Developing a researcher perspective . . . Issues for supervision Page No. 1

PAPER CODE: HOL08612

NAMES:
Beverley Simmons, Allyson Holbrook, Jennifer St. Garge, Miranda Lawry,
and Anne Graham

INSTITUTION:
University of Newcastle, Callaghan, NSW

TITLE:
Developing a researcher perspective during the cose of a fine art research
degree: Issues relating to supervision

Paper presented at the AAREDO8Conference in Brisbane, Queensland, December 10&0



Developing a researcher perspective . . . Issues for supervision Page No. 2

Introduction

For more than a decade the unique challenges fadisgal Arts researchers have been the
subject of debate (Candlin, 2000; Dallow, 2003; IDgr 2002; Macleod & Holdridge, 2004,
2002; Rust, 2003; Strand, 1998; Sullivan, 2006, 520@Creative practice-based research
challenges conventional and presumed ways to hegfiély construct knowledge and the clash in
paradigms is pronounced in deliberations on fundiagearch quality; and research degrees. As
the language of creativity collides with that ofaddished scientific discourse, research students
have been the forefront and it is through the ghowtthese degrees that the position of creative
research is being advanced (Durling, 2002; MarsRal07; Morgan, 2001). Students are faced
with the complex demands of candidature while aksgotiating the shifting sands of a new and
evolving research discourse.

The Literature
The research context

Discourses are those cultural narratives that see to construct preferred versions of truth over
others. They are powerful because they are prés@ipnd are organized around practices of
inclusion and exclusion, structuring both a senkeeality and identity (Mills, 1997) and by
extension ‘difference’. Academics are constantltitey these ‘boundaries’ but discourses are
many layered, so to challenge one strand may naltectlye another. What can be perceived
within Fine Art is a fundamental challenge to cbediefs about the reality and identity of the
artist taking place within the broader academicalisse and outside of that discourse. Practice-
based research in creative fields has challengadctstal and discursive approaches to
knowledge making and art making.

Macleod and Holdridge (2002) suggest the challdageractice-based research is to go beyond
binaries and opposites—subjectivity of the artied ¢he objectivity of the scientist, into working
out how art informs research and vice versa. Thiggsst that positioning the practicing artist as
subjective, self-reflexive, self-indulgent evenrgetuates a myth of the artist as ‘non-academic’
(p. 7). Many academic authors have challengedctimstruction. Candlin (2000) questions what
is meant by scholarly, as a more productive apprdahan to try to fit art practice into the
“regulatory forms of academia” (p. 100). Gray andlins (2004), Marshall (2007) and Sullivan
(2005) argue that art practice as research switthesemphasis from art practice as self-
expression or object making, to an exercise in kedge construction: a process of coming to
know (Marshall, 2007, p. 24). As Sullivan explair@s,goal of practice-based research is to
change the way one sees or interpret things, tatersew knowledge. Further, if Fine Art
academics want to make new knowledge they must thgeself to this process which will result
in the self coming to inhabit and know the worléfetently than before (Somerville 2008).

Not only is a discursive language of research mstjan here, but the visual language of art itself
(Macleod & Holdridge, 2004). While the visual itHominant language of the artist, the written
is the dominant language of the academy. Alleni@sin (2005), Hockey (2003), and Macleod
and Holdridge argue that a relationship betweesdaheo languages—visual and written, can be
extremely productive. Reader (2008) notes, ‘retatioknowledge emerges simultaneously
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between multiple dimensions of experience, the mmadand canvas, the process and the
disposition of painter . . . are created togethehe stage of emergence’ (p. 308).

The research candidate in Fine Art

Supervisors act as mediators between the textl@ires of disciplines and candidates enrolled
in higher degree programs (Dysthe, 2002; Melles720&nd it would appear that this mediation
is sorely called for in visual arts. Various st candidates and supervisors have identified
the anxieties faced by fine art research candidatekiding those generated by concerns about
the impact of writing, research and scientific laage on their art practices (Allen-Collinson,
2005; Hockey, 2003; Hockey & Allen-Collinson, 2000he threat to creative identities is also
identified as a concern (Hockey, 2003; Hockey &eAlCollinson, 2000), insofar as candidates
fear that creative art making will become suspendegarated from, or subordinated to research
activity—specifically that analytic thought and ebjivity would diminish creative powers and
creative subjectivity, and so undermine the crditjpof art practice. They fear research might
break creative engagement or, as CsikszentmihEd@Q) terms it, flow, thus forcing an artist to
break from their creative practice (Hockey, 2000032).

Instead of interpreting the tension experiencedchgdidates as discursive, Hockey (2007)
considers it to be bound up in the way a creatdentity takes precedence over a scholarly
identity. He defines the tension as a visceral ahr® creative identity, a reality shock,

manifesting as fear, anxiety or tension (2007).1K{004) refers to it as the schizophrenic

nature of producing the artifact and the exege&3ikers (Pritchard, Heatly and Trigwell 2005)

describe the phenomenon as culture shock when ae#idates enter the unfamiliar in academia
from a familiar territory such as design or artgbiee, i.e. they are confronted by a reality tisat i

beyond or outside a dominant discourse of the joragtartist.

Allen-Collinson (2005) suggests that candidate’ditas to resolve this struggle is integral to
their transition to becoming practicing scholaree Suggests that candidates discover research
as a creative act that empowers confidence, a@tgice output and offers insight into their art
making. Candidates begin to occupy a new form akveollture. In this sense, the processes of
coalescence between artist and scholar serve tgstiéymart making which in turn, demystifies
a discourse of the practicing artist. Consequemtydidates eventually come to know in very
expansive ways their artistic power beyond art-mgkiHockey (2003) concludes that both
struggle and risk become catalysts for candidateshieve authenticity, to adopt a new identity
without challenging or threatening their creatideritity. Once candidates resolve this tension,
they discover what Douglas et al. (2000) identifees a new research paradigm offered by
practice-based research in Fine Art. Such reseasthfulfills a critical, discursive or dialogic
function to enable researchers to focus on, agicior contest traditional readings and
understandings of research. Yet, as Hockey and<tieve found, candidates exhibit difficulty
overcoming the tension to make such a discovery.

