). Influences on the formation of academics: the role of the
doctorate and structured development programmes. Studies in Continuing Education, 33(1): 51-66.
Bruce, C. and Stroodley, I. (2011). Experiencing higher degree research supervision as teaching. Studies in
Higher Education, 38(2): 226-41.
Byrne, J., Jorgensen, T. and Loukkola, T. (2013). Quality Assurance in Doctoral Education – results of the
ARDE project. European University Association. Available online at
http://www.eua.be/Libraries/publications-homepage-list/EUA_ARDE_Publication.pdf?sfvrsn=4 Accessed
26th November 2015.
Carr, S., Lhussier, M. and Chandler, C. (2010). The supervision of professional doctorates: experiences of
the process and ways forward. Nurse Education Today, 30(4): 279-84.
Corti, L. van den Eynden, V., Bishop, L., and Woollard, M. (2014). Managing and Sharing Research Data.
London, Sage.
Cuthbert, D. and Molla, T. (2014). PhD crisis discourse: a critical approach to the framing of the problem
and some Australian ‘solutions’. Higher Education. 69(1): 33-53.
de Kleijn, R., Meijer, P. Brekelmans, M. and Pilot, A. (2015). Adaptive research supervision: exploring
expert thesis supervisors’ practical knowledge. Higher Education Research and Development, 34(1): 11730.
Delamont, S., Atkinson, P., and Parry, O. (2000). The Doctoral Experience: Success and Failure in Graduate
School. London: Falmer.
Delamont, S., Atkinson, P., and Parry, O. (2004). Supervising the PhD: A Guide to Success. 2nd ed.
Buckingham, Open University Press and Society for Research into Higher Education.
Deuchar, R. (2008). Facilitator, director, or critical friend? contradiction or congruence in doctoral
supervision styles. Teaching in Higher Education, 13(4): 489-500.
Diamond, A., Ball, C., Vorley, T., Hughes, T., Moreton, R., Howe, P. and Nathwani, T. (2014). The impact
of doctoral careers. CFE Research. Available online at http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUKprod/assets/documents/skills/timodcfullreport.pdf Accessed 26th November 2015.
Diezmann, C. (2005). Supervision and Scholarly Writing: Writing to learn – Learning to write. Reflective
Practice, 6(4): 443-57.
Dowling, R. and Wilson, M. (2015). Digital doctorates? An exploratory study of PhD candidates’ use of
online tools, Innovations in Education and Teaching International: DOI: 10.1080/14703297.2015.1058720
Draper, P. and Harrison, S. (2011). Through the eye of a needle: the emergence of a practice-led doctorate
in music. British Journal of Music Education, 28(1): 87-102.
Egan, R., Stockley, D., Brouwer, B., Tripp, D. and Stechyson, N. (2009). Relationships between area of
academic concentration, supervisory style, student needs and best practices, Studies in Higher Education,
34(3): 337-45.
Ehrenberg, R., Zuckerman, H., Groen, J. and Brucker, M. (2010). Educating Scholars: Doctoral Education in
the Humanities. Princeton, Princeton University Press.
Eley, A. and Murray, R. (2009). How to be an Effective Supervisor. Maidenhead, Open University Press.
Emilsson, U. M. and Johnsson, E. (2007). Supervision of supervisors: on developing supervision in
postgraduate education. Higher Education Research and Development, 26(2): 163-79.
Engebretson, K., Smith, K., McLaughlin, D., Seibold, C., Ryan, E. (2008). The changing reality of research
education in Australia and implications for supervision: a review of the literature. Teaching in Higher
Education, 13(1): 1-15.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