The quality and function of supervision

Without adequate supervision research candidatutikely to flounder. There is now a very
substantial literature on supervisory role andti@ship with the candidate. The supervisor or
advisory team is/are expected to induct the cameliolo the level of activity and expectations
consistent with a research degree and most handkamowledge that the jump in level from
undergraduate degree to postgraduate research iwarinsiderable (Wisker, 2005). Several
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models for supervisor-candidate working relatiopshhave been proposed, including Clarke &
Ryan’s assertion that these relationships are rdethgical in nature and widely influential
(2006), Dysthe’s differentiation between teachipatnership and apprenticeship models (2001),
and Gurr’s ‘supervisor/student alignment model’ Q2D Zuber-Skerrit and Roche (2004) in a
Western Australian study of candidates enrolledsacial sciences, sought to determine an
effective model for active participation in resdar¢hey found candidate ranking of supervisor
effectiveness included: communication; relationspipsitive reputation; personal attributes and
style; nurturing attitude and, knowledge and exgrere. Other researchers have found varied
levels of satisfaction with supervisory experieneesl supervision quality (Neumann, 2003;
Wisker, 1999; Zuber-Skerrit & Ryan, 1994),

Murphy et al. (2007) in a qualitative study of emggring candidates and supervisors in
Singapore sought to find similarities between cdatis’ and supervisors’ beliefs about
supervision. They identify ‘task-focused’ supervesavho value completion, who are more
controlling, maintain hierarchal supervisor relagbips, and focus on immediate tasks and skills
that are developed through tasks. Second, theyifgépmerson-focused’ supervisors who value
candidates’ holistic development as professioradsresearchers and as people. Murphy et al.
describe such supervisors as collaborative, pramatiutual interest and inquiry techniques.
They conclude that beliefs about research supervisire closely related to beliefs about
teaching and learning. Wisker et al. (2003a) asttext supervisors need to ask students to
present and argue the story of the research—theands journey and those supervisory
dialogues require logical connections be made agdea through. Supervisors need to be able
to deploy various modes of interaction, and to gaixe and assist candidates overcome
dissonance (Wisker et al., 2003 b). They need tguiges who can prescribe and inform; to be
provocative to elicit ideas and action, as well amtvisors who will clarify, support and
summarise (Wisker, 2005). Clarke & Ryan (2006) dbscthe supervisor-candidate interaction
to construct knowledge processes as an ongoingecsamion that is mediated by texts. However,
supervisors may also wrestle with traditional cartians of scholarship, or they may be required
to work outside their own areas of expertise whgresvising candidates with different research
areas of interest or expertise in art making (Hgck&\llen-Collinson, 2000).

Studies of supervision in creative arts

Few researchers have published research on thervEgquecandidate relationship where
candidates are enrolled in practice-based resdagtter degrees in Fine Art, apart from the
qualitative research of Hockey (2007) and Hocke&l&n-Collinson (2000). Hockey and Allen-
Collinson in a study of 50 supervisors in the UKught to identify social processes specific to
the supervision of practice-based research degfidesy identified that one key issue facing
supervisors is the candidates’ ‘disconnection’ #mal difficulties encountered in balancing art
making and scholarly practices, such as writing andlysis. They found that supervisors
provided visual maps for candidates’ journeys, a®a to explore or develop, by making
‘connections between students’ personal journegseaancing analytic capabilities; between
creative and analytic practices; to demonstratéerdiices between academic and creative
writing. Further, in a later paper, Hockey (200d¢ntified institutional regulation, candidates’
documentation of research evidence, analysis, atadsriting and skills to balance academic
and creative work as problem areas for both catedand supervision. In each instance, he
identified supervisors’ range of positive reinfoigi strategies in response to candidates’
problems which tended to threaten the momentunheif tvork. Supervisors adopted roles to
keep candidates on track by identifying contingitietween procedures for making and detailed
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recording; by encouraging risk taking as normabyexplaining parallels between learning how
to do research and learning how to do art. Whilen&wille (2008) also offers the point that
supervisory processes could be approached withngssrto possibilities, not knowing what the
endpoint is going to be (p. 213-4). Ultimately, Aen-Collinson (2005) suggests most
researchers in this field concur that candidatesilshbe assisted to conceptualize research as a
creative activity from a very early stage in thairolment.

In summary, the literature suggests that visual stidents will face challenges to their creative
identity and to their skills and knowledge thatIvik difficult to address as they negotiate
demands from scientific discourses and new idesttis scholars, and to resolve how art informs
and creates new knowledge within the shifting sarfdsnew and evolving research discourse in
Fine Art,. The supervisor role in assisting thenthwihis will be of great importance to a
successful outcome and an early integration oflacéluip and art practice.

This paper will explore the extent that candidat®® are enrolled in a practice-based fine arts
research higher degree expect their experienceetsdbholarly and the extent they expect
supervisors to mediate or make possible a schglauiyney. Based on what candidates expect of
their candidature and of supervision, this papdridentify implications for supervision.

Methodology
Approach and methodology

Thirty candidates from two national institutionsast participated in semi-structured telephone
interviews that typically lasted a little over aaun in duration. The sampling was stratified to
represent early, middle, late and completed phatesndidature, and because of the team’s
interestéin development of research students iemg&ndrew on both research masters and PhD
student

The interviews were conducted by an experiencedaviarts academic, based around five core
questions that the informants received in advaitese questions were: nomination of the
greatest challenges informants faced and how theajt dvith them; their major needs at
different times in candidature; their experienceara preference for feedback; their knowledge
of examiner expectations and the ‘level’ of woruied; and their personal aspirations relating
to the outcomes from their candidature. The ineawegi were fully transcribed, initially analysed
by question, then by emergent themes, case feanckattributes.

Findings

Expectations about enrolment in a Fine Arts HigheDegree

Candidates’ expectations about their studies wall amalyzed under four main themes that
emerged from analysis: expectations about candidafgportunities to advance art making, to

YIn reporting the data, candidates’ responses wiltdded to determine the stage of their candidatiuttee time of
interviews viz., ‘E’ as early; ‘M’ as middle, ‘L's late stage, and ‘C’ as completed candidature.
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improve skills, to expand employment prospects, @pgbrtunities to participate in supportive
academic environments.