20

Erichsen, E., Bolliger, D. and Halupa, C. (2012). Student satisfaction with graduate supervision in doctoral
programmes primarily delivered in distance education settings. Studies in Higher Education, 39(2): 321-38.
European Science Foundation (2015). Career Tracking of Doctoral Holders: Pilot Project Report. Available
online at http://www.esf.org/fileadmin/Public_documents/Publications/Career_Tracking.pdf Accessed 26th
November 2015.
Gardner, S.K. (2008a). Student and faculty attributions of attrition in high and low completing doctoral
programmes in the United States. Higher Education, 58: 97-112.
Gardner, S.K. (2008b). Fitting the Mould of Graduate School: A Qualitative Study of Socialisation in
Doctoral Education. Innovative Higher Education, 33: 125-38.
Gardner, S.K. (2009a). Coming out of the Sexual Harassment Closet: One Woman’s Story of Politics and
Change in Higher Education. National Womens’ Studies Association Journal, 21(2): 172-95.
Gardner, S.K. (2009b). The Development of Doctoral Students: Phases of Challenge and Support, JoseyBass, San Franciso CA.
Gardner, S., Jansujwicz, J., Hutchins, K., Cline, B. and Levesque, V. (2012). Interdisciplinary Doctoral
Student Socialization. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 7: 377-94.
Gardner, S., Jansujwicz, J., Hutchins, K., Cline, B. and Levesque, V. (2014). Socialization to
interdisciplinarity: faculty and student perspectives. Higher Education, 67: 255-71.
Gatfield, T. (2005). An Investigation into PhD Supervisory Management Styles: Development of a dynamic
conceptual model and its managerial implications. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management,
27(3): 311-25.
Geraniou (2010). The transitional stages in the PhD degree in mathematics in terms of students’
motivation. Educational Studies in Mathematics, 73: 281-96.
Golde, C. (2005). The Role of the Department and Discipline in Doctoral Student Attrition: Lessons from
Four Departments. Journal of Higher Education 76(6): 669-700.
Goode, J. (2010). ‘Perhaps I should be more proactive in changing my own supervisions: student agency in
‘doing supervision’. In Walker, M. and Thomson, P. (eds.) The Routledge Doctoral Supervisor’s Companion.
London, Routledge: 38-50.
Grant, B. (2000). Pedagogical Issues in Research Education. In Kiley, M. and Mullins, G. (eds.) Quality in
postgraduate research: making ends meet. Adelaide: Advisory Centre for Education, University of
Adelaide: 31-34.
Grant, B. (2008). Agonistic Struggle: Master-slave dialogues in humanities supervision. Arts and Humanities
in Higher Education, 7(1): 9-27.
Green, B. (2005). Unfinished business: subjectivity and supervision. Higher Education Research and
Development, 24(2): 151-63.
Green, H. and Powell, S. (2005). Doctoral Study in Contemporary Higher Education. Buckingham: Open
University Press.
Greer, D., Cathcart, A., and Neale, L. (2016). Helping doctoral students teach: Transitioning to early career
academia through cognitive apprenticeship. Higher Education Research and Development. (In press)
Guerin, C., Green, I., and Bastalich, W. (2011). Big Love: Managing a Team of Research Supervisors. In
Kumar, V. and Lee, A. (eds.) Doctoral Education in International Context: Connecting Local, Regional and
Global Perspectives. Malaysia, Universiti Putra Malaysia Press.
Guerin, C. and Green, I. (2015). ‘They’re the bosses’: feedback in team supervision. Journal of Further and
Higher Education, 39(3): 320-35.
Gunnarsson, R., Jonasson, G. and Billhult, A. (2013). The experience of disagreement between students
and supervisors in PhD education: a qualitative study. BMC Medical Education, 13: 134.
Gurr, G. (2001). Negotiating the "Rackety Bridge" - a Dynamic Model for Aligning Supervisory Style with
Research Student Development. Higher Education Research and Development, 20(1): 81-92.
Hakkarainen, K., Hytonen, K., Makkonen, J. and Lehtinen, E. (2016). Extending collective practices of
doctoral education from natural to educational sciences. Studies in Higher Education, 41(1): 63-78.
Halse, C. (2011). ‘Becoming a supervisor’: the impact of doctoral supervision on supervisors’ learning.
Studies in Higher Education, 36(5): 557-70.
Halse, C. and Bansel, P. (2012). The learning alliance: ethics in doctoral supervision. Oxford Review of
Education, 38(4): 377-92.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