Opportunities to advance one’s art makin@andidates’ personal interests and agendas are
evident in their expectationEnrolled candidates in this study demonstrate gtmmmmitments

to their art and mainly expect to advance theirmagking during candidature. A sense of
personal freedom to pursue their own art agenéaigent in several candidates’ accounts. This
was due in part, says one candidate, to open-anaddlines. One MFA candidate expected her
candidature to allow her to work full-time at aknother expected the PhD to launch her into to
a professional career as a successful painter. i§hahe expected to have an exhibition in a
commercial gallery lined up by the time she fingdher degree. Resources, such as access to
studio space drive this expectation of freedom. Gwotations encapsulate this:

| didn’t really have many expectations. | guess,main expectation was that |
was going to be able to go on with my own workhet having too much
interruption from various other teachers at the @ah or being encumbered by
other classes or things that didn’t particularlténest mgMFAQO7-M).

Part of starting the PhD was going through realiggmhin my life . . . expectation
of changing my practice; improving my pract{&hD25-C).

Several informants saw their candidature as anllextepportunity to explore new directions
and inject a new rigour in their art making. Fomso this meant expanding their technical
repertoire and deliberately moving away from thgievious art practice and skills. Others
expected a chance to reignite and refocus thepradtice by taking their practice to a new level
by participating in a larger project or by revisgi and expanding a particular interest, for
example:

When | started my expectations were broad: | wagirgp to make art work
beyond my present level and on projects that | inigting. [| expected to] apply
rigour in an institution environment, through exaaion of my own practice and
through peers and supervisory inpMKEA15-M).

Candidates expected that the university degree-eredhmasters or doctorate degree—would
address deficits they had encountered, i.e. thagtgocopportunities that were missing from, or
not supplied by, their current art environments:

| did this to be challenged. | could have just keyaking work in my studio . . .
The Masters does allow for risk-taking that youlgbly wouldn’t [take] on your
own (MFAQ3-M).

Candidates’ inquiry remained focused primarily beit preparation for a future as practicing
artists. Artistic freedom is an important indicatufr creative identities (Bain, 2005; Hockey,
2007), and expressed as central and paramountliisadnal and collective biography. Hockey
(2003) found that to make art is a driving impesatio sustain and validate the creative self and
a strong identification with being a professionadacticing artist. With few exceptions, the
candidates were focused on art making and not adiagiractice. However, one informant felt
the autonomy and freedom they had sought to explewe dimensions to art practice through a
research degree was compromised by the pressuwenform to an ‘insular and parochial’
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academic culture that expected candidates to ‘confo a mould’ even within the visual arts
culture:

[It was] a sensation of, “oh, that’s all very nickut is it art?” . . . When | entered
the community | felt like 1 had to conform to it. . Without structure and
returning back to an institution was almost aboetng, “this is what we see as
art, this is what we see as research, this is wiwat have to do.” ... And | still
think of it conforming to a mould (PhD25-C).

Only very few candidates nominated expectations esearch would add a greater depth to
their art making, or that the experience offerecudovalidate portfolios that contained new
research and original work (Allen-Collinson, 2008)ne candidate defined art produced as
‘well-resolved conceptually valid project For instance, a MFA candidate captured what wa
to her an interesting insight into greater deptbulgh scholarship:

| became very interested in a more academic apgraacart making. . . . | was
looking for ways to increase the conceptual aspéchy art making . . . doing a
research degree would enhance that or facilitatat ileast . . . it is easy after you

finish undergraduate [studies] to just go off andka art and not really have a
great deal of thought into the actual making. . | assumed that by doing
something a bit more academic, it would bring aleiglevel of rigour to my work
(MFA19-M).

Opportunities to improve skills: art making or sclasly skills? Candidates expressed a strong
expectation that participation in the degree wdelad to significant skills development. For
many, this would enable them to work successfudlpmfessional artists, and as experience as
professional artists ranged across the full spegtresome saw the degree as a full-blown
preparation for independent practice:

My expectations and intentions were to gain a gred¢vel of skill and self-
motivation to the point where, when | leave, | apable of working in my own
studio practice and that | will have the personadaartistic skills that will keep
me as a solid artist without that structure aroume. Also | intend to build a
stronger research conceptual base for my work &ad twill have the conceptual
skills developed to where | get stuck, | don’t neetiave someone, a teacher, to
actually help me work out my direction (MFAO02-M).

For many, exposure to an established art commuatitthe university provided a ‘good fit’
between personal goals as practicing artists amdelgree’s potential to provide new art making
skills. However, where candidates nominated expiecs about scholarly practices in the
interview they also highlighted conflicts and unaétties, as already identified in the research
of Allen-Collinson and Hockey (2000) and Hockey @Z02003) The connections between art
and research, theory, and developing written skilse all cited as problematical areas of their
candidature. Not knowing what to expect from a ddeigire beyond art making expectations,
meant that a candidate was likely to have expexctatihat were too high, too low, or unrealistic
about scholarly practices. For example, some egpetitat the level of intellectual rigour,
academic critique and standards would be higher tilaat was actually experienced. Others
blamed themselves for these conflicts and unceigainsuch as feeling intimidated, or they
undervalued their own project ideas.
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Alongside anxieties about research candidatesisnstindy identified their fear of writing as a
glaring weakness among their existing skills. Whhey expected to improve their written
skills, the writing about artwork had proved to &dlifficult task for many. For instance, one
candidate found that conceptually her art work mselese, yet she had difficulty putting such
ideas into a written language. Candidates demdagsittheir struggle to learn this new language,
of being able to write about theirs (and other$)naaking and practices. In essence it was a
struggle to become bi-lingual, because scholarfctre requires candidates to develop their
creative capacity in words as well as in art.

Candidates noted that previous academic experi@floenced their expectations about higher
degree study. For some it was simply a surprisenahdecessarily a bad one:

| thought there was an expectation to produce sbimgtthat was fairly
theoretical, because that had been my experienth papers in the past,
particularly with my honours research. But as ishi@appened, I've realized now
that it's okay to have something that is not so mbiographical, but certainly a
lot more casual, than say a paper that would betamifor Art History and Theory
(MFA 07-M).

Others did not expect a PhD to be all that diffefemm a Masters or Honours degree and this
could be worrying, as the following quotation capsi This candidate did not expect the PhD to
be different from a Bachelor Degree until she foghd ‘had’ to do things differently and this
led to a feeling of exposure, anxiety and strugglely of her own making:

It's this thing of you having to steer everythiggu have to decide what it is. You
have to go out there and get it and put it togethsu can discuss with others,
and receive some guidance, but essentially it's yod thinking about it doesn’t
decide it—its doing it and helping materials yote usteract that produce the
work. And | had a lot of anxiety about writing ip.ul found | had a split
personality, the work and the written stuff thdsald to produce during this time. |
couldn’t reconcile the two. And the theory and ithterest in [science] were very
intrusive. And that was knocked into place by dismg things with the
supervisor, and (by) having to solve practical gesbs of communicating these
ideas visually (PhD20-M).