21

Hammond, J., Ryland, K., Tennant, M. and Boud, D. (2010). Building Research Supervision and Training
across Australian Universities. Australian Learning and Teaching Council. Available online at
http://www.academia.edu/2314934/Building_Research_Supervision_and_Training_across_Australian_Unive
rsities Accessed 25th November 2015.
Hancock, S. and Walsh, E. (2016). Beyond knowledge and skills: rethinking the development of
professional identity during the STEM doctorate. Studies in Higher Education, 41(1): 37-50.
Hasrati, M. (2005). Legitimate peripheral participation and supervising Ph.D students. Studies in Higher
Education 30(5): 557-70.
Herzig, A. H. (2004). ‘Slaughtering this beautiful math’; graduate women choosing and leaving
mathematics. Gender and Education, 16(3): 379-95.
Higher Education Academy. (2011). The UK Professional Standards Framework. Available online at
https://www.heacademy.ac.uk/sites/default/files/downloads/ukpsf_2011_english.pdf Accessed 25th
November 2015.
Hill, G. (2011). Diffracting the Practices of Research Supervision. In Kumar, V. and Lee, A. (eds.) Doctoral
Education in International Context: Connecting Local, Regional and Global Perspectives. Malaysia, Universiti
Putra Malaysia Press: 154-71.
Hockey, J. (2003). Art and Design Practice-Based Research Degree Supervision: Some empirical findings.
Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 2(2): 173-85.
Hockey, J. and Allen-Collinson, J. (2005). Identity Change Doctoral Students in Art and Design. Arts and
Humanities in Higher Education 4(1): 77-93.
Holbrook, A., Shaw, K., Scevak, J., Bourke, S., Cantwell. R. and Budd, J. (2014). PhD Candidate
Expectations: Exploring Mismatch with Experience. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 9: 329-346.
Holley, K. (2015). Doctoral education and the development of an interdisciplinary identity. Innovations in
Education and Teaching International, 56(2): 642-52.
Holloway, E. and Alexandre, L. (2012). Crossing Boundaries in Doctoral Education: Relational Learning,
Cohort Communities, and Dissertation Committees. New Directions in Teaching and Learning, 131: 85-97.
Hutchinson, S., Lawrence, H. and Filoipovik-Carrer, D. (2014). Enhancing the Doctoral Experience: A Guide
for Supervisors and their International Students. Farnham, Ashgate.
Jacobsson, G. (2010). The Postgraduate Students Mirror 2008, a survey in Sweden. Bitusikova, A.,
Bohrer,J., Boroši´c, I., Costes,N., Edinsel,K., Holländer,K., Jacobsson, G., Jakopovic, I., Kearney, M-L.,
Mulder,F., Négyesi,J., Pietzonka, M. (2010). Quality Assurance in Postgraduate Education. European
Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education. Available online at
http://www.enqa.eu/indirme/papers-and-reports/workshop-and
seminar/ENQA%20workshop%20report%2012.pdf. Accessed 26th November 2015.
Jepsen, D., Verhagyi, M. and Edwards, D. (2012). Academics attitudes towards PhD students’ teaching:
preparing research higher degree students for an academic career. Journal of Higher Education Policy and
Management, 34(6): 629-45.
Jones, L. (2009). Converging paradigms for doctoral training in the sciences and humanities. In Boud, D.
and Lee, A. (eds.) Changing Practices of Doctoral Education. London, Routledge: 29-41
Johnson, L., Alison, L., and Green, B. (2000). The PhD and the Autonomous Self; gender, rationality, and
postgraduate pedagogy. Studies in Higher Education, 25: 135-47.
Kamler, B. and Thompson, P. (2006). Helping Doctoral Students Write: Pedagogies for supervision.
London, Routledge: 29-41.
Kiley, M. (2009). Identifying threshold concepts and proposing strategies to support doctoral candidates.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 46(3): 293-304.
Kiley, M. (2011a). Government Policy and Research Degree Higher Education. Journal of Higher Education
Policy and Management 33(6): 629-40.
Kiley, M. (2011b). Developments in research supervisor training: causes and responses. Studies in Higher
Education, 36(5): 585-89.
Kiley, M. (2015). ‘I didn’t have a clue what they were talking about’: PhD candidates and theory.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 52(1): 52-63.
Kiley, M. and Mullins, G. (2004). Examining the examiners: how inexperienced examiners approach the
assessment of research theses. International Journal of Educational Research, 41(2): 121-35.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