It is interesting here the terms in which she nated the support of the supervisor; the highly
pragmatic way this helped her to ‘knock into platte8 communicative elements of the work to
achieving focus and coherence in the thesis.

Some candidates evinced surprise and pleasurezatalie added to their practice from the
theoretical component, to discover what Marsha@0{@ Sullivan (2005) and others understand
as outcomes from practice-based research, to tremgderception whereby new understanding
and new insight can be generated:

When | first started | thought, well, it's a bit afstab in the dark, when you first
start on something new. When you start you dordinkwhich avenues you are
going to go, and because this is quite a persomatrjey, so many threads came
together that | hadn’'t expected, and | found itle&ascinating and amazing that
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if I hadn't done that theoretical research, | wouteever have come to the
conclusions that | have. . . . For me it was betjually important: the practical
and the theoretical (MFA16-L).

| think the thing that was most important was thaas somewhat skeptical about
the idea of doctoral research in an art school, div& come out the other end
quite convinced that some people have an ideal afapproaching education. |

think that research is quite good—not for everybebyt for myself, it proved to

be quite a beneficial method of explaining my ovatiice (PhD29-C).

In both of these examples research and theory eamtlerstood as serving art making. Overall,
in this study, there remains little in the way e€ognition of the scholarly journey.

Opportunities to expand careers and employment pexts Whether candidates already
worked as teachers or tutors in academic institgfior were practicing artists, they expected to
improve their employment prospects in some way. é@mple, one MFA candidate expected
to have a ‘really strong’ portfolio to take to coraroial galleries, with the confidence that her
work would be acceptable, even though she did rpea to make ‘heaps of money’ from it.
Candidates expected a higher degree and a PhDediegparticular, to give them a competitive
edge, particularly those already employed in thizarsity, or who sought employment in the
university sector as casual lecturers.

One candidate explained that part-time lecturingild/grovide financial security to sustain her

part-time art practice as well as ensure accessotdinued up-to-date knowledge about

contemporary art. She had expected that supenasalestablished staff were likely to provide

introductions to galleries, curators, art critiaad help her into the arts industry. The university
provided an invaluable source of patronage. Inresntthree informants, all PhD candidates,
primarily sought and expected their degree to bpegsonal satisfaction and not for their

advancement as professional artists or as acade®@ios, an art teacher, sought to be more
socially useful as an artist and to come out atethe with enhanced skills. Another saw the
enrolment as a good use of time and energy, anayaavund her interests.

Overall, academic scholarship was not seen as @matself, or was sublimated to other ends.
This didn’'t mean research that supported art makiagn’t seen to be interesting, there is just
very little evidence among informants in this studycandidates who expected to participate in
the wider academic, intellectual, or scholarly cammity.

Opportunities to participate in supportive acadengnvironmentsCandidates clearly expected
a supportive environment. They expected the unityesd the wider artistic community to
have established links and networks in place sottiey could benefit from such structures.
Some expected social contact and interaction wéff and students. They expected to engage
with like-minded people, who would assist them tesip forward and develop ideas, or they
expected social interaction. The university prodideplace to ‘be’, very legitimately, an artist.
A MFA candidate enthused,

Art school is a wonderful environment because thesone place where what you
do is legitimate. There is a big support group ardyou, and like-minded people.
For a lot of people art isn’t work, or it's just aactivity or a pastime, whereas at
Uni, art is important; it's why you are there andihd that very stimulating and
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enriching. It's not actually the piece of paper than after; it's the journey,
because I'm 58. . . . I'm interested in the resbabd. I1t's as much about looking
into it and learning more than just making the @FA23-E).

Some wanted acknowledgement as participants as agelbain other experiences in the
academy, such as to contribute to teaching, Yebmppities to do so seemed limited for some,
as is shown in this next experience:

| think it is very important that the candidate cesrto learn more accurately how
they fit into the widening of the structure, whiaéy can do, and how they can
contribute themselves . . . | think one of the aggting things is that some
[candidates] get teaching . . . or lectures . and some don't. | think students get
caught up in the stuff of whether they are seearasmportant candidate or not
(PhD18-L).

Others looked to the future and wanted help todbaipportive or interpretive communities
while they were at university that would extend Bmyond their degree in order that they
become self-sustaining when apart from the culbfitee university:

My expectations and intentions were also . . . égetbp networks within that
system—either with staff or with colleagues—so wWian | finish this MFA | am
in my practice and | can actually have a relatiopsiith others (MFA02-M).

Difficult transitions in a pathless land

Candidates spoke of transitions from other levdistady into the higher degree as being
difficult or painful. Some even went so far to $hgt they were terrified, while other candidates
said they were lost about what they had to reseditth sense of being on one’s own without a
map or guide is very strong:

| had to work it out myself . . . it was a slow @#es, because | wasn't very
confident when | started off . . . I'm sure doingPlD . . . in the art field, it's a

very speculative area and it's pretty much a pabléand. As people say, it's
termed ‘the pathless land’. It doesn’'t have anyaclsignposts within a certain

discipline (PhDO6-L).

I was like a blind person: a person walking in thteek (MFA16-0).

| was always very good at theory and in fact | veag&ed if | wanted to do my
research work in theory but | am really a makealdo felt, I'm in my mid-40s and
I won’t want to do a PhD when | am in my 60s. g this personal thing that it
was to prove something: that | could do it anddllg enjoy the academic side of
things. | enjoy academic life and the researchitSeas a painful, but enjoyable
challenge at the same time. It’s pretty torturoBaD24-C)

There is also the dilemma created by a candidéelsof understanding about the system and
what to expect from a scholarly community. In tr@dldwing account, the candidate had

difficulty with the institution as a whole; withatation and with an ongoing concern about life
after university:
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| didn’t know what to expect, but when in the mafst | realized that | could ask
for support: that wasn’t a prior expectation. | doknow if everyone knew how to
ask the questions to take the advantages of themsys . . It wasn’'t always
formalized. . . . | expected to be able to disarss have peers, staff and student
there to test my ideas on, hear their ideas, tohs®e a student sees the art world,
just how we would bounce off each other. . . felitlike | was out of sync with
other students. . . . | think a lot were seeingsta way to stay in the university
sector; be employed; do further research; stay whttrey studied. . . . | was
worried about what would happen after but not geiar how | would manage to
keep the level of research going after | finished¥30-C).

The tension between being supported and becomiriggiog, independent was also in evidence
and has implications for the relationship with susors:

Art is a very selfish occupation, really. You foass yourself and you are by
yourself a fair bit (MFA 23-E).

This study reveals ways in which candidates’ exgtemts are focused on the familiar—an art
making journey within an artistic community, and oo the unfamiliar—a scholarly journey in
an academic institution. This tension between #mailfar and the unfamiliar confirms what
Pritchard et al. (2005) describes as a ‘cultureckhoHere, the tensions experienced by
candidates are situated between two conflictingadisses: of the practicing artist and of the
scholar. This expressed anxiety about facing thkenonn, of being out of syng of not
knowing what to expect from a scholarly journeyyba compounded by the candidate feeling
isolated or at odds with the expectations of reseam an art practice-based higher degree.
Wanting to have space and do one’s own thing albo@ever, did not prepare candidates for
the isolation they came to feel in candidature ré@sons for which they struggled to pin down —
was it just them?

| just sometimes wonder why we'’re all in our separstudios reinventing the
same wheel (PhDO01-M).

There are no students who work multi-disciplinasp that's one area that
separates me out (MFAO02-M).

I go there [university] to make my work and | speakmy supervisor, but that's
really — | work quite on my own . . . | really doknow what other people’s
experiences are. | don’t even know anyone at ngestisiFA03-M).

| think that there is sort of a big weakness indbase of getting people together. .
.. | think that | expected much more support fsome of the academics . . . an
academic apprenticeship (PhD11-L).

Outside of (regular seminars where people presesit tvork) there is almost no
contact at all. But maybe other people have momgam together. I'm not sure
(MFA16-L).
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The candidate expects that by doing a degree, Beeowould sustain an artistic journey, which
Is by its very nature an isolated journey. In aot@hy community the artistic journey
transmutes into a scholarly journey within the wideademy. According to Sullivan (2005) and
Hockey (2003) integration will occur for the mosicsessful fine arts candidates. For instance,
Hockey identifies three types of candidates: thdetermined to remain first and foremost
focused on their identities as artists, those whadettake research at the detriment of their art,
and those who integrate both artistic and resem@htities (2003, pp. 87-90). Wisker et al.
(2003a) identify that strength to continue the fayr and to find a path comes from sharing the
story. To what extent then, do candidates see mégration and understanding happening
through supervision?

The supervisor-candidate relationship — candidatesxpectations

The scope of the supervisor-candidate relationsflibe analyzed under four main themes that
emerged from an analysis of candidates’ expectatioh supervision: expectations about
compatibility and an ability to get along; of sugeors’ responsibilities and roles; and the
changing nature of the supervisor-candidate relaligp. Candidates also identified sites where
problematic relationships are like to occur.

Compatibility and ability to get along with eachlrar. Candidates expected to have a working
supervisor-candidate relationship, and to be ablgdt on with each other. They expected
compatibility, being able to like their supervisarutual respect, and expected it to be an open
and trusting relationship. Consistent with WiskdP05) parameters of supervision candidates
expected both parties needed to be able to workthheg and to develop a professional
relationship with the potential to become peerd)eagues, friends, or co-exhibitors. In
particular, they expected supervisors to be rediaddd supportive. By and large, candidates
expected a degree of synchronicity or like-mindegne be present within a cooperative
relationship. To like, or be able to get along watsupervisor was seen to be very important, as
the following account indicates:

| was really lucky that | had two people that | ifgdiked. They [the university]
tried to give me all these other supervisors agst said, ‘no, | would not get on
with that person’. Finally, | found one that | wdulso that was very important to
me. It was vital that | had that support, and thegre very supportive, even
though they were so overworked. . . . My role waguestion some of their ideas.
| didn’t always take what they said as absolutalet just most of i{(PhD10-C).

Some candidates took these compatibility criteudhier because they wanted to work with
specific supervisors. Strong compatibility was @ilyci.e. they researched the credentials,
interests, and the relevancy of supervisors’ themaleknowledge base of potential supervisors.
For others degrees of incompatibility in temperatnskills or interests were not always viewed
as a limitation. Overall however, good compatipiand an ability to get along were considered
paramount.

Candidates’ expectations of supervisors’ responidileis and roles.Candidates expected that
supervisors would inform them about university @liites, policies, practices, and to ensure
that candidates fulfilled the requirements for theéegree to the best of their ability. One
candidate suggested that negotiating the bureamicejuirements, actually knowing what is
going on and how to approach those things is orteeofreatest resources from a supervisor. A
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supervisor’s role was seen, not solely as inforomagjiving regarding university regulations, but
also one that pushed a candidate along; helpedndidzde develop ideas into something
plausible and tangible to fulfill the expectatioot the university, and to ensure candidate
produced something of quality. According to many tbé candidates in this study, the
supervisor’s role was to help candidates to firedlibst way to do that.

There was very little indication that candidatesuased that interface with the system was their
responsibility. This is counter to Neumann’s (20@8ging that one indicator of successful
supervisor-candidate relationships is when candgladke responsibility for managing their
doctoral commitments. The supervisor as mediatowden the system and the candidate was
highly valued. Candidates also expected supervisorsonitor progress, to help them manage
projects, to pace their work and to manage deadllifi@is constituted the support function.
Overall the supervisor was a noted as a guide applost on multiple levels:

[The supervisor is] like a guide to help a cand&l#trough the post-grad degree,
such as current protocols of the academic insttutiA good supervisor is
someone who is up to date on all the current dgveénts and requirements (of
the institution) and can articulate those to thedaate (PhD04-E).