22

Kiley, M. and Mullins, G. (2005). Supervisors’ Conceptions of Research: What are they? Scandinavian
Journal of Educational Research, 49(3): 245-62.
Kim, D. and Otts, C. (2010). The Effect of Loans on Time to Doctorate Degree: Differences by
Race/Ethnicity, Field of Study, and Institutional Characteristics. The Journal of Higher Education, 81(1): 132.
Kyvik, S. and Olsen, T. (2013). Increasing completion rates in Norwegian doctoral training: multiple causes
for efficiency improvements. Studies in Higher Education 39:9, 1668-82.
Lahenius, K. and Ikavalko, H. (2014). Joint supervision practices in doctoral education – A student
experience. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 38(3): 427-66.
Lange, K. and Baillie, C. (2008). Exploring graduate student learning in applied science and studentsupervisor relationships: views of supervisors and their students. Engineering Education, 3(1): 30-42.
Lee, A. (2012). Successful Research Supervision. London, Routledge.
Lee, A. and Murray, R. (2013). Supervising writing: helping postgraduate students develop as researchers.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International. 52(5): 558-70.
Lee, A. and McKenzie, J. (2011). Evaluating doctoral supervision: tensions in eliciting students’
perspectives. Innovations in Education and Teaching International, 48(1): 69-78.
Lindsay, S. (2015). What works for doctoral students in completing their thesis? Teaching in Higher
Education, 20(2): 183-96.
Lovitts, B. E. (2001). Leaving the Ivory Tower. London, Rowman and Littlefield.
Lovitts, B. E. (2005). Being a good course taker is not enough: a theoretical perspective on the transition
to independent research. Studies in Higher Education, 30 (2): 137-54.
Lovitts, B. E. (2007). Making the Implicit Explicit: creating performance expectations for the dissertation.
Sterling, Virginia, Stylus.
Lovitts, B. E. (2008). The Transition to Independent Research: Who Makes It, Who Doesn’t and Why. The
Journal of Higher Education, 79(3): 296-325.
Lyall, C., Meagher, L. and Tait, J. (2008). A Short Guide to Supervising Interdisciplinary PhDs, Institute for
the Study of Science Technology and Innovation Briefing Note (Number 4). Institute for the Study of
Science Technology and Innovation. Edinburgh.
Mahmud, S. and Bretag, T. (2013). Postgraduate research students and academic integrity: ‘It’s about
good research training’. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 35(4): 432-43.
Manathunga, C. (2012). Supervisors watching supervisors: The deconstructive possibilities and tensions of
team supervision. Australian Universities Review, 54(1): 29-37.
Manathunga, C. (2014). Intercultural Postgraduate Supervision: Reimagining time, place and knowledge.
London, Routledge.
Mananthunga, C. and Goozee, J. (2007). Challenging the dual assumption of the ‘always/already’
autonomous student and effective supervisor’. Teaching in Higher Education, 12(3): 309-22.
McAlpine, L. and Amudsen, C. (2012). Challenging the taken-for-granted: how research analysis might
inform pedagogical practices and institutional policies relating to doctoral education. Studies in Higher
Education, 37(6): 683-94.
McAlpine, L., Paulson, J., Gonslaves, A. and Jazvac-Martek (2012). ‘Untold’ doctoral stories: can we move
beyond cultural narratives of neglect? Higher Education Research and Development, 31(4): 511-23.
McAlpine, L. (2013). Doctoral supervision: Not an individual but a collective institutional responsibility.
Journal for the Study of Education and Development, 36(3): 259-80.
McAlpine, L. and Emmioglu (2015). Navigating careers: perceptions of sciences doctoral students, post-PhD
researchers and pre-tenure academics. Studies in Higher Education, 40(10): 1770-85.
McCulloch, A. and Stokes, P. (2008). The Silent Majority: Meeting the Needs of Part-time Research
Students. London, Society for Research into Higher Education.
McCulloch, A. and Thomas, L, (2012). Widening participation to doctoral education and research degrees: a
research agenda for an emerging policy area. Higher Education Research and Development, 32(2): 214-27.
McFarlane, B. (2015). The ethics of multiple authorship: power, performativity, and the gift economy.
Studies in Higher Education, DOI 10.1080/03075079.2015.1085009.
Meyer, J., Shanahan, M. and Laugksch, R. (2005). Students’ Conceptions of Research: A qualitative and
quantitative analysis. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 49(3): 225-44.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