They react to something you are doing; one whothasexperience to help you
through the process, who can offer guidance whem lyave problems with
research or with your project in general; who cawegadvice and guidance on
how you might deal with those issues: a soundiraydor ideas. They are able
to offer relevant references, etc., and the sugermeeds to be there to give you
the support and guidance that you need in ordewtok your way through the
whole process (PhD22-M).

| thought that the supervisor was there to guidetimeugh the deadlines in many
ways, and where | needed to be at certain timekearcourse. | thought that they
were there as a mind; someone to bounce ideasaafl, perhaps to make
suggestions in terms of other areas | could lookrabther ways of pushing it. |

didn’t expect that they were necessarily knowledigean my field or . . . about

the technical aspects that | needed, but perhapset@able to point me out to
people that | could gain knowledge from. . . . &émms of how | bring the

exhibition together, | expected feedback, visuatigt conceptually... | was hoping
that they would help me conceptually . . . (tongrthe whole thing together, to
proof the paper and help me to streamlingPthD26-C).

Most of the expectations of the supervisor-canéidaiationship identified in this research
involved practical supervisor guidance on managenesks, rather than an expectation the
supervisor will encourage or promote scholarly picec While candidates expected the
supervisor-candidate relationship to be reciprotatias always described in a one-sided way,
i.e., the supervisor was expected to be candidéeted and the candidate was expected to
receive support and guidance from the supervisew &f the candidates in this study expected
their supervisor-candidate relationship to be askéfi (2005) describes, ‘a primary one for
ensuring a wealth of personal and cultural issuesexperience are addressed, as much as for
ensuring that students are guided and empowereditagsomous learners, engaged in a topic
sufficient to gain’ respective degrees (p. 120).
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At what point does dependence on support and goéddrom a supervisor give way to

independence and candidate’s ownership of therarel? In other words, when does the
adventuring begin? The next three quotations detratrshow a MFA and two PhD candidates
expected their supervisor to take a less direetaod not to drive their work and progress:

[The supervisor is] not my teacher; he’s not thevalirect my work; | can make
whatever | want and he’s there to make sure thatwhAm doing stays within the
parameters of my initial proposal (MFA 07-M).

[The supervisor is] to give a candidate directicargd not there to do the work for
you; to guide you; provide a safety net; to suggeatling material, which mine
hasn’t done. | suppose they are to be expertsadighd that you’re writing in, but

mine isn’t really (PhD11-L).

Students should be aware that at the start that shpervisor should not be
driving the project; it should be student-driverdathat the supervisor is there to
assist and give advice and point candidate in igatrdirection. Their role is to

make the candidate fully aware of what they arddpof their rights in terms of

who they can approach; facilities available. Supgov is to make sure that the
student is given the workplace assistance they freed technical staff; and to
provide as much information as they can for stuslemithout being excessive
(PhD29-C).

In the following quotation an MFA candidate drawm their own resources to develop
autonomy:

| hit a brick wall . . . it was at the time | wasoxing from print making to
installation based practice and that was a huge $t& me and | did it when |
was about a year into my Masters. | realized | jostldn’'t get what | wanted
from a print making format. . . . One of the reasomhy | had difficulty, I
suppose, is that my supervisor . . . was very noocicerned that | was moving
into an area that | didn’t understand but after itad the six months off, | was
able to explain in much more detail, in a drafttbé exegesis, which included
examples of other artists for the contextual phaw | really needed to move on
from print making into an installation base. .but never really finding anyone
who could teach me, this was a big step and .it] was the major focus or
change for me in the program . . . Once | did thath of my supervisors said,
‘right, ok, now we understand where you are goind avhy you want to do this’.
They have been very supportive ever since (MFA19-M)

In the next example the role of the supervisorrengng more freedom in direction than the
student appreciated was possible is evident, butagt the student has not accepted the
responsibility for the final outcome:

| expected to have . . . three series of contexantalvorks and 20 paintings —
that’s what | wrote down . . . I've just taken argaetely different approach, with
guidance from my supervisor and just been complefiglid. Like just, my

supervisor was so happy with what | was handingle thought there was a lot
more to be gained from reading the personal aspgbgreas | always thought
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that that was not substantial enough to base itBetause why base a thesis on
one’s self? Who am | to talk about myself for thyears? Through a lot of
discussion with her, she convinced me that it'si@tt the best way to go about
it, doing this research, because it is essentiaily experience of the [nominated
topic area] (MFAQ5-M).

Repeatedly, as this candidate and others showjd=ed struggle with dissonance to develop
their confidence as autonomous researchers. Itsisuggle that can inhibit progress towards
scholarly practices.

The changing nature of the supervisor-candidate agbnship. Few candidates in the study

had explored the concept that the supervisory mulght change and roles could come to be
reversed. Two informants however, described theersigpr-candidate relationship as a
negotiable and adaptable relationship:

| saw it [the relationship] as something that waslieable and you could
structure as you and your supervisor saw fit. Wité it was quite informal and
flexible, but | always felt that there were certaieadlines and expectations that
needed to be met at certain times in the coursthiiihat there were variations
and | thought the roles changed as | progresseal anPhD. . . . | really felt that |
was left to find my own way with it and [to] come with my own solutions. . . .
At times | felt myself, after a lot of thought,adisling whole areas of advice. . . .
It felt like it was my work (PhD26-C).

The supervisor has expectations of you . . . ybatre an expert in your field, or

you try to become or you try to contribute in a evidield of knowledge, ah in

your area, . . . He was there to assist me, thad to make the decisions . . . it
was . . . an adult relationship: it was more likguals, like you know, it was

talking to a peer that | respect (PhD12-C).

The importance of the candidate coming to accegitttie final work was theirs is important to
highlight, as that is a subject of debate acrdssistiplines.

Three stages to candidature are identified whengersisors perform different roles as
candidates’ work progress: an orientation stagiev@lopment stage, and a consolidation stage.
In the first, or orientation stage, candidates dbscthe supervisor-candidate relationship as
initially more like a teacher/student relationshighere a supervisor helps candidate to focus.
This may include the candidate becoming aware efdbgree requirements, the supervisor
being critical, supportive, and helpful, and chadjeng candidate’s ideas and ways of working.
In the second, or development stage, the relatipnshanges to a peer, equal or adult
relationship where a supervisor gives advice amdcti the candidate toward independent
thought and decision making; to find their own w&y,come up with their own solutions; to
allow candidates to have their lead. In the final, consolidation stage, the peer or adult
relationship develops, where for example, the saper will engage more so in the candidate’s
consolidation of ideas and work, facilitating trendidate toward autonomy and ownership of
the work. As Gurr (2001, p. 90) argues, supervisgpproaches need to reflect candidates’
growth toward what he terms, their ‘competent aotoy. They need to align their supervisory
style with candidates’ progression. Further, it nbaydifficult for supervisors to practice what
Somerville (2008) terms an openness to possitdjitet knowing what the end point is going to
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be, when candidates face dissonance, or a gap eretwerceptions and approaches, at different
stages of their work (Wisker, et al., 2003 b).

Of all the informants few show a deep and abidimgrest in a scholarly study. The following
guotation reveals one such occasion:

| referred to myself as the author . . . there wakegree of satisfaction because |
could place my work and my theoretical thesis igl@al context and that was

very different [from other previous levels of sfudy. . . | was forced to be

informed . . . it was a conscious effort to be avaf what's happening . . . in the
interface around the world (PhD12-C).

The candidate knew that for future scholarly wank seeded to be well-connected and named
the institutions she had contacted. The followirggoaints from two PhD candidates also

demonstrate the importance to a candidate of ictieraand engagement with a wider scholarly

community, even if the supervisor may not be ablprovide it:

Although | had a really good supervisor, he was p@athaps aware of all of the
discourse around installation. | had to discoveattjpurney myself . . . If | had
someone who had already had that conversation Wayld have said, ‘maybe,
you could have a look at this article.” . . . Theguld have had a greater insight
into that discipline, into that way of working. .. | really felt, that with all of that

research, | was really working all of that out miys¥ou just don’t know whether
that would make a better body of work (PhD24-C)

The supervisor should . . . introduce the candidateghe wider scientific or
artistic community to make them basically, to ustird what its all about, to be
researching artists, or researching scientists—adtrcing, networking, starting
the whole thing going, apart from the normal resgbility to navigate the
candidate’s work (PhD27-C).

Both candidates considered their supervisors hadell experience or capacity to promote
scholarly development. While candidates said thay had opportunities to participate in
conferences, these candidates talked specificatiytavanting to link into cutting edge research
in their specific fields, which conferences mayray not provide. That is, some candidates had
become highly specialized in their specific areésnterest that was beyond the scope and
resources available in their host institution.

Finally not all candidates found the open, expeeh scholarly community they expected:

| also find that sometimes . . . there is a lokeéping it close to your chest. You
know there’s people | wouldn’t even bother askisgmeone’s told me that you
found a philosopher,” or someone who has got saakyrpertinent thing to what
I’'m doing. ‘Can you tell me their name and the navh¢he book?’. . . . There’s
still a lack of kind of openness . . . Becausest keep thinking | couldn’t be
bothered getting a reply that's veiled. So somedifjgist don’t bother (PhDO1-
M).
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Problematic relationships

Participants in this study had greater difficultyabyzing supervisor-candidate relations when
those relationships were problematic. Often cartdglavere vague in their descriptions, using
such terms to describe the relationshipnas a perfect relationship . . . [but it] hasn’elen the
worst’. Candidates described negative relations with teapervisors as de-motivating and
unsettling. In some instances, this could causes@emtlent candidate to feel uncertain or
immobilized, while in others, a self-confident cadate would find solutions to her or his needs
beyond the supervisor-candidate relationship.

Candidates nominated several areas where the ssmecandidate relationship was
problematic, attributing cause to either the suigery the academic institution, or to the
candidate. Problematic relations included criticiand feedback from supervisors that was not
productive or beneficial; instability of supervisicaused by high turn-over rate of supervisors;
supervisors who promoted their interests and naselof the candidate, and, lack of scholarly
credentials by supervisors.

Feedback.Candidates identified negative criticism and inappiate feedback as difficult to
manage. It immobilized them; they became lost aitdout direction.As one candidate says of
negative criticism:

My supervisor was so damningly negative on virjuallerything that | felt that
there was no hope offered or potential for any gfwork. | closed down for a
while because | felt at a complete loss to knowtwddo. It was all criticism and
no suggestion on what the possibility was for tgkirork in another direction . . .
it has to be constructive criticism (PhD22-M).

As this candidate suggested, candidates expectgditodirection for their further action from
their supervisors’ criticism or feedback. Otherdigates found supervisors had difficulty giving
appropriate feedback, where supervisors were net ab reluctant, to give direction. This is
one PhD candidate’s experience:

| don't feel like | ever got any feedback on whaisvgoing well. It was always
feedback on what was going wrong. . . . | sometihmesrd back from other
people, my supervisor would say, ‘what [my namejaing is really exciting . . .
going really well.” . . . I don’t think | got angé&dback on the exegesis. One bit of
feedback | do remember was my associate supervesatiing the examiners’
report and then quite surprised that the examiraled some of it quite poetic
and articulate. And he commented on that. Thatallg®hD25-C).

University-based problematic relation® number of candidates in this study had multiple
supervisors during the course of their candidat@everal candidates revealed a lack of
continuity within their supervision relationshipdaexperience due to a high turn-over among
their supervisors. While it was common practichdawe two supervisors, the following example
demonstrates the unpredictability of supervisionemwhthis candidate had four separate
supervisors over the duration of candidature:

Sometimes the supervisor is elusive. | don’t krfdwvias lucky or unlucky, but |
had four supervisors, not through my doing. Thetfane left after six months,
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and didn’'t actually tell me. . . . So that was aogood situation. From the four
supervisors, | have had good ones and bad ones:diat one now who is very
elusive. | am finishing next month and it wouldnloze to at least have a reply to
an email. But then, | have had a supervisor who adsemely encouraging and
who actually helped me have more confidence in ntyngand convincing me
that | was doing all right (MFA16-L).

One form of problematic supervisor-candidate reteghip can occur when a supervisor hijacks
a candidate’s agenda; wanting a candidate to foHewor his agenda rather than to encourage
the candidate to explore and develop his or her wank. The following quotations set this out
in No uncertain terms:

Feedback was interesting because at times, it was Wwcalled, ‘best practice
feedback’ (regarding artwork) . . . other times. two-thirds of the time, | felt like
the feedback was coming from a very strong pereéptiewpoint of the
supervisors, rather than being within the contexhe research (PhD25-C).

| just want to bounce some ideas with them (supers). . . . This week it was
quite negative . . . one (supervisor) was questigrvhy | was bothering to sculpt
and that | should be more into drawing . . . he waging . . . that I'm almost not
allowed to change and evolve as | go through thiggam. This issue has arisen
twice now . . . it'’s totally de-motivated me thisek. . . . It's actually his agenda.
... So | have to spend too much mental timedriorget back to the place of self-
belief that | was at before (MFAQ02-M).