23

Meyer, J., Shanahan, M. and Laugksch, R. (2007). Students’ Conceptions of Research: An exploration of
contrasting patterns of variation. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 51(4): 415-33.
Meyer, J. H. F. (2007). On the modelling of postgraduate students’ perceptions of research. South African
Journal of Higher Education, 21(8): 1103-17.
Minocha, S. and Petre, M. (2012). Handbook of social media for researchers and supervisors. Open
University, Vitae. Available online at Innovate-Open-University-Social-Media-Handbook-Vitae-2012.pdf .
Accessed 18th November 2015.
Mullins, G. and Kiley, M. (2002). It’s a PhD, not a Nobel Prize: how experienced examiners assess research
degrees. Studies in Higher Education 27(4): 369-86.
Murray, R. (2009). How to Survive Your Viva. 2nd ed. Buckingham, Open University Press.
Nasin, F. And Mafakheri, F. (2015). Postgraduate research supervision at a distance: a review of challenges
and strategies. Studies in Higher Education, 40(10): 1962-69.
Neumann, R. (2005). Doctoral Differences: Professional doctorates and PhDs compared. Journal of Higher
Education Policy and Management, 27(2): 173-88.
Neumann, R. and Tan, K. (2011). From PhD to initial employment: the doctorate in a knowledge economy.
Studies in Higher Education, 36(5): 601-14.
Nilstrum, T. Lofmark, R. and Lundqvist, A. (2010). Scientific dishonesty - questionnaire to doctoral students
in Sweden. Journal of Medical Ethics, 36: 315-18.
Nulty, D., Kiley, M. and Mayers, N. (2009). Promoting and recognising excellence in the supervision of
research students: an evidence-based framework. Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, 34(6):
613-707.
Offerman, M. (2011). Profile of the Nontraditional Doctoral Degree Student. New Directions in Adult and
Continuing Education, 129: 21-30.
Ospian, A. (2012). Economics of corruption in doctoral education: The dissertations market. Economics of
Education Review, 31: 76-83.
Ostrove, J, Stewart, A. and Curtin, N. (2011). Social Class and Belonging: Implications for Graduate
Students. The Journal of Higher Education, 82(6): 748-74.
Paltridge, B, Starfield, S., Ravelli, L. and Nicholson, S. (2011). Doctoral writing is the visual and performing
arts: two ends of a continuum. Studies in Higher Education, 37(8): 989-1003.
Park, C. (2008). The end of the secret garden: reframing postgraduate supervision. Research Supervision:
an online journal. Available at http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/hr/OED/CPD/rsarchive/files/ChrisPark.pdf
Accessed 26th November 2015.
Parry, S. (2009). Disciplines and Doctorates. Dordrecht, Springer.
Pearce, L. (2009). How to Examine a Thesis. Buckingham: Open University Press and Society for Research
into Higher Education.
Pearson, M. (2012). Building bridges: higher degree student retention and counselling support. Journal of
Higher Education Policy and Management, 34(2): 187-99.
Pederson, H. (2014). New doctoral graduates in the knowledge economy: trends and key issues. Journal of
Higher Education Policy and Management, 36(6): 632-45.
Petersen, E. (2014). Re-signifying subjectivity? A narrative exploration of ‘non-traditional’ doctoral students’
lived experience of subject formation through two Australian cases. Studies in Higher Education, 39(5):
823-34.
Quality Assurance Agency. (2011). UK Quality Code for Higher Education. Part B: Assuring and Enhancing
Quality. Chapter B11 Research Degrees. Available online at http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuring-standards-andquality/the-quality-code/quality-code-part-b Accessed 26th November 2015.
Reeves, J. (2007). Getting Beyond Supervision. In Hinchcliffe, R., Bromley, T. and Hutchinson, S. (eds.)
Skills Training in Research Degree Programmes: Politics and Practice. Maidenhead, Open University Press.
Research Information Network (2011). The role of research supervisors in information literacy. London,
Research Information Network.
Ryan, J. (2005). Postgraduate Supervision. In Ryan, J. and Carroll, J. (eds.) Teaching International
Students: Improving Learning for All. London, Routledge: 101-6.
Sampson, K., Johnson, L., Comer, K, and Brogt, E. (2015). Developing evidence for action on the
postgraduate experience: an effective local instrument to move beyond benchmarking. Higher Education
Research and Development. DOI:10.1080/07294360/2015.1087469.
Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