Another form of problematic relationship occurs witee supervisor lacks scholarly credentials.
One PhD candidate was explicit about the limitation her relationship with her second
supervisor (also enrolled in a PhD in Fine Artyisg that the individual's content knowledge
was different from her area of interest and lackimgechnical expertise. She also recognized
that the supervisor too was struggling with fundatak understandings about research and
dismissed the comment that if they were doing laetiqular project theywouldn’'t have the
problem she had encountered. She considered it inap@igpthat a member of the academic
staff without a PhD was supervising PhD candidatesituation not atypical in Fine Art
Schools, but becoming less so.

On a similar theme a PhD candidate believed sHersdf badly when her supervisor neglected
her due to a commitment to the final stages of thwin PhD:

While | was finishing my PhD supervisor was finighi . . busy with writing . . . |

was feeling a little bit lost, and | consulted stvody from a completely different
department who gave a talk here in the art schabbut something which was
kind of relevant to my work, and he was very hélpfe was in philosophy, and |
ended up getting more help with the thesis from, tivan from my supervisor,
who was busy and after completion . . . had to dt@w in New York and then
there was another show in Europe. And my husbatmketiene, because he had
supervised so many PhD students in [X subject]civproved to be really good,
because he gave an incredibly logical structuremy basically artistic writing,

which surprised the examiners! That was my expeeehwasn’t happy about it

but at that stage, | had kids, | had to finish, dntbok the view through my
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candidature, its up to me and if | want to finisfinish, and I'll do it on my own,
for me, that was pretty much the case (PhD 27-C).

In this instance, the candidate expected the sigmerto be there for her at the end. However,
she demonstrates, along with several other caredidaesilience when resources from a
supervisor were not forthcoming. In this accoutig $ooked elsewhere beyond the fine art
school for assistance among the wider resourceablawithin the academy. This in itself
raises an important point about the academy asauree for students in a way that is rarely
explored in the literature, outside of discussiabsut cross-disciplinary research.

Conclusions and Discussion

Expectations are the focus of this paper: candiiabeectations at the beginning of a research
degree, how those expectations may have impactédeimprogress to scholarly practices and
their relationship with their supervisors. In Figs the experiences of candidates as practicing
artists can drive candidates’ expectations abdutaking in their higher degree, especially as
art-making is where most see their future. Candgla&xpected to reinvigorate, or situate their
existing art practice within a wider context ofistd. There is a sense among some that they are
experiencing isolation in their own environment atalnot feel they are where the action is.
Few interviewed for this study articulated any estpgon that they thought they would become,
or take on an identity, of a practicing researcher.

Given the nature of these expectations at the utsey are ill-prepared for academic research
‘requirements’ and disjunction occurs very earlycandidature as they come to grips with the
need to write, explore theory, develop researchhatst and undertake an analytic ‘art journey’
of interpreting their art and their practices. L@y traveller in a strange land, candidates often
no longer know the rules or language of engagenTérgy expect a familiar environment, albeit
more challenging and rewarding one, with lots of tight connections and resources, and
instead face a paradigm shift and a set of ingiitat expectations and strictures. It is so
unexpected that this new situation is immediatedydght with anxiety. One common reaction is
to avoid the unfamiliar and seek to place the rasjmlity for it with the supervisor, setting up a
high degree of dependence for everything but theAarefined set of expectations emerged
among candidates that include the supervisor reguogi the system and the language of
research for them. Candidates’ expectations of whaequired to undertake a practice-based
higher degree in Fine Art, have the capacity tdegitinhibit, or enable, their progression,
especially at significant development stages.

Hockey (2003) in previous research has noted aeteryd among candidates to put off the
writing. This study found that expressions of sglegwith the unfamiliar were frequently
expressed as problems with writing or as inseasriabout what to do and how to do, and
sensations of disconnectedness and being ‘Iddie land is ‘pathless’. Candidates at the time
of this study found they had to reinvent themselass a very different kind of artist.
Nonetheless, this study also reveals a proportiosaodidates willing to trust this new or
unknown territory from the outset and who embrdeedhallenge. There is anecdotal evidence
that this is becoming more the case.

The university’s provision of the practice-baset tagher degree with accompanying studio
space, along with the candidates’ commitment te trp their time and responsibilities in their
own lives to make more art, may suggest to canesdtitat the university provides for enrolling
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artists a form of patronage, which enables candglab further their art making, with little
thought that research is a creative act itselthat scholarship as Wisker (2005) points out, is
also about ensuring a wealth of personal and @llexperiences. Few candidates talk about
scholarship, or note that developing scholarshig msime function of the supervisors’ role and
in the nature of the research degree. The wordadindp is rarely offered, theory slightly more
so and primarily in relation to ‘writing’. We didnfd strong dissonance between theory or
writing and making. Of equal interest and entinehexpected was that the supervisor rarely had
any prominence in the interviews in stories abaudidature until candidates were prompted.

Candidates in this study expected the supervisodidate relationship to be a relationship

between professional equals, commanding mutualectspiowever, from their perspectives,

they seem not to be very aware of the transitidvey twere required to make, to become
creatively literate by developing the scholarly trem skills and use of words alongside their
skills to be creatively artistic. This study doest and cannot examine this question from the
supervisor perspective. However, it does questienskills of supervisors to enable candidates
to make the necessary transition. Further, thersigomes’ responsibilities and roles to do this

may be stymied if candidates continue to expecesugors to help them reach only their

artistic destination.

How do supervisors cope with the responsibilitydevelop scholarship when candidates are
primarily preoccupied with their artistic journegad their credentials as artists? As this study
shows, candidates’ main expectations of their sugpens relate to supervisors’ management and
procedural responsibilities along with supervisalslities to be their guides, guiding them
safely through what is termed a pathless landscdpes study would agree with Hockey that
the tension generated by the clash between th&t artd research identity is very difficult to
address if expectations are not challenged at titeey and can lead in turn to a set of skewed
expectations that continue to operate through ubersisor-candidate relationship.

Candidates often use the metaphor of a journeyesrcribe the process involved in their
candidature. The way that the process is supervisedcritical point to understanding how the
candidate makes, or is encouraged to make, thassitibns from their initial expectation that
their journey will be limited to an artistic jouryéo it being a scholarly journey. In feedback
supervisors will need to be very aware of the Meedhe genre of discourse that brings the two
realms together, so stabilizing the ‘shifting sands
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