24

Spiller, D., Byrnes, G., Ferguson, P. (2013). Enhancing postgraduate supervision through a process of
conversational inquiry. Higher Education Research and Development, 32(5): 833-45.
Stubb, J., Pyhalto, K. and Lonka, K. (2012). Conceptions of research: the doctoral student experience in
three domains. Studies in Higher Education. 39(2): 251-64.
Taylor, S (2002). Managing Postgraduate Research Degrees. In Fry, H., Ketteridge, S. and Marshall, S.
(eds.) The Effective Academic: Handbook of Enhanced Practice. Kogan Page, London: 131-47.
Taylor, S. (2008). Thinking of research supervision as a form of teaching. Research Supervision: an online
journal. Available online at http://www.lancaster.ac.uk/hr/OED/CPD/rsarchive/files/StanTaylor.pdf
Accessed 25th November 2015.
Taylor, S. (2012). Changes in doctoral education: implications for supervisors in developing early career
researchers. International Journal of Researcher Development, 3(2), 118-38.
Taylor, S. (2014). Towards a Framework for the Professional Development of Doctoral Supervisors. SDF
Digest: A Practitioner Journal for HE Staff Development, 2: 74-87.
Taylor, S. and Beasley, N. (2005). A Handbook for Doctoral Supervisors. London, Routledge.
Tinkler, P. and Jackson, C. (2004). The Doctoral Examination Process: A Handbook for Students, Examiners
and Supervisors. Buckingham, Open University Press and Society for Research into Higher Education.
Thune, T., Kyvik, Sorlin, S., Olsen, T. B., VVabo, A. and Tomte, C. (2012). PhD Education in a Knowledge
Society: An evaluation of PhD education in Norway. Oslo, Nordic Institute for Studies in Innovation,
Research and Education. Available online at http://www.nifu.no/publications/951985/ Accessed 25th
November 2015.
van der Haert, M, Ortiz, E., Emplit, P., Hallion, V. and Dehon, C. (2014). Are dropout and degree
completion significantly dependent upon type of financial support and field of research? Studies in Higher
Education, 39(10): 1885-1909.
Van de Schoot, R., Yerkes, M., Mouw, J. And Sonneveld, H. (2013). What Took Them So Long? Explaining
PhD Delays Among Doctoral Candidates. PLoS ONE 8(7) e68839. DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0068839.
Vehvilainen, S. and Lofstrom, E. (2014). ‘I wish I had a crystal ball’: discourses and potential for developing
academic supervising. Studies in Higher Education, 41(3), 508-24.
Wadesango, N. and Machingambi, S. (2011). Post Graduate Students’ Experiences with Research
Supervisors. Journal of Sociology and Social Anthropology, 2(1): 31-37.
Wakeling, P. (2005). La noblesse d’etat anglaise? Social class and progression to postgraduate study.
British Journal of Sociology of Education, 26(4): 505-22.
Wakeling, P. (2008). Are Ethnic Minorities Underrepresented in UK Postgraduate Study. Higher Education
Quarterly, 63(1): 86-111.
Wakeling, P. and Kyriacou, C. (2010). Widening Participation from Undergraduate to Postgraduate
Research Degrees: A Research Synthesis. National Co-ordinating Centre for Public Engagement and
Economic and Social Research Council. York, University of York.
Wang, T. and Li, L. (2011). ‘Tell me what to do vs. ‘guide me through it’ Feedback experiences of
international doctoral students. Active Learning in Higher Education, 12: 101-12.
Watts, J. (2008). Challenges of supervising part-time PhD students: towards student-centred practice.
Teaching in Higher Education, 13(3): 369-73.
Wellington, J. (2010). Supporting students’ preparation for their viva: their pre-conceptions and
implications for practice. Teaching in Higher Education, 15(1): 71-84.
Winchester-Seeto, T., Homewood, J., Thogersen, J., Jacenyik-Trawoger, C., Manathunga, C., Reid, A. and
Holbrook, A. (2014). Doctoral supervision in a cross-cultural context: issues affecting supervisors and
candidates. Higher Education Research and Development, 33(5): 620-26.
Wisker. G. (2012). The Good Supervisor. 2nd Ed. London, Macmillan-Palgrave.
Wolff, L. (2010). Learning through Writing: Reconceptualising the Research Supervision Process.
International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 22(3): 229-37.
Wright, T. (2003). Postgraduate Research Students – people in context? British Journal of Guidance and
Counselling, 31(2): 209-27.
Copyright © Higher Education Academy 2016. All Rights Reserved.

Dimensions of the Framework for Doctoral Supervisors, April 2016

25